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FOREWORD

One of the most important achicvements in Armenology is
the two hundred-plus years of multilateral ssudy of Cilician Arme-
nian history. The main sources, first brought out by the efforts of
Mikayel Chamchian (1786), Edouard Dulaurie (1861). Victor
Langlois (1863), Levond Alisan (1865}, Grigor Mikaelvan (1952),
Sargis Bofnazian (1973} and others, created discussion on the
wming points of Cilicia’s internal and foreign policy. The ‘80s of
the 20" century were marked by renewed interest in the history of
the Cilician Armenian staic. Scholars began comparing information
in the official Cilician historiography with that of Byzantine, Latin.
Syriac, Arab and Persian sources. The history of Cilician Armenia
was being discussed more frequently within the broad context of
world history. arousing the intcrest of such scholars as Byzantinist
F. Chalandone; specialists in the Crusades R. Grousset, J. Prawer,
H. Mayer, J. Richard, and P. Edbury; medievalist-Arabists CL. Ca-
hen, N. Eliseev, P. Holi, R. Amitai, and A. Stewart; Syrologists P.
Kawerau, and A. Liders; Mongolists G. Lane, ). Bayarsaikhan and
others. In tandem with them studies continued in the tield of Cili-
cian Armenian toponymics (I, Hild, H. Helenkemper), architeciure
(R. Edwards}), numismatics (Z. Bedukian}, and sigillography (J. CL.
Cheynet, W. Seibt, V. Shandrovskaya, et al.). All of this atlests to
the refevance of such research and the keen and broad historio-
graphical intercst in the subject. 'The publication of fundamental,
comprehensive works by G. Dedeyan (2003), L. Ter-Pefrossyan
(2007) and Cl. Mutafian (2012) seems to have completed the next
phase of studics in the history of Cilician Armenia.

Today scholars arc looking for cther issues awaiting reso-
lution. Because it emerged at the tangled crassroads between East

3



and Wcst, the Cilician Armenian kingdom, whether willingly or
not, caused a preat quandary in the Islamic-Christian dialogue. The
Crusades, the Mongol invasion, and active participation in complex
relations between the Christian and Muslim  state-formations,
predetermined its historical fate. Multilateral study of the history of
Cilician Armenia 1s another step in understanding such an impor-
tant component of cur millennia-long history: The historical-cultu-
ral intcraction between East and West.

The present collection includes the results of scholarly
research conducted in 2013-2015 within the framework of the
project “Cilician Armenia in the Perception of the Adjacent Poli-
tical Entities (12%-13" cent)”, which was fundcd by the State
Committee of Science, the Ministry of Education and Science of
Armemia {code 13-6A388). During the past two years, head of the
project, Azat Bozoyan, advisor Rustam Shukuruv, contributors
Vahan Ter-Ghevondian and Gagik Danielyan, formed a viable
team, where each membcer aimed to present his own relevant obser-
vations. In order to jointly usc the specialized hterature and sources
relating to the subject, the tcam members worked to create a rich
digital library, The technical knowledge and skills of Gagik Da-
nielyan and other members of the team allowed them to fill the
library with digitzed special literature.

In May 2015, our team, with the assistancce of the Statc
Committee of Science under the auspices of the Ministry of Edu-
cation and Scicnce of Armenia, organized a conference: “The
Church and Statc in Cilician Armcnia: Tnterior and Exierior Pers-
pectives™ , held at the Holy See of Echmiadzin, our focal interests

" For a report on this conference, see (V. Rev.) Shahe Ananyan, «Ekelec’] ew
petatiwn  Kilikyen Hayastanum: havac'k® nersic' ew drsic's. Mijazgayin
gitaZoltov Mayr Al*ar S. Btchmiacnum ( “Church emd Stare in Cilician Armenia:
Interior and Exterior Perspectives . fnrernationu! Conferetice Held at the Mother
See of Holy Etchmiadzin), Ewchmiodzing 72, 2015 (5), pp. 98-101.
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led to lively discussions among the conference participants.

Each project participant has his own scction in the baok. OF
course it was impossible in such a short period of time for the
scholars to address every pertinent question, However, cach partici-
pant tried his best — based on his specific field of research — to
explain the image of Cilician Armema in the eyes of its con-
temporaries from neighboring states. Thus, A. Bozoyan tried to
restore the image of Cilicia based on the historiographic treatises of
the 12" century and the documents of the Nicacan Empire and the
Palaiologos dynasty. Rustam Shukuroy swummarized certain details
of the perception of Cilician Armenia by the neighboring Seljuqid
states emerging in Asia Minor, Vahan Ter-Ghevondian’s attention
was focused on the issues of origin and legitimacy of the Rubenid
dynasty of Cilician Armenia in the Near Eastern Muslim and
Christian historiography. Noteworthy also was the rescarch by
Gagik Danielyan, Postgraduate of the Institute of Oriental Studies,
in which he tried to reconstruct the image of the Armenian State
and Church based on Muslim historiography of the 12%-16™
centuries. During the term of this project the author dcfended his
Ph.D thesis an “Al-Mayrizl's Kitab al-Suliik as a Source for the
History of Cilician Armenia in 1250-1310”, Two papers by this
young scholar, included in this velume, are dedicated to the institu-
tions of “king” (?agavor) and “Catholicos of All Armenians™
(Amenayn Hayoc* Kar ‘ofikos) and their perception in the Muslim,
especially Mamluk histeriography.

Obviously, in the course of two years’ work the authors could
reconstruct only a few conceptions of Armenian history, and the
theme should certainly be further developed. Specialists in this
ficld would probably note that the members of the team have
bypassed the conceptions of such important neighbors of Cilician
Armenia as the Crusader States of the East and the Mongol Empire,
It was also impossible to embrace within this research the entire
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malerial m Byzannne, Ayyubid and Seljuq trcatises and their
historiography. That is why the subject of discussion was limited to
a number of specific issues. The project participants preferred pub-
lishing the main rcsults of their research in this book, which is
further enhanced by indiccs of personal names and toponyms
compiled by G. Danielyan.

The book consists of three parts, The first part is dedicated to
the analysis of thc Byzantine sources (A. Bozoyan); in the second
part R. Shukurov reveals the data of the Seljuqid Persian sources
relating to contact between the Iconium Sultanatc and the Cilician
Armenian State, while V. Ter-Ghevondian and G. Danielyan deal
with the ruling house of the Cilician kingdom and the peculiarities
of perception of that state’s civil and ecclesial heads in major Near
Eastern documents.

The authors are extremely grateful to Anahit Martirosyan for
the translation of this book from the Armenian original, and, of
course, to Prof, Abraham Terian for editing the translation while
allowing the authors to retain much of their respective styles.

The publication of this book was made possible by the gene-
Tous support from the Dolores Zohrab Liebmann Fund.

A. Bozoyan

CHAPTER 1

THE EVIDENCE OF THE BYZANTINE
SOURCES

A. A. BOZOYAN



1. CILICIAN ARMENIA FROM THE BYZANTINE
IMPERIAL PERSPECTIVE (TWO APPROACHES)

Byzantine studies

Recent Byzantine studies relating to Armenology have focused

mainly on the provinces of Asia Minor and the eastern policy of the
Byzantine Empire, as well as on the history of its political relations
with the Cilician Armenian staic. The 11% century was marked by a
new magration of the Synan and Armenian populations from North
Syna and Great Armenia towards Byzanotium. As shown by P.
Charams, one of the pioneers in the ficld of migration research, mass
migrations of the Armenian population to Byzantium and especially
to the provinces of Asia Minor continued throughout the 6h-12®
centuties’, thus proving the findings of N. Adonts. Considering this,
G. Dagron shifted the emphasis to the castern provinces of the
empire 1o show the migrations of Syrians®, The next attempt to study
the migrations taking place in the empire’s east was undertaken by
German scholar H. Ditten, who delineated the entire mix of ethnic
migrations in the 6™-11" centuries’. The above investigations are

' P, Charanis, The Armenians in the Byzantine Empire, Lishoa 1963,

1G. Dagron, Minorités ethaiquas et religieuses dans 1'Qrient byzantine 4 la fin
du X* et an XI* siécle: )'immigration syrienne, Travaux el Memoirs 6, 1976, pp.
177-216; idem, Le temps des changements, in: Histoire du Christianisme des
origines 4 nos jours, 1, TV: Evéques, moines et empereurs {51{-1054), ed. Jean-
Marie Mayeur, Luce Pietrt, André Vauchez, ¢t Marc Venard, Parig, 1993, pp.
297348,

1 H. Ditten, Eshnische Verschibungen zwischen der Balkanhalbinsel und Klema-
sien vom Ende des &, Bis zur Zweiten Hilfie des 9. Jahrhunderts, Akademie Ver-
lag, Berlin, 1993 (Berliner Byzantinische Arbeiten, Bd. 59), 8. 72--82, see also

]

quite important because, relying heavily on Byzantine sources, their
authors discussed the movement of the Armenian population with its
military units and therr role in the govemance of the castem
provinccs of Byzantium,

Another attempt to generalize from the studies and multilio-
gual sourccs on the consolidation of the Armenian population and
military units in Cilicia, Cappadocia and North Syria was made by
G. Dedeyan®, who based his investigation of the Cilician princi-
pality’s rise in them. A great breakthrough in the study of relations
between the Byzantine Empire and the Cilician Armenian kingdom
was F. Chalandon’s work published at the beginning of the 20™
century. Based on sources about the Byzantine history of the Kom-
nenoi era, the study compiled the political history where the Ar-
menian factor and political relations between Byzantivm and the
Cilician Armenian principality in the 12™ century had been refloc-
ted in most detail®. Religious-political rclations existing between -
the mentioned state units in the 12" century have been discussed in
my works® Armenian-Byzantine contacts of the later period, ref-

idem, Hayeri tetafariers byuzandakan kaysmt'yan mej Hustinianos A-ic’
miné'ev T dar (Axmenion Migrariens in the Byzanting Empire since Justinian |
to the £X Century), Pauma-banasirakan handes (Historico-Philolegical Journal =
HFI), 1988, 1, pp. 2336 (in Arm., translated by A. Bozoyan).

*G. Dédéyan, Les Arméniens entre Grecs, Musulmans et Croises: Etudes sur les
pouveoirs Arméniens dans le Proche-Orient Mediterranean (F068-1150). Vol. 1
Aus origing de I£eat Cilicien: Philarete et les prémieres Roubeniens; Vol. 2: De
I’'Euphrate an Nil: Le reseau diaspenque, Lisbonne, 2003. See the deatailed
review of the book by A. Bozoyan, HP), 2005, 2, pp. 296-302.

* Especially imnportant for making a general idea of historical image formatian is
the 6% chapter of the monograph; see F. Chalandon, Les Comnénes. Erudes sur
I'Empire Dyzantin au XI et au XI] siécles: Jean 1! Comnéne {1118-1143) et
Manuel [ Comnéne (1143-1180), Paris, 1912, pp. 93-1158.

* See A. Bozoyan, Byuzandiayi arewelyan K'alak*akanut'yuns ew Kilikyan
Hayastana ZB dari 30-70-akan t'vakannerin (7he Easrern Policy of Syzantium
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lected mostly in ecclesial documents, were underscored by A.
Heisenberg’, Fr. Dolger, V. Loran, G. Darrouzés®, H. Hunger and
0. Kresten’, whose huge contributions to the study of the By-
zantine patriarchal and imperial diplomacy are invaluable.

In the field of Armenology, we particutarly have to underline
the contribution of Professor Hrach Bartikyan for piongering the
introduction and detailed historical-phiiological analysis of
Byzantine sources relating to the history of Cilician Armenia.
Fortunately the scholar’s legacy was published in his lifetime and
readers may find it in a three-volume edition of his works'.
Bartikyan’s first article relating to the field was published in [958,
at the very beginning of his scholarly career; studying Isaac
Angelos’s letter published in 1884 by A. Papadoupolos-Kerameus,

and Ciliciah Armenia in the ‘30s-'40s of the 12 Century), Yerevan, 1948, see
also dem, Hay-byuzandakan ekelec*akan banakc'ut’ yurmen vaveragrers [1165—
1178 t*°.) (Documenis on the Armenian-Byzantine Ecciesiastical Negotiations
f1165-1178 Years]), Yerevan, 1995
" A. Heisenberg, Zu den armenisch-byzantinischen Rezichungen am Anfang des
13. Jahrhunderts, Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaf-
ten, Philosaphisch-Philologische und histarische Klasse, 1929, 6, §. 3-120,
¥ The scientific description of several records from the imperial notariats is given
by Fr. Dilper. V. Loman and J. Darrouzés have described the recotds sent to
Amenian Church from the Constantinople Patriarchal notariats.
® Das Regester des Patriarchats von Konstantinopel. 1. Teil: Edition und Uber-
setzungen aus den Jahren 1315-1331 / Herausgegeben von Herbert Hunger und
Otio Kresten unter mit arbeit von Carolina Cupane, Walier Fink, Wolfram
Hérandner, Ewald Kistinger, Peter E. Pieler, Gerhard Thiir, Reinhard Willvon-
seder, Herbert Wurm, Wien, 1981, 5. 590604 (Corpvs Fontium Historiae
Byzantinae, Val, XIX/1; hereinafter CFHB).
W See H.M, Bartikyan, Ilay-byuzandakan hetazotut'yunner {(Armenian-
Byzamting Studies), vol. I-IL, Yerevan, 2002 (Atemian Series, IIL/1-2); ibid, vol.
Iil, Yerevan, 2006 {Mesrop archbishop Ashjian Series. 19).
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which had not yet attracted the attention of Armenologists'’. In that
article the author also invited attention to two letters by the
fourteenth-century  Constantinople patriarch Isaias (1323-1334),
writien berween April 1330 — April 1331, to Armenian Catholicos
Jacob II of Anavarza and Armenian king Levon IV'2 In a 1960
publication, this prolific Byzantinist drew the attention of Arme-
nologists to an cxtremely important document relating to negotia-
tions held during the reign of Levon 1 with the Empire of Nicaea in
1213%, which was published over half a century carlier by Byzan-
tinist A. Paviov'* in the journal of the Russian Imperial Academy
Vizantiyskij Vremennik (BYZANTINA XPONIKA). Two decades
later, Bartikyan published his very interesting prosopographic re-
search on John Atman, a member of the delcgation of Theorianos,
the autharized representative of the emperor and the Constantinople
Patriarch at negotiations on Armenian-Byzantine Church union'”,

'' H.M, Bartikyan, Nor nyut‘'er Kilildayi haykakan petui‘yven ew Byuzandiayi
p‘oxharaberut'yunneri masin (Mew Materials on the Relations Between the
Cilician drmenian State and Byzanrfifm), Bulletin of Matenadaran, 4, Yerevan,
1958, pp. 2B3-290); see also Ajemian Serieg, I/, pp. 29-39.
2 Ibid., pp. 290-295. The criginals of these leters published in Migne, Patro-
logia Graeca {PG), vol. 153 were translated to Anmenian by H. Bartikyan, The
letters of Patriarch Isaias were re-published in 1981 with comments and German
translation by a group of Austrian Byzantinists, edited by H. Hunger and O,
Kresten, see CFHB, Vol X131, 8. 590604,
" H.M. Bartikyan, Hey-byuzandakan not'er (drmenian Byzantine Notes),
Bulletin AS ASSR: Social Sciences, 1960, 7-8, pp. 133-138; see¢ also Afemian
Sernies, [1L/1, pp. 47-56.
¥ See A.C. Pavlay, Sinodalinaja grameta 1213 poda o brake gredeskogo impe-
ratora s docerjju annjanskogo knjazia, Vizantijskij Vremennik (hereinzfter V),
t. IV (1897), 1-2, pp. 160-166.
" R.M. Bartikyan, Rol' igumena Philippopoljskage armjanskogo monastyrja
loanna Atmanz v armjano-vizantijskix cerkownyx peregovorax pri katolikose
Nersese 1V Blagodatnom, Herald of the Social Sciences NAS RA, 1984, 6, pp.
11



In this articlc he comprehensively examined the role of the Arme-
nian Chalcedonian clergy in the twelfth-century Armenian-
Byzantine ncgotiations. Although most of his observations were
based on presumptions since the available research was at the stage
of source collection, his works were still an imporiant step forward
in discussing the religious reconciliation problems in the field of
Armenian and Byzantine studies.

Further works by the notcd Byzantinist dedicated to the poli-
tical sublext of the Armenian-Byzantine church negotiations during
the 13"-14® centuries'® were bascd on new sources that displayed
certain |exical peculiarilics appearing in Greek records of the pe-
riod. The author’s next work contained detailed discussion of the
cotrespondence between the Constantinople Patriarchs Germanos 11
(1222-1244) and Manuel I (1244-1255) with Catholicos
Constantin | of Bardjrberd (1221-1267)". An interesting example

78-8R; see also Ademian Series, IIIf2, pp. 341-351; See the Armenian trans-
lation in: H.M. Bartikyan, P'ilipupolsi haykakan vank‘i vanahayr Hovhannes
Atmani dera hay-byuzandakan eketec'akan banake ut*yunnerum Nerses Snorhali
kat‘olikosi orok* (The Role of the Abbot of the Armenian Monastery in Philip-
popolis John Arman in Byzantine-Armenian Church Negotiations in the Time of
Cathalicos Nerses Shnorkali), Echmiadzin, 1985, 7, pp. 25-32; see alse Afe
mian Series, [II/]1, pp. 541-5348.

'Y H.M. Bartikyan, Kilikyan Hayastani ew Byuzandakan kaysrut'yan eke-
#ec‘akan p‘oxharaberut'yunners ew dranc® k'alak'akan calk'era (Helations
between the Cilician Armenian and Byzantine Churches and Their Political
Implications), wAshtanaks annual, Yerevan, 1995, v, I, pp. 112-126, see also
Ademian Series, ITI1, pp. 639-653. See the French version of this article:r H.M,
Bartikian, Les relations des églises de I’ Arménie Cilicien et de 1'Empire Byzan-
tine et leurs implications politiques, Actes du Colloque “Les Lusignans et
*Outre Mer” (Poitiers-Lusignan 20-24 Octobre 1993), Paitier, 1993, pp. 47-53;
see also Ademian Series, 1II2, pp. 895-901.

" H.M. Bartikyan, Hay-byuzandakan ekelec'akan yaraberut'yunneta pas-
tat'lt'erum: Kostandnupolsi patriark'ner Germanos B4 (1222-1244) ew Manuei
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of making the Byzantine sources speak loudly is the scholar’s artic-
le on the life of Guido Lusignan (Gy de Lusignan)} within the con-
text of the Byzantine period'®.

In one of his articles written in the last vears of his life, Bar-
tikyan discussed the issues of the Armenian presence in the Byzan-
tine Empire of the 11"-14™ centuries™, trying to swmmarize the
evidence contained in the rccent publications of Late Byzantine
documents®. Bartikyan has preatly contributed to understanding
and reconstructing the stance and perception of the Cilician Ar-
menian kingdom by the Byzantine Empire. [n the last part of that
work hc tried to investigate the Byzanline imperial and patriarchal
sealcd documents, the system of their wording formulations, and
the implications of that evidence for the level of diplomatic rela-
ticns between the empire and the Cilician Armenian kingdom. To
the cxtent possible, he made use of the critically editcd records and
the scholarly literature available to him.

B-i (1244-1255) t'ft'era Het'um A tapavorin ew Kostandin A Barjraberdc'i
kat'olikosin {Armenian-Byzantine Church Relations in the Documents. Letters of
the Constaniinepie Putriarchs Germanos 1T (1222-1244) and Manuel IT (1244—
1253) vo king Hetum I and Catholicas Constantin I of Barjrberd), «Gandzazars
Theological Jourpal, vol. 7, Yerevan, 2002, pp. 50-30; see also Ademian Series,
19, pp. 27-63.
" H.M. Bartikyan, Gvidon Lusinyans Byuzandiayum ew Kilikyan Hayastanum
(Guido Lusignan in Byzantium and in Cilician Armenia), «Ashtanak» annual,
vol. 2, 1998, pp. 135-143 ; see 250 Aenuan Series, /1, pp. 683692,
'* H.M. Bartikyan, Hunakan mijnadaryan arxivayin p‘astat*ft’er Bynzandakan
kaysrutyan tarack'um hayoc' nerkayut‘yan masin (XI-XIV dd.y (Medieval
Greek Archival Documents Pertaining to Armenian Presence in the Territory of
the Byrantine Empire (XI-XTV centuries)y, HP), 2003, 3, pp. 87-130; see aiso
Afemian Series, 19, pp. 127-170.
® The subject of Bartikyan's study was the six volume edition of Acta et Dip-
lomata Graeca Medil Aevi Sacra et Profana / Callecta ediderunt Franz Mik-
losich et Joseph Miiller, published in Yienna, 18601890
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Following Bartikyan's research and the pcrception shaped
by official Roman diplomats of the Eastern Roman Empire, we
have prepared a description of notarial documents or regestes of
separate records from the imperial and patriarchal chanceries dating
from the 12 century to the 30s of the 14% century. The research
presented below is compiled by the same method we followed in
our former publication of the records of negotiations between the
Armenian and Byzantine churches dating from the 30s—*70s of the
12® century.

Issue statement

As is weil-known, the Cilician Armenian kingdom was
established on Byzantine territcries in the second half of the 117
century when the empire was gradually being ousted from its east
Minor Astan holdings, as a result of the Scljugq invasion. Thus the
study of the stance and response of the Byzantine Empire and its
public institutions to the policy of the Cilician Armenian
principality (and its political and church hierarchy)} is especially
important. It should be taken into account that while in the “70s of
the 11" century the region of Cilicia adjoining the Byzantine
territories was often considered a frontier zone, prior fo the 13™
century it was mostly deemed subject to the empirc and thought 1o
be its integral part inhcrited from the Roman Empire. According to
official Byzantine historiography in the 7™ contury, that region
tumed to an arena of military and political clashes between the
Arab Caliphate and the Byzantine Empire. The first time the
empire lost Cilicia as a scparate region was in 703, In the ‘60s of
the 10™ century, during the reign of Nikephoros II Phokas, the
region was re-conquered by Byzantine armies. Duning the Arab
domination the region of Cilicia acquired a status of a frontier zone
(tugar) between the Caliphate and the Byzantine Empire. After re-
conquering the region under the Macedonian dynasty, a number of
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Byzantine military themata werc cstablished the provinces of Cili-
cia, Isauria and North Syria, with centers in Seleucia, Lykandos,
Tluk and Edessa.

Long before the battle of Manzikert, either through force or
diplomatic persuasion, the Byzantine Empire displaced the noble
famulies of Great Armenia and resettled them together with their
hghting squads in Cappadocia and North Syria. With Byzantium's
withdrawal from these regions the Armenian forces tried to gain a
foothold by extending feudalism as practiced in Cappadocia,
Cilicia and North Syria. They were mainly vassals of the emperor
and recognized the Byzantine supremacy. Best known of them
were Philartos Varajnuni {Philaretos Brachamios) and Xa&‘atur,
duke of Antioch, later on alse the lerds of Melitcnc, Edessa and
Tluk, as well as Gol Vasil. After 1071, when the Byzantine forces
were crushed by the Seljuq armies of the Great Sultanate in the
baitle of Manzikert and Byzantium lost control of Cilicia along
with other Minor Asian provinces, the regional rulers (Philartos
Varajoum, Xat¢'atur, duke of Antiech and Tores, lord of Edessa
who had preserved their power) continued to formally recognize
the Byzantine sovereignty. This is evidenced by Byzantine titles
granted to these statesmen, preserved in our source documents. The
empire could not for fong accept the loss, not only of Cilicia but
aiso of the other Minor Asian holdings, and did not recognize the
de facto autonomy of thc Armenian principalities in the region;
rather, it continued considering them subjects of empire.

Since the end of the 11" century, after the battle of Mangzi-
kert, two of a number of new Armenian princely houses mentioned
by Byzantine, Armenian and ¢astern sources — the QOshinides and
Rubenids — began struggling for control over the mountainous re-
gions of Cilicia and beyond, into the southern plains®!. To streng-

*! The history of all Armenjan princely houses of the 11™-12" cenwries is tho-
15



then their grip of Cilicia both princely families recognized the
Byzanting supremacy; they wore the titles of sebasios and
protosebastos received from the cmpire and were inherited by their
successors. Notahly, to preserve their political power the represen-
tatives of both houses sought Byzantine protection (dcemed to be
important then) and tried 10 receive further Byzantine titles at any
price.

Up to the sccond half of the 12% century, after a certain
success of the First, Second and Third Crusades, the Byzantine
Empire led a very active foreign policy in Asia Minor and North
Syria, appointing and conferring unlimited military-administrative
power on its governors (strategol) who ruled in cooperation with
Armenian princcly houses. The only state able to block the reco-
very of these regions was the Norman principality of Antioch.
However, contrary to the energetic ecumenical policy of the Byzan-
tines, the Rubenid Armenian principality succeeded in unifying
almost, all Cilician regions and shedding off its vassal allegiance.
Whether through using its own resources or by entering into coali-
tians with other Crusader and Muslim Miner Asian statehooeds, the
principality took its first successful and purposeful diplomatic steps
in mtemational relations, which led o full and facrual indepen-
dence of the country by the end of the 12" century. In 1198/1199%
the Rubenid Cilician principality was proclaimed a kingdom by the
Holy Roman Empire and the Pope of Rome. One of the first to
recognize this Armenian kingdom was the Byzantine Emperor
bound to send a crown to the Roubenid Prince Levon II. The res-
ponse of the official Byzantine historiography was full of hostility

roughly discussed by G, Dédéyun, Les Arméniens..., v, 1-2.

* As evidenced by the letter of Nerses Lambronatsi “To Levon™, prince Levon IL
was loczlly perceived as a sovereign ruler; see Recueil des Historiens Croisades,
Documents Arméniens (RHC D.A), & L p. 578
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towards the success and cspecially the aspiration of the Cilician
Armenian principality for independence. Byzantine sources of the
time provide a bulk of information and details missing from other
sources. Some relevant data on the region arc added by Near
Eastern Muslim sources, which will be presented 1n the subsequent
chapters of this book. :

Uuntil the battle of Myriokephalon (1176) the Armenian aut-
horities autonomously ruling in Cilician regions had been in tight
political and economic relations with the Byzantine Empire and
rccognized ifs sovereignty. From time to time the empire would
station rather large armies i this part of Asia Minor, including
fcudal lords’ armed forces in vassal allegiance. According to infor-
mation provided mainly by Byzantine historians Anna Komnene,
loannis {(John) Kinnamos and Niketas Choniates, beginning with
tie ‘40s of the 12% century, Byzantiurm was sending its strafegoi to
Cilicia to gain local support in an attempt to consclidate the Kom-
ncnian power. Further plans included the establishment of a unified
administrative-military unit i Atalia, Tsauria, Cilicia, Antioch and
Cyprus®. During the same period, the Byzantine Empire tried to
restore its power in Asia Minor. The basic political goals of John II
and Manuel I Komnenos were to get strong positions in the coastal
regions of the Black and Mediterranean seas, disallowing other
states’ free entry to the Mediterranean basin; to subjugate, through
dynastic marriages, the Crusader states of the Near East to the
empire; and to recover its international prestige. The prerequisite to
this policy was the subordination of the Armemans — cspecially
their armed forces stationed 1o Cappadocia, Cilicia and North Synia
— t¢ Byzantine political interests. To reach that goal the Empire
organized distant campaigns in North Syria (1136-1138, 1143-
1148/1149, 1158, ete.), trying to disunite them with the help of pro-

2 A. Bozoyan, Fastern Policy of Byzantium ., pp. 194-195,
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Byzantine forces or to ignite internal wars in Cilicia. This com-
pelled the Hiomkla Catholicosate to adopt the dogma and rite of
the Byzantine church and recognize the supremacy of the Pat-
riarchy of Constantinople. However, historical treatises of the time
reflect a countering development. With the Byzantine Empire being
driven further and further from its primary goals and becoming
even more dislodged (as a result of continual defeats, especially at
the battle of Myriokephalon) from the ongoing pelitical struggle in
Cilicia and North Syria in the second half of the 12™ century, the
Rubenid principality consolidated its positions in the region. Owing
to these consistent political gains, the Rubenid principality acquired
the status of an independent state. Finally, in 1198, the Byzantine
Empire recognized the independence of the Armenian kingdom of
Cilicia.
Exceptionally important for in-depth understanding of the
- twelfth-century history of Cilicia and North Syria are the historical-
literary works of the eleventh-century Byzantine authors Michael
Attaleiates and Michael Psellos, which reflect the Byzantine
political interests and point of view. Continuing the centuries-long
. traditions of Byzantine historiography, these authors provide very
interesting data on the involvement of the Armenian population and
armed forces in the Byzantine wars, They tell about the campaigns
of the Byzantine emperors not only against Cilicia, but also against
the Iconium Sultanate and the Danishmend Emiratc — the states that
had become next-deor neighbors of Byzantium, driving a wedge
between it and its former provinces of Seleucia, Cilicia and North
Syria. With this perspective the Byzantine sources show the state of
affairs in the region from their narrow political, imperial vantage
point.
The political crisis that started in the Empire at the end of the
12 century, during the last years of the Komnenei, was one of the
main reasons for the capture of Constantinople by the Latins in
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1204 and breakdown of the country. The new consolidation of the
Byzantine political, mililary and economic power in Nicaea,
completed in 1260 by the re-conquest of the capital, still did not
allow the new emperors of the Paleologos dynasty to think of ex-
tending their power over Cilicia. The ultimate priority of the Em-
pire was to preserve the Byzantine control still lingenng in the
Balkans and which was gradually fading away in the west of Asia
Minor.

A few official documents dating from the 13"-14™ centuries
testify that the Cilician Armenian kingdom was only of interest to
the Byzantine Empire as a Christian country, and an alliance would
serve both countries well. For that very reason, the records of the
imperial and patriarchal chanceries of that period were full of res-
pect for Cilician Armenian political and spiritual leaders; the res-
pect grew in inverse proportion to the weakening of the empire.
These historical documents, letters, and decisions by the Church
Councils testify that, while trying to establish an alliance, the
emperors and patriarchs of Constantinople and Nicaea were always
reminded of the theological, dogmatic differences. This was of
even more cancern to the Byzantines becavse the followers of the
heterodox Armenian Apostolic Church were living in Constanti-
nople, the Balkans and Asia Minor since time immemorial. From
time to time the Empirc took measures against that population,
including attempts at forced conversion. That is why the preserved
documents frequently touched on the problem so painful to both
sides, and that is why various Byzantine treatises labeled the
Armenian population as “heretics”. Although the church-supported
the traditional state policy aimed at the Armenian population living
within the cmpire, there was a new awareness that forced conver-
sion of the Armenian population residing in its territory was doo-
med, Having thus failed for centuries to erase the theological divide
through forced conversion to “orthodoxy™, the civil and religious
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authorilies of the empire sought a new strategy: to win over the
heads of the Cilician Armenian statc and church. That was the main
abjective of the official negoliations for Church union held at times
with the Armenian Catholicosate, The participation of the Cilician
Armenian Catholicesate and state in these negotiations pursued two
goals: first, establishing a union on cqual terms; and second,
strengthening the ties with the Armcnian population living in
Byzantine territory. Ecclesial and political negotiation records
presented herein show that, on the eve of negotiations, the Byzan-
* tine party was often trying to clear itself from charges of perse-
cution brought by the Armenian civil and church authorities. The
Byzantine party denmounced the attempts of forced conversion,
insisting that the Armenian faith was not persecuted in their
demain.

Official historiography of the Komnenian period

The main Byzantine sources shedding light on the history of
the Komnenian period are here presented to the extent that they are
rclevant to our subject. Byzantine historiography of the 12™ to the
beginning of the 13" centurics presents the empire’s stance on the
Cilician Armenian principality in greater detail since the eastern
policy of the empire collided with neighboring Cilicia and the Mus-
lim states, and that much more frequently. The works of the Byzan-
tine historians Anna Komnene, loamnis Kinnamos and Niketas
Choniates are most important in this regard; they represent the
official responsc in Byzantine historiography to ongeing historical
events, including a multilateral analysis of the Komnenian empe-
rors’ role m them. Being the contemporaries of the Cilician Arme-

nian principality, the aforementioned anthors continved analyzing .

the events that were of prime concern to them.
Anna Komnene (1081-1153), one of the best representatives
of Byzantine historiography, narrated the history of the Byzantine

20

Empire during the reign of her father Alexios I Komnenos (1031-
1118)*. Her work was written in the “30s to ‘40s of the 12" cen-
mry and during the initial years of Manuel I Komnenos as a con-
tinnation of the narrative left incomplete by her untimely-gone hus-
band Nikephoros Vrienos. Scholars long-ago observed that, des-
cribing the reforms of Alexios I, Anna lauded his ali-national mis-
sion as if indivectly opposed to infamous (in her opinion) policies
of her brother John I1 Komnenos and his son Manuel I. That is why
her work was apily nicknamed “The Alexiad”. For Anna Komnene
the reign of her father had been the brightest period in Byzantine
history. Her work is a mixture of childhood memories, various
conversations ovetheard by her during her life at the court, and
impressions of a princess born in the purple. The passages where
this lcarned lady falls under the influence of ancient Greek authors
and their characters®” speak of her knowledge and the peculiarities
of a Byzantine education®®. However, without this work it is
impossible 1o discuss the details of the Byzantine eastern policy in
the period of John 11 and Manuel 1 Komnenos; or to study the far-
[etched expansionist campaigns of these emperors that carried cut

* See the last publication of the Greek original with parallet French translation
in: Anna Comnéna. Alexiade (régne de I'emperewre Alexis I Comnéne 1081-
1118) / Texte établi et traduit par B, Leib, t. -1, Paris, 1945-1347, We used
the Greek original published by Dulkange with Latin translaticn in Migne, PG, 1.
131, pp. 59-1307) and Schopenus {CSHB, Bonnae, 183%). English translation:
Anna Comnena, The Alexiad / translated by Elisabeth A. S. Dawes, London
1928: reprinted Cambridge, Ontario, 2000, More often the Russian translavion
was wsed: Anna Komnina, Aleksiada / Introduction, Russian translasion and
notes by J.N. Lpubarskl], Mascow, 1945,
¥ 1. Hunger rightly labels Anna Komnene's work *...daB grolie byzantinische
Prasa-Epos iiber Kaiser Alexios [, die Alexias”; H. Hunger, Die hachspracliche
Profane Literatur der Byzantinischer, Bd. I, Munchen, 1978, 5. 404,
% Michaef Halicus' “Panegyric” to be discussed below is the best reflection of
this mindset.
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{with some adjustments) the policics of Alexios I to recover the
Minor Asian and North Syrian provinces.

“The Alexiad”, describing the castcrn military campaigns of
Alexios I and revealing the principles of his diplomatic approaches,
is-also a very important source for the history of the Armenian
population in the Balkan Peninsula during the 11"-12" centurics:
conccrming issues with their religious affiliation and the aclivity of
the Byzantine and sometimes Armenian civil and military autho-
ritics. It contains official documents such as the treaty of Devol,
signed in 1108 between Bohemond of Antioch and Alexios L
These enable scholars to penetrate the depths of the occumenical
castern policy of the Byzantine Empire on the eve of their military
campaign into Cilicia and North Syria, planned by John II
Komnenos (1136-1138). That treaty had long been referred to by
historians as justification for the expansionist policy of the twelfth-
century Byzantine emperors’. Tt was the first Byzantine legal do-
cument to specify the political status of the Cilician princes Toros
and Levon. Anna Komnenc was alive until the 25" year of Manuel
I Komnenos’s reign, The work of the Constantinople princess
abounds with mentions of Armenians represented in almost every
social layer of the muliinational and multi-layered Byzantine
population. We see Armenians of noble descent (the Arsacids, the
Bacureans, the Rubenids, etc.)® being the highest dignitaries in

? According to the twelfih-century historian Michael the Synian, “He {John)
marched against Antioch but failed to capture it. Joscelin approached him and
signed an agreement with him on condition that King John would give the
regions of Syria, meaning Aleppo and others, to the Franks. In addition, the
Franks would give him Antioch according to the pledge they made to his father
Alexivs (Comnenus)”. See The Syriac Chronicle of Michael Rabo (The Great}:
A Universal History from the Creation, translated by Matti Moosa, Teanneck,
NJ, 2014, p. 656.

* Anna Komnina, XIV, 8, pp. 321-322, 369-370; On the Aspiet families sce:
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public scrvice. According to Anna Komnenc a mass of Armenians
(mentioned name by name as heretics) resided in Constantinople™
and in Philippopolis (pres. Plovdiv), Thrace™. She tells about the
Armenians fighting alongside the troops of Fatimid Egypt agamst
the First Crusade’' as well as Paulician and Manichaean heretics
(presumably including Armenians®®) captured and enslaved by the
cmperor in the Balkans. In her view, based on the centuries-long
expenience of the Byzantine Empire, Armenians might be either
followers of the Byzantine’ or the independent national mon-
Chalcedonian church, and might be living within or outside the
Byzantine tcrritories. Many among the Armeman population of
Constantinople and Philippopolis were non-Chalcedonians™, per-
haps followers of the official Armenian Church; though, according
to the historian, many followers of Paulician and Manichaean
teaching were in hiding in the city of Phibppopolis {where the
Armenian followers of the non-Chalcedonian Jacobite heresy” also
resided). It is worth emphasizing that although Anna Komnene
details a number of important events relating to the history of the
Crusader state of Antioch, she is not fully aware of the situation in

A.P. Kajdan, Ammjane v sostave gospodstvujuschego klassa vizantiiskoi imperii
v XI-X11 vv., Erevan, 1978, pp. 43-46; G. Dédéyan, Les Arméniens entre Grecs
Musulmans et Croises. Emde sur les pouvoirs Armeniens dans le Preche-Orient
mediterrancen (1068-1150), volume Z: de ’Buphrate au Nil: Le Resean
diasporique, Lisabonne, 2003, pp. 695-704.
® Anna Komnina, X, |, p. 265
¥ Anna Kemnina, XIV, p. &:
3 Anna Komning, IX, 7, p. 307.
2 Anna Komnina, XIV, 8, p. 39: “kai pueta péymg nvdpunodicaro™,
2 Grigor Bakvrian (Gregorios Bakourianos), the Arshekuni Aspietai and others
represent members of the above group. See Anna Komnina, II, 4, p. 97,
3 Anna Komuina, X, 1, p. 265.
»* Anna Komnina, XIV, &, pp. 395-396.
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the Armenian principalities established in Cilicia and adjoining
TegIONS,

The history of the reign of the two successors of Alexios I ~
John II and Manuel 1 Komnenos — is narrated by John (Joannis)
Kinnamos™, Royal Chancellor (6 Puotuxds ypuppomikoc) of the
Manuel I period. His work, sometimes referred to by historians as
“Brief (émropr)} History™’ or more often just “History’™® is pre-
served in a unique manuscript, which was later repeatedly copied.
The original text of the “History” is abruptly interrupted at the
events of 1176 as if cutting off the historian in mid-sentence™.
Brcfly outlining the period of John 11 Komnenos's reign®®, Toannis
Kinnamos continues on to a detailed narrative of the time of Ma-
nucl 1. Here he lengthily informs about certain problems in the ¢as-
tcm policy of the cmpite; describes the campaigns undertaken by
John 11 and Manuel [ Komnenoi against Cilicia and North Syria;
mentions the Byzantine officials ruling in Cilicia, as well as the
most important diplomatic undertakings of the second half of the
12" century. At the same time he keeps silent about a number of

¥ A. Kazhdan (2d.), The Dxford Dictionary of Byzantium, v. Z, Oxford, 1991,

p. L1130,

¥ loannis Cinnami, Epitome rerum ab [oanne et Alexio (sic!) Comnenis ges-

tarum / Ad fidem codicis Vaticani recensuit Augustus Melneke, Bonnag 1836:

Along with the Greek oniginal we have also used the Russian translation of that

work. See: loann Kinnam, Kratkoe obozrenie carstvovanija Ioanna i Manuila

Komninov {1118-1180) / translation fram Greek edited by V.N. Karpav, SPb,,

1859,

* See P. Wirth, Zur Frage nach dem authentischen Titel von Johannes Cinna-

mes' Geschichtswerk, Byzantion, t 41, 1971. 5. 375-377.

* LML Freidenberg, Trud [oanna Kinnama kak istorideskdy) istoénik, VV, t

XVI{1959), p. 30.

“ K. tTunger explains: "Allein, der barocke Titel zeigt, daB sich émropd nur auf

die Regierung Johannes' 1L bezieht, wihrend der Haupitel des Werkes als

fapiymmg (narmative, — A.B.) bezeichnet wird” (tL. Hunger, imd., Bd. [, 5. 410).
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events that took place in the ‘20s—30s that caused enmity betwecn
the empire and the Armenian principabity of Cilicia. Then he pro-
ceeds to the details of the Cilician campaign of John 1I Komnenos
in 1136-1138.

This information shows that during the three decades follo-
wing the Devol treaty the Cilician Armeman principality had becn
expanding. During the reign of Levon [ it alicady occupied the
entire arca of Lower Cilicia and lsauria, and even besieged Isau-
ria’s capital Seleucia. In mentioning the events, the Byzantine his-
tarians loannis Kinnamos and Niketas Choniates seem to have at
hand official reports sent from Cilicia and North Syria to the royal
court of John II Komnenos: evidence of eye-witnesses and res-
ponsecs of other historians, upon which the public opinion in the
empire was shaped. The public response to the above documents is
mentioned in cach of numecrous Byzantine sources, especially those
narrating about the campaigns of the emperors, and also in pa-
negyrics written at that time. However there are quite a few data
concemning Cilicia, its population and its rulers, since Byzantine
posscssion of these areas was indisputable fact for loannis
Kinnamos. This is evidenced by official records testifying about the
campaigns of John II and Manuel I and names of Byzantine gover-
nors ruling in the region at that time.

Thc narrative of the later historical events, politicians, and
policics of the period is recounted by the junior contemporary of
Yoannis Kinnamos - Niketas Choniates, a noted Byzantne political
figure and a prolific historian from the end of the 12% to the
beginning of the 13" centuries, Niketas Choniates occupied various
high-ranking positions during the reign of the last three Komnenian
emperors (Manuel I, Alexius IT and Andronikus 1), and then he
served Isaac II Angelos (1185~1195). Later, at the ume of the
Third Crusade he was appointed a nuler of Philippopolis (today’s
Plovdiv), Thrace. He stated (with the indignation of an cye-

25



witness) that, in defiance of the Byzantine authorities, the Arme-
nian population of the city opened the gates of Philippopolis to the
armies of the German emperor Frederick I Barbarossa®. His con-
tacts with the multi-layered Armenian population of Philippopolis
and his attitude towards Armenians are described wnt his Historia,
private letters and numerous speeches'u. His ideas of the Armenian
“heresy” expounded in the “Tlavoriio doyuatikn”, were probahly
deeply influenced by the above-mentioned event, even as he
reflects on traditionat Byzantine perspectives conditioned by dog-
matic concepts and liturpical differences vis-a-vis the Armenian
Apostolic Church®. According to Niketas Choniates: “Entering
Philippopolis [Frederick Barbarpssa — A,B.] found it almosi totally
deserted since more- or less-lawful inhabitants had fled from there,
and if someone remained, it was either a pavper, whose property
consisled of his clothes, or an Armenian, Aclually only Armenians
considered the arrival of Germans to be, not an invasion of nations,
but a friendly visit, since they had trading deals with the Germans
and mutual understanding on numerous heretical teachings. Thus
the Armentans and Germans equally deny the worship of icons,
both use unleavened bread during the holy liturgy and, deviating
from the straight way, do, as a rule, have other [habits — A B],
which are denied by Orthodox** Christians™.

The capture of Philippopolis is described otherwise by the

41 g0e Nicetae Choniatae Historia, recensuit Ieannes Aloysins van Dieten, Pars
I, Berolini et Nevi Eboraci, 1973, p. 403. 71-81 (CFHB, val, XI/1).
** Nicetae Choniatae Orationes et Epistulae, recensuit leannes Aloysius van
Dieten, Apud Walter de Gruyter et Socios, Berolini et Novi Eboraci, 1972
(CFHB, vol. 11}, The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, v. 1, p. 428,
“ See Migne, PG, t. 129, p. 1101; . 140, p. 292,
“ The historian meant the followers of the Byzantine Chureh.
“ Sce Nicetae Choniatae Historia, p. 403. 71-81. Sce also Nicita Xoniat,
Istonija / Translation edited by prof. 1. Dolickil, t. 11, p. &.
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German chronicler of the Third Crusade, Ansbert, in whose work
the Ammentans are named “the truc fricnds of the victorious em-
peror’ (per Armeniox fideliores victoriosimo imperatori) Frederick
Barbarossa®®. The prevalent opinion regarding Armenians at the
end of the 12™ century is expressed by Nikctas Choniates in the
words “Disguised Armenian” (Bufic Appéviog)*’ — as though pro-
nounced by emperor Andronikos | Komncnos about the patriarch
Theodosios 1 Boradiotes, whom he was in conilict with, implying
that the latter was ethnic Armenian. As known from other sources,
since the end of the 12" century onwards, it was not rare to use
farce towards the Constantinople and Balkan Armenians, requiring
them to leave the Armenian Church and convert to Chalcedonian
Crthodoxy.

After the Sack of Constantinople by the Latins in 1204 and
wandering for a while in various Byzaniine provinces, Niketas
Choniates settled (in 1206/1207) at the Laskaris court in the new
Byzantine capital of Nicaca. There he resided until 1216 and
finished his “Historia”. Interesting information is confained in
Letter X1, penned by Nikctas Choniates concerning the marriage of
the Byzantine emperor Theodoros 1 Laskaris to Cilician princess
Philippma m 1213. This official letter of Theodoros I Laskans (as
mentioned in the title), addressed to Basil Kamateros in October of

* Quellen zur Geschichte des Kreuzzuges Kaiser Fredetichs 1. / herausgegeben
von A. Chroust, Berlin 19647, §. 48 [Monumenta Germaniae historiaca. Scrip-
tores rerum Germanicanm, nova series, lomus V; for the detailed discussion of
the problem see: A. Bozoyan, Documents. . ., pp. 216221,

* Nicitae Choniatae Histotia, p. 253: The same wording is met in the “History
of the capture of Thessalonica” by the twelfth-century chronicler Archbishop
Eustathiosof Thessalonica (Eustathii Archicpiscepi de capta Thessalonica
Narratip, in Leonls Grammatici, Chronographia, ex recognition Immanuelis
Belkeri, aceredit Eustathii de capta Thessalenica Liber, Bonnaze, 1842, p. 253).
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1213, delegates him to Sis to escort the bride to the empire
administered from its court in Nicaea.

Nikctas Chomates begins his Historia with the death of
Alexios I (1118} and cnds with the events of 1206. According to F.
Chalandon, the Historia relating to the penod of the reigns of John
II and Manuel I Komnenoi was written within 1183-1204%. After
long debates Byzantinisis came to the conclusion that Niketas
Choniates was familiar with and probably made use of the history
of Joannis Kinnamos®™. Nevertheless, this hypothesis is true only
for the period of John I Komnenos. It should be considered that
there are deviations both in the description and choice of events
that took place under Manuel I, and, especially, in each historian’s
assessment of the facts’'. It is also obvious that, having been an
eye-witness to the sack of Constantinople in 1204, Niketas Cho-
miates looked at the entire history of the 12" century from that
perspective. Searching for the main causes of the 1204 breakdown
of Byzantium after the Fourth Crusade, Niketas Choniates blamed
the short-sighted policy of the last three emperors (as opposed to
Kinnamos, who praised the heroic activity of Manuel I), going so
far as sarcastically mocking Manuel or diminishing the political
role of that emperor.®® A few dozen of Niketas Choniates’s spee-
ches, published by J. van Ditten, play an important role in his

*© See Nicetae Choniatae Oratignes et Epistulae, pp. 206-217,
“F. Chalanden, Les Comnenes, t. T1 (1, p. XXIV.
*® V. Grecn, Niketae Choniatisa-t-il conm I’histoire de Jean Cinnamos ? REB, t
VIL . 2, 1950, pp. 194-204; H. Hunger, Die kochsprachliche..., Bd. 1, 5. 410,
AP, Kajdan, Ef2e raz o Kinname i Nikite Xoniate, Byzantino-Slavica, XXIV.1,
1963, pp. 4-31.
AP, Kajdan, Eife raz..., p. 30,
* See N. Grossu, Otnoenija vizantijskix imperatorov Toanna II (1118-1143) i
Manuila 11 (1143-1180) Komninov k voprosn ob unii s zapadom, Trudy Kiev.
skoj duxownoj Akademii (separatum), 1912, p. 15,
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historiographic legacy. Thus, his discourse XVIII, which was
written during his rule in Philippopolis, provides interesting in-
formation about the “heretical” Armenian population of the city”’,
The works of Niketas Choniates seem to embrace two different
epochs in Byzantine history, separated by the Fourth Crusade: the
Capture of Constantinople by the Crusaders and the establishment
of the Latin Empire in 1204. His works are also interesting because
the Cilician Armenian kingdom was officially recognized during
his lifetime, which is indirectly attested in the letter to Basil Kama-
teros scnt to Cilicia as an envoy™.

Histeriography of the Laskaris and Palaiologos periods

Chronologically the next author providing information about
the relations between the Cilician Armenian state and the Byzanti-
ne Empire is George Acropolites. His narrative (supplementing Ar-
mcnian sources) contains additional information on Philippa, the
second wife of Theodoros I Laskaris, proclaimcd empress of By-
zantium in 1214, and her offspring™. This information is comp-
fementary to the archival document of the Constantinople Patriar-
chate on her short-lived marriage (to be discussed below). Notably,
while continuing the work of Niketas Choniates, George Acro-
polites brought his history up to the events of 1261, bevond which
he maintained silence about the further relations with Cilician
Armenia>®; noetheless, without his continuation it would have been

*} See Nicetae Choniatae Oratiores et Epistulae, pp. 192-196.

* See idid., p. 216.

% Gee P.I. Zavoronkov, Iz istorii nikeisko-kilikiiskix omodenii v pervoi polo-

vine XIII v., Antifrnye drevnosti i stednye veka [ADSV], t. 30, Sverdlovsk, 1999,

pp. 209-215; Cf. P.I. Zavoronkav, Nikefsko-latinskie i nikeisko-seljdfukskie

otnofenijav 12111216 gg., vV, t. 37, M. 1976, pp. 45-61.

* See P.I. Zavoronkuv, Nikeiskaja imperija i Vostok {Vzaimootnofenija s

1koniiskim sultanatom, tataro-mongolami i kitikijskei Armeniei) v 40—50-e gody
29



difficult to undcrstand thc Minor Asian foreign policy of the Em-
pire administered from Nicaca. His history contains the names of
some individuals. mainly Byzantine army commanders of Arme-
nian descent’’. Curiously, acither George Acropolites nor any other
source of the 13" century mentions the ecclesial diplomatic rela-
tions that were so important in the previous period; though they are
reflected in the preserved Greek letters of the Patriarchs Germanos
II and Manuel IT and in a few rcferences in Armenian historio-
graphy,

The fourtcenth-century historian Nikephoros Gregoras also
hinted to the Armenian background of the queen consort of em-
peror Michacl [X Palaiologos (1295-1320) Maria (known also as
Ritha-Xcnia)*. This marriage, as well as Theodoros I Laskaris's
marriage to Philippa in 1214, should have been rccorded in a
document that has not yct reached us®, Most kikely the Byzantine
patriarch Isalas (1323-1334) renewed efforts to iniliale ncgotia-
tions with Levon I'V and the Cilician Catholicosate on church union
during Mana’s lifetime.

Nikephoros Gregoras was also cognizant of the close relative
of Maria (erroneously called “her paternal cousin” —A.B.) Gui de
Lusignan (Gim the Armenian), also known as Guido. Thus, while
writing about the evenis of 1342 he says that Guido came to Cons-

XIILw), ¥V, ¢ 39, Moscow, L1978, pp. 93101

7 See P.I. Zavoronkov, Nekotorye aspekty mirovozenija Georgija Akropolita,
VV, t.47,p. 130,

*® See Nicephoros Gregoras Byzantina Historia: Graece et Lating, cura Lu-
dovici Schopeni, Bonnae, 1829, vol. I, p. 283.

® A. Gardiner, The Lascarids of Nicaga: The Story of an Empire in Exile, Lon-
don 1912; reprinted Amsterdam 1964, pp. 8788, surmises that Theodaras
divorced Philippa after discovering that she was not the daughter of Leo [ but his
niece, and sent her with the child born late in 2014 (Constantine Laskaris) back
to Sis.
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tantinople fram Armenia 24 years prior. Information on Guido Lu-
signan’s activity in the Byzantine Empire is also provided by his
political opponent, another Byzantine historian, statestnan, and cm-
petor n his own night, John VI Kantakouzenos, The latier names
Guido Lusignan {Zupyfj 82 Aceliavo), calling him a Cypriot and
adding that emperor Andronikos 11I Palaiologos (1328-1341)
appointed Guido, who was the son of his mother’s sister, the “Stra-
tegos/Commander of the West” (ziic donépag otparyyog)™.
Nikephoros Gregoras also specifies the geographical location of the
estates of “the son of the emperor’s uncle on mother’s side” [sic],
Gim the Armenian, in Byzantium: “Settlemcnts surrounding the
town of Sierre and up to Chistopolis™®. Later Guido Lusignan, who
was the commander of the Macedonian army, joined the 1341 re-
volt against the regency of John V] Kantakouzenos (who later was
proclaimed emperor, 1347-1354)". Not long after the revoit, in
1342 Guido Lusignan left for Armenia since (according to the
Byzantine historian) the Armenians had invited him to rcign in
their country®, Based on the narrative of Nikephoros Grogoras,
Bartikyan tried to establish that Guido Lusignan was a follower of
the Armenian Apostolic and not the Catholic Church®™.

“ See Joannis Cantacuzeni ex imperatoris Historiarum libri [V / cura Ludovici
Schopeni, vol. I, Bonnae, 1828, p. 476,
%! Nicephorus Gregoras Byzantina Historia, vol. I, p.283. Differing from Gire-
gotas, Ioannis Kantakouzenos speaking aboul the avents of 1341, names Guido
Lusignan the prince of Ferre. In Bartikyan’s opinion Joannis Kantacouzenos was
right. even though there seems to be some ambiguity in the comments.
% [oannis Cantacuzeni Historiatwn libri 1V, vol. [, p. 283,
* See [oannis Cantacuzeni, vol. IT, p. 292: Cf. Vol. [, pp. 288289,
* See HL.M. Bartikyan, Gvidon Lusinyang Byuzandiavum ew Kilikvan Hayas-
tanum, ... pp. 140-141. The issue calls for further study.

31



Historical-eulogistic/panegyrical works

"The historical events of the 12" century werc also reflected in
the panegyrics written in verse or prose that lauded thc Byzantine
emperors’ campaigns toward neighboring countries. Discernible
among them are the works of Theodoros Prodromos and Michael
Italices, written for the Byzantine elite and probably read in public
during court gatherings, While mentioning ten campaigns of John
Komnenos to the Danishmend Emirate in onc of his wortks,
Theodoros Prodromos also includes his Cilician campaign of 1136-
1138%. A special place among these eulogies belongs to the “Pane-
gyric” by Michacl Halicos, delivered on the occasion of the coro-
nation of Manuel I in 1143, It was discovered by P. Lamma in the
University of Bologna’s Manuscript collection under number
2412,% and published by Franca Fusco®”, The passages from the
original text “rcpresenting historical interest” were translated into
Armenian by Bartikyan in 1984, whose interesting research and
commentarics invited Armenologists’ aftention to the importance
of Michacl Italicos’ “Panegyric” for studying the history of Arme-
nian statehood®. Michael Italicos was a noted Byzantine cleric,
orator and philosopher from the first half of the 12™ century who

% Sae PG, t. 133, pp. 1362-1370; cf. A. Bozoyan, Fastern Policy of Byzantium
and Cilician Armenia..., p. 70.
® Lamma P., La spedizione di Giovani Comneno in Cllma ed in Syria in un
Panegirico inedito di Michele [talico, Memorie della Accademia dell escienze di
Bologna. Classe di scienze morali ser. V, vol. 6, Bologna, 1952, pp. 528 =
Lamma P., Onente ¢ Occidente nell' Alto Medicevo, Padova, 1968, pp. 339-
367. _ )
5 Frapca Fusco, Il Panegerico di Michele Italico per Giovanni Comneno,
"Extempls ‘Frepeing Bolavtiviy Zxodbdy, top. AZ, Aldive, 19659-1970, ol
146-169.
% H.M. Bartikyan, Mik*avel Italikosi «Nerbotyan» ew Kilikiayi Hayoc® arajin
t'agavori xndird {The “Panegyric” by Michael [talicus and the Issue of the First
Armenian King). HPJ, 1944 4, pp. 216-22%.
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profoundly mastered Latin and Greek literature of antiquity, widely
nsing examples from Classical and Christian sources in his works.
The said Panegyric praised the victories won in 1136—1138 by John
II Komnenos in the course of his campaigns in Cilicia and Syria. In
that poem, the Byzantine wrter’s asscssments of and hints to the
personality of Prince Levon I Rubenid and the state created by him,
are guite interesting. Unfortunately there arc no other similar
sources which would dircctly tell of Cilician Armenia, though
Armenians and their faith are mentioned by numcrous Byzantine
chroniclers, including Nicolaos Mesarites® and others.

Next we shall wy to summarize the data from Byzantine
sources on the Cilician Armenian state and its direct contacts with
neighboring states.

® Nicolaos Mesarites, Description of the Church of the Holy Apostles at
Constantinople, ed. and . G. Downey, Transactions of the American Philoso-
phical Society, held at Philadelphia for promoting useful knowledge, n.s. 47, part
5 (1957), pp. 855924; see particularly pages 839 and 504. Tins work wiitten in
1198-1203, nlong with the description of the Holy Apoestles Church in Constan-
tinople mentions 51. Bartholomew of the Artnenian Apostolic Church,
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2, CILICIAN ARMENIA AS PERCEIVED BY THE
BYZANTINE EMPIRE (KOMNENOI PERIOD)

After Alexios I Komnenos (1080-1118) came to power, the
Byzantine Empire gradually began to recover. Taking advantage of
the favorable political situation in the wake of the First Crusade,
Byzantium restored its presence in the region. It tried — through an
alliance with, or rather by means of the Rubenid princes of Cilicia
— to dislodge the Latin state of Antioch from the country’s low-
lying regions, Thus the first-ever mention of the two Rubenid
brothers in Byzantine historiogtaphy (and generally in any foreign
document) is contained in the Treaty of Devol (1108) where prin-
ces Toros and Levon were named the Byzantine vassals in Cilicia
or literally “yeyavotwv dvlponey ol kpitovg dpdv™. The Treaty
of Devol was concheded between Bohemond of Antioch {or of
Taranto) and Byzantine emperor Alexios I Komnenos. Pursuant to
that treaty, the Norman lord of Sicily, who was also the ruler of the
Crusader state of Antioch, gave a vassal oath to Alexios T Kom-
nenos and his son, crown pringe John. Contrary to the principle
“the vassal of my vassal is not my vassal” ruling in feudal Europc,
all vassals of Bohemond of Antioch had to recognize {according to
this unique document) the supremacy of the Byzantine Empire and
swear an oath of loyalty to the emperor and crown-prince. Those in
the cast (within the territory of the Latin principality of Antioch)
nceded to swear to an official sent there by the empire. In con-
forming with the treaty and oaths of loyalty to Byzantium, Bohe-
mond was obligatcd to recogmze the impregnability territory of
Mountainous Cilicia — the domain of princes Toros and Levon,
being (per the treaty} vassals of the Byzantinc Empire. The Byzan-
tinc term GvBpdirog frequently found in Byzantine historiography

' See Migne, PG, t, i3L, p. 1016.
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alongside the Latin term fige - Aifiov (Arm. 1hd), has been discus-
sed in literature (Leibe, Ferluga, Dedeyan) with all of its likely
synonyms” and is currently translated by scholars as “vassal-feuda-
tory-subject’,

According to that international treaty, Bohemond undertook
to restorc the entire area of Lower Cilicia located between the
Cydnus and Hermon (Pyramos) rivers to the empire: “Té 15 Beua
o Tlodavddv kol Aoyywiag kai mpdg Todrow; 10 atpamybrov Tiig
Tapood mdleme kol | Adave ok xai ai 1ol Mdyoveotin 1
AvéiPapla xal coverdvia givo, yhpe nioca Tig Kiikiog, dony &
Kodvoe xoi 6 “Bppov nepopilovory’™ (“The military themata of
Podandon and Longinias, as well as the entire military district of
the cities of Tarson, Adana, Mopsuestia and Anavarza; in a word,
all the regions of Cilicia located between the Cydnus and Hermon
rivers™). It meant that the major part of Lower Cilicia including the
military themata of Podandon and Longinia with the cities Tarson,
Adana, Mopsuestia and Anavarza should have passed mto Byzan-
tinc control already in 1108, Unfortunately Byzantine sources of
the time do not specify any town or settlement as the ficfdom of
Toros and Levon, nor contain any evidence of thewr principality’s
borders. So the scholars interested in Cilicia have to reconstruct the
initial geographical location of the Rubenid principality and specify
its boundaries based on information provided mainly by later Ar-
mcnian sources. Accerding tv Armenian, Syriac and Arabic sour-
ces, until the *30s of the 12¥ century the Rubenid Armenian prin-
cipality of Cilicia lay in the mountainous basin of the Saros River
flowing down from the Taurus range.

? See G. Dédéyan, Les Arméniens ..., Volume 1: Aux origins de 1'Etat Cificien:
Philarete et les prenters Ronbeniens, Lisbonne, 2003, pp. 478-482.
! See E. Hopigmann, Die Ostgrenze des byzantinischen Reiches von 369 his
1071, Bruxelles 1935, p. 128,
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The Byzantines considered that rcgion to be an integral part
of the Empirc and its princes their loyal servants or vassals. This is
evidenced by a Byzantine lead seal kept at the State ilermitage,
which, in Shandrovskaya's opinion, belonged to prince Toros I Ru-
benid — whose Byzantine honorary title was sebgstos”, The same
title is mentioned in an Armenian inscription of prince Toros I on
the St. Zoravar Church in Anavarza, published by Father L.
Ali%an’, Tn an Armenian source written in that century the same
prince is given the title of profosebastos®, which is reminiscent of
later period Byzantine nomenclature. It seems the author of this
specilic testimony had attributed the title of Toros 11 to his paternal
uncle. In the *70s to*80s of the 12" century the Byzantincs awarded
these honored titles to the successors (payazats) of both the Ru-
benid and Hetumid princely houses. Notably the echo of the Treaty
of Devol, quoted in Anna Komnene's “Alexiad,” had also
petpetuated the expression “the country of Toros™ or “the country
of Levon,” found in contemporaneous and later Armenian, Syrac
and Arabic sources (see the works of Matthew of Edessa, Vahram

* See V.S, sandro\rskaja, K istorii armjane-vizantijskix otrofeniy XII v. (Po
dannym sfragistiki}, Lraber hasarakakan gitut'vinneri (Herald af the Social
Sciences), 1974 (4), pp. 36-40.
* See L. Alifan, Sisuan. bamagrut'twn haykakan Kilikioy ew Lewon Mecagorc
{Sisuan: Compendium about Armenian Cilicia and Levon Meisagorts), Venice
1885, p. 239,
¢ Cf. the original text of the «Hamardt patmut‘yun Rubinean i$xanac's (“Brief
History of the Rubenid Princes”); see «Samuel gahanayi Ancctwoy
Hawagrmunk® i groc* patmagrac® yalags piwti Zamanakac® anc‘eloc” mind‘ew i
verkayise, cayrek‘al arareal armjabanov, hamematut‘eamb, yaveluacov ew
canot'agrut‘yunnerov A. Ter-Mik‘3leani (“Collectanea from the Writings of
Historians on Encounters from Past Times to the Present, by the Priest Samuel
of Ani,” edited with introduction, comparative texts, addenda and annotation by
A, Ter-Mikaclyan), Vagharshapat, 1893, smnex 1V, p. 214,

5

Rabuni, Usama ibn Munqiz, Michael the Syrian, Anonymous of
Edessa, ct al.)’.

In the coursc of the 12™ century the Cilician princes who
were gaining strength began to jockey for independence, which was
finally obtained at the end of the century. That struggle inevitably
led to collision of the Rubenids’ interests with those of the By-
zantine Empire. Accordingly, under the influence of thesc deve-
lopments, the official stance of the Byzantine Empire towards the
Cilician Armenian state and its rulets was shaped and reflected in
Byzantine historiography and literature.

In this respect, the most distinguishable Byzantine eulogy is
the “Panegyric” written by the famed Michacl ltalicos in connec-
ton with John II Komnenos’ Cilician campaign of 1136-1138.
According to the specialists, the “Pancgyric” was written in
Constantinople no later than 1139, immediately afier the mentioned
campaign (though some of its passages seem to be direct responses
to certain events in that period). Based on this source H. Bartikyan
tried, for the first time in Armenology, to show that prince Levon [
Rubenid (1129-1137) “proclaimed himself a king of Armenians
and his Jand a kingdom, a revived Arsacid kingdom, put on a crown
and red royal shoes.”® Be that as it may, by gathering information
from this “Panegyric”, Bartikyan proved that in the *30s of the 124
century prince Levon I had been trying to gain independence from
the Byzantine Empire, which was realized by the end of his
political carcer. John I Komnenos and the Byzantine elite managed
to suppress the Armenian revolt in the bud, thus temporarily
suspending the restoration of Armenian statehood in Cilicia; a

7 See the article by V. Ter-Ghevondian mchuded in this collection.

® H.M. Bartikyan, Mik‘ayel [talikosi «Nerbotyanéw ew Kilikiayi Hayoc aralin
t'agavori xndiré (Michael ltalicus’ Panegyric and the Question of the First
Armeman King of Cilicia), #F/, 1984, 4, pp. 219-220.
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region considered to be the possession of the Empire for centuries.
It came to officially recognize Cilicia only at the end of the cen-
mry, m 1198/1199 when the royal power of Levon Metzagortz was
recognized by the Popc of Rome and the Wesiem Roman (German)
Empire.

The “Panegyric” belongs to the collection of “historical”
works which reflect the Byzantine elilc’s opinion regarding the
Cilician Armenian principality. Of course wo have to stress thal
this work, written in accordance with all the canons of classical
thetoric, was primarily a eulogy praising the activity of John I
Komncnos: especially his latest feats in the warfare with Cilicia
and North Syria. To laud the cxploits of his hero (John II
Komnenos) Michael Italicos spared no rhetorical means; resorting
to vanous classical and biblical parallels, including comparison
with historical (Alexander the Great, Pompeos, Lucullus) and
mythological figures (Athenas Pallas, Zcus) and heroes (Heracles,
Achilles, Perseus), while calling him the Savior of Israel, Destroyer
of Pharaoh, and God’s angel. According to Michael [talicos “God
can shake the firnament by an earthquake and the king moves the
land by his devices....”" Classical and biblical traditions and stylcs
are masterfully intertwined in the Panegyric.

According to Michael Italicos the news via reports reaching
the capital of the emperor’s feats in North Syria and Cilicia were
told at mass rallies in Constantinople, inspiring the people'®. These
lines suggest that from time to time the authorities had becen trying
to mfluence public opinion about the couniry’s political elite
through eloquent specches: where laudable, good and rightecus
decds (from the imperial point of view) were upheld as moral
virtues against the opposite vices. In these circumstances, the good

® Ibid., p. 222.
" hid., p. 221.
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and righteous was the Byzantine side (in the person of the emperor)
while his adversunes, with who the cmpcror was 1o a just war,
embodied the evi] and mmoral. When presenting Levon 1 as the
founder of the mdependent Cilician pnncipality, Michael Italicos
resorts to casuistry and defamation. He names him “Pacmiliokog” a
Greek word with a dubious meaning: “a small (low) king, kingling”
and “a basilisk/viper, asp”, compares the emperor with an cagle
floating in the sky whose stinker enenues (basilisks — asp, hon and
dragon) are trampled, immediately adding a quote from Psalm
90:13 where he also dubiously plays up the word “Aéwv - Aéovin”
(lion) hinting to the name of a Rubenid prince. At the same time the
Byzanting writer informs that the defenders of the Cilician
principality belong to “the Arsacid clan”, which is “the mightiest
and more irreconcilable and uncompromising than any other clan,
their army is combat trained and has withstood the Persians and
Romans and brought Pompeus 1o total destruction”’. This passage
suggesting that Michael talicos considered the defenders of Cilicia
to be the representatives of the Arsacid dynasty, served as a base
for Bartikyan’s conclusion that Levon I proclaimed bimself an
Arsacid. Yet the opinion of scholars still seems more likely “being
well aware that to emphasize the vigor and ‘heroism’ of John
Komnenos, to elevate his idol, to raise and emphasize the
significance of the emperor’s victory the orator should also elevate
his adversary.”"> That is why Michael Ttalicos adds immediately
after the cited passage: “But contrary to that they suffered a
shameful defeat from vour lance.”"® For that very rcason the
mention of Arsacads in Italicos’s work may be considered mercly a
literary device tightly connccted with the revival of the norms of

" Ibid,, p. 223.
2 Ibid., p. 219.
2 Ibid., p. 223.
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Macedonian period Byzantium, best grounded by the revival of the
Byzantine traditions connected with the coronation of Basil I the
Macedonian'®.

The next episode of the Panegyric clearly indicates that
Michael Italicos and Ioannis Kinnamos used one and the same
common source, which has net reached us. This is evidenced by the
story of Cilician fighters setting the Byzantine catapults on fire and
the resourccfulness displayed in avoiding that disaster””, Although
Michael Italicos attributed such creativity to the emperor, Ioannis
Kinnamos considered Isaac, the son of John Komnenos to be the
origimator of the idea to cover the catapults with mudbricks, adding
another detail: the said event happencd during the defense of
Anavarza'®. Perhaps this phrase is addressed to Levon Rubenid:
“But where are you running turning your back? a rebel and a tyrant,
so-called (false) menarch (ywevddwvope Puciiedc)”’’ as another
¢lement of rhetorical emphasis. The term ‘basileus’ here seems to
underscore its traditional understanding as a title conferred on the
emperors of Constantinople only. For all other eastern rulers the
Byzantine authors almost exclusively used the Latin term rex / p&E,
recurring i numerous sources,

Insurrection against the sovereign and cooperation with his
enemies were considered the gravest crimes in the Byzantine legal
practice. Thus, according to Michael Italicos, Levon Rubenid’s
actions fully qualified as crimes. For a cleric like Michael Halicos'®
and the Byzantine elite, the Armenian subjects of the Cilician
principality and Prince Levon I himself were “barbarians”, the

" See G. Dagron, Empereur et prétre. Emdesur i “césaropapismes™ byzantine
(Bibliothéque des Histoires), Gallimard, Paris, 1996,
** H.M. Bartikyan, Michael Italicus’ ..., pp. 223-224.
'* Joannis Cinnami, Epitomae rerum..., Bonnae, 1836, p. 17.
" .M. Bartikyan, Michael Italicus’ ..., p. 224,
"* In 1143 he was elected the metropolitan of Philippopolis.
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“followers of Dioscorus and companions of Severus””. This wor-

ding was intended to arouse antipathy in the orthodox Byzantines
towards the Christian followers of those “heresies”; and although
the Armenian Church had anathematized the heresy of Dioscorus
from the very beginning, that fact was muted by the Byzantine
authors. The danger of the Armenian hcrosy and even its ties to
Jewish customs were emphasized in the works of Euthimios
Zigabenos (or Zigadcnos)z" and Anna Komnene, written at the tum
of the 11"-12" centuries. However, contemnporaries and the Byzan-
tine court were much more concerned with the fact of Levon's
proclaiming himself a king and appropriating the royal insignia (the
diadem and red shoes). Their concemn referred rather to disloyalty
towards the vassal obligations on behalf of Prince Levon I and his
assistance to the empire’s political opponents by means of alliances
with the Danishmend Emiratc and the Latin principality of
Antioch? . However, though at times Cilicia allied with the Da-
nishmend Emirate and Antioch, we can hardly imagine a situation
which would enable the Rubenid prince to officially deny the
Byzantine supremacy during his rule (1129-1136). Michael Italicos
qualified Levon’s stance as “arrogant” and “impudent”. Neverthe-
less, the panegyrist hushed up a very important fact that Isaac, the
brother of John Il Komnenos, alse participated in the anti-Byzan-
tine alliance of the Iconian Sultanate, the Danishmend Emirate and

" H.M. Bartikyan, Michael Halicus’ ..., p. 221.
* In recent philological works his name is corrected to Zigadenos, sce Andreas
Papavasifeou, EdB(mog Todnmg Zuyabevas - Biog, Zvpypepol, Acdkocia
1970, pp. 16-21; cf. the dactoral thesis of Miladinova N. on classical philology
N. Miladinova, Panoplia Dogmatike: a study on the antiheretical anthoclogy of
Euthymios Zygedenos in the Post-Byzantine Period, Leuven, Budapest, 2010,
p. ¥i.
% See also A. Bozoyan, Eastemn Policy of Byzantium. .., pp. 99109,
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the Cilician principality®,

We do belicve that without strong foreign protection, the
Rubenid principality would not have made such a decision. It
remains to surmise that attemnpts at alliance with the Danishmend
and the Amtioch principality spited and concerned Byzantium so
much that it decided to eliminate the Cilician Armenian principality
from the rcgion’s political map at any price. It was considered by
Byzantine politicians to be the major obstacle to enforcing the
provisions of the Devol Trealy or Byzantine foreign policy. The
empire demanded implicit obedience from the Armenian autho-
rities of Cilicia without taking into uccount that its own forces were
insufficient to protect the Cilician territory, which could not be
reached other than by circumventing the Sultanate of Iconia and the
Danishmend Emirate. The weakness of the Byzantine Empire be-
came obvious immediately afier the removal of the Byzantine
troops from Cilicia in 1138, when the Sultanate of Iconia and the
Danishmend Emirate invaded the Cilician Armenian principality.
To save the political reputation of Byzantium John Komnenos was
compelled to organize another campaign to Cilicia in 1143, A little
later, in 1158 his son Manucl I had to officially recognize the
restoration of the Rubenid principality by Toros LI. The narrative of
these events belongs to another Byzanting historian, Niketas
Choniates.

After recounting the above-mcntioned events, the official
Byzantine historiography seems to gradually forget about Cilicia’s
existence. Byzantine historiography has preserved not cven a hint
about Armenian-Byzantine Church negotiations held in the "60s—
“703 of the 12" century. The only mention in Byzantine sources of
such negotiations and their objectives belongs to Theorianus the

7 Michel ke Syrien, t. 111, pp. 230-231. For more details on this alliance sce: A.
Bozoyan, Eastern Policy of Byzanlium ..., pp. 85-88.
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Philosopher?, delegated to the region as a negotiator by Manuel |
Komnenos. As for the narmrative of the diplomatic delegation
headed by Ncrses of Lambron to Constantinople in 1196, it is
found in Armcnian sources only™. Probably after being defeated at
the battle of Myriokephalum the empire understood that it was no
longer able (o interfere with North Syrian affairs and little by little
forgot its claims on Cilicia. The official Byzantine historiography is
silent on the further fate of Cilicia. This silence is at times broken

by some imperial and patriarchal archived documents, which will
be discussed in the next chapter.

: Sce A. Bozoyan, Documents of Armenian-Byzantine..., pp. 142-161,

Isabel Augé, Eglise en dialogue: Anméniens et byzantins dans la seconde
moiti¢ du XII sigcle, Lovanii 2011, pp. 257-267. See also A. Terian, “To By-
zantium with Love; The Overtures of Saint Nerses the Gracious,” in Armenian
Cilicia, ed. Richard G. Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian, UCLA Ammentan
Culture and History Serics. Historic Armenian Cities and Provinces 7, Costa
Mesa, CA, 2008, pp. 131-151.
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3. THE ARMENIAN KINGDOM OF CILICIA IN
BYZANTINE IMPERIAL AND PATRIARCHAL
DOCUMENTS (AN OVERVIEW)

The first document deriving from the Byzantinc impenal
court that cites the Armenian princely state of Cilicia was the peace
treaty drawn by the Byzantine emperor Alexios I (1080—1118) and
the Duke of Antioch Bohemond I (1098-1111}in 1107. A copy of
this agrecment is preserved in Anna Komnene’s “The Alexiad™.
Contained in this document is a list of countries that accepted their
vassalage to the Byzantine Empire. Among others, the Rubenid
princes of Cilicia, Levon and Teodoras, who ruled in Cilicia on
behalf of the Byzanting emperor, are mentioned in the document'.
Furthermore, the Cilician cities of Adana, Tarson, Anavarza and
Mopsuestia — all focated between the Cydnus and Hermon Rivers,
and representing Byzantine power in the region — are listed as
well®. It seerus as if until the Battle of Myriokephalon (1176), this
document had been the only written source reflecting contemporary
Byzantine perceptions of the Cilician princely state. This is very
strange, especially taking into account that Cilicia was pcrmanently
disputed by local Rubenid princes®, the Latin lords of Antiock, the
Rum Seljuq sultans and cven Danishmandid rulers of Melitene
{Malatya).

[n the 19705 French Byzantinist Jean Darrouzés discoverad a
hitherto-unknown document which belonged to a neglected period

"The decument, as we have mentioned elsewhere, is preserved in Anna Kom-

nene’s “The Alexiad”, see the {ollowing note.

® Cf Anna Comnéne, Alexiade, t. 111, pp. 128, 130 For Russian translation see

JaN. Lyubarskiy, M.M. Freydenberg, “Devolskii dogovor 1108 g mejdu

Alckseem Komninom i BoBmundom', Vizantiyskil Vremennik |, t XXI, p. 269,

See morce om this above.

! See ClL Mutafian, L'Arménie du Levant {(XI°-X[V*®), Paris, 2012, pp. 64~90.
A4

of the Armeman-Byzantine ecclesiastical negotiations, The docu-
ment sheds additional light on the correspondence between the
emperor John Komnenos (1118-1143) and the Armenian Catho-
licos Grigor III Pahlavuni (11§3-1165), Darrouzés published only
the Greek version of the document written by the Armcnian
Catholicos: the original document has not been found, The cxact
dating of thc document is still under discussion®, but it is very
likely that the letter was sent to John II Komnenos aficr the
imprisonmcnt of the Rubenid prince Levon I (1137) and during the
period of the ecclesiastical negotiations with the Latin Church
(which began in 1141). Only theological issues are discussed in the
letter. It is worth noting that from a theclogical vicwpoint the
Ammcnian Church’s positions in the filiogue controversy (on
whether the Spirit proceeds from the Father alonc, or from the
Father and the Son) stood very close to Byzantine intercst — at least
as shown in this document’. It must be noted that no other By-
zantine chancellery document from this period has been revealed so
far, to shed light on Anncnian-Byzantine relations in the 1140s.
Cilician Armenia was mentioned in imperial and patriarchal
documents since the beginning of the 12 century. After an interval
of some decades, bilateral documents emerge in Armenian and
Greek, exchanged with secular and religious Jeaders of Byzantium
and Cilicia. The study of these documents comtinues, revealing
much about the Cilician Armenian Church and state. The surviving
documents of the ‘60s— 70s of the 12™ century, written on behalf of

‘I I_)arruuzés, "Trais documents de la controverse Gréco-Arménienne’, Revue
des Etudes Byzantines (REB), 48, 1990, pp. 89-103. Cf. Eglises de Dialogue:
Arméniens et Byzantins dans la seconde moitié du XI1 sidcle / par Isabelle
Augé, Lovanii 2011, p. 10(CSCO, vol. 632, Subsidia, 1. 124).

* See J. Darrouzés, Trois documents ...", p. 144. Cf. I Augé, Byzantins, Armé-
niens & Francs zu temps de la Creisade, Geuthner, Paris, 2007, p. 165, Such
approach could be also a result of the translator's personal initiative,
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the Byzantine emperors (Manuel 1 Komnenos and Alexios 1) and
one by the Constantinople patriarch (Michael IIT Anchialos) pertain
to Armenian-Ryzantine church negotiations®. They were addressed
to Armenian Catholicoi Nerses IV and Grigor IV Tia without ever
mentioning the Cilician princes. These are the first manifestations
of the Byzantine imperial and religious authorities’ relations with
the Cilician Armenian Catholicoi.

Thee study of the Armenian-Byzantine church negotiation
records of the ‘60s— 70s of the 12™ century marks new highs in the
ficld of Armenian-Byzanline religious and political research, The
Byzantine authonties decmed ihe institution of the Armenian
Catholicosate independent of any Armenian political power. In the
sct wording of the documents sent to Hfomkla, the Komnenoi
emperors and patnarchs addressed the Armnenian Catholicosol with
honorific titles: mwtdtog (most respectful), oyuneté (dearest},
gohafeotdrog (wisest) and Gvep Ooidraze (holiest man)’. Noti-
ceable in the Byzantine wnlings of this and later periods is the
duality of attitudes towards the Holy See of the Armenian Church,
its dogmas and rites. As a rule, Byzantine writers described the
Armenian population living within the Byzantine Empire and its
allegiance to the authority of the Armenian Catholicos as heretical.
This approach is evident in the treatises by the eleventh-century
authors Euthimios Zigadenos and Niketas Choniates, both entitled
«llovomhia Boyparua» (“Doctrinal Ammory™). Furthermore, this
approach can be traced to the works of Michael Italicos, Anna
Komnene and others. In comparison, the epistles of the Byzantine
emperors and patriarch, referring mainly to ultimate unification of
both churches, are rather tolerant in tone; though in these cases as

¢ See particularly A. Bozoyan, Documnents..., pp. 106116, 12t-126, L. Augé,
Eglises en Dialogue..., Lovammi 2011.
T A, Bozoyan, Documents. .., pp. 111, 124-125,
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well the Byzantine sidc frequently demanded unconditional accep-
tance of the Byzantine faith and rite, Contrary to this demand the
Armenian Catholicosate offered to mect halfway, through a
compromise®.

After the death of Manucl ] Komnenos in 1180 the Byzantine
Empire eatered a long phasc of political uphcaval and instability.
This turbvlence resulted in the cessalion of the Armenian-By-
zantine ecclesiastical ncgotiations that had been dynamically
developing for the last fificen years, Alexios I1 Komnenos (1180—
1183}, an underage son of Manuel I, and his numerous tutors were
continuously busy with the retention of their own power in the
state, and therefore could not pay enough attention to the cecle-
siastical dialogue between the Armenian and Byzantine Churches.
Moreover, the emperor Andronikos I Komnenos (1183-1185) who
in the 1160s had been appointed by Manuel I Komnenos as both a
commander of the Byzantine army deployed in Cilicia and pro-
vincial govemor, did not conceal his ncgative attitude towards the
Cilician princely state and the local Armenian population in
general’. The fact that Andronikos I Komnenos had a special attitu-
de towards thc Armenians is shown by Nikctas Choniates, who
alludes to Armentans in the context of a scvere rivalry between
Andronikos and the Patriarch Theodosios Borradiotes (1179-
1183)"", It secms that the conflict that broke out between the empe-
tor and the patriarch could have been caused by the emperor's
aspiration to replace Theodosios Borradiotes (who originated from
an Armcnian environment) with someone else. Moreover, the nar-
ration by Choniates confirms the sympathies of Theodosios Borra-
diotes towards Alcxios I, the son of Manuel | Komnenos on one

¥ A. Bozoyam, Documents...., p. 166.
* A. Bozoyai, The eastern policy of the Byzantium.. .., pp. 190200, 210-2]1.
¥ Nicetae Choniatae, Historia, p. 233.
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side, and his evident opposition to Andronikes I on the other side'!.

The first Byzantine document delivered to Cilicia after the
death of Manuel 1 was the letter composed by Isaac 11 Angelos
(1185-1195)"%_ In the letter, written not later than 1186'* or during
the first vear of Isaac’s reign, addressed to Catholicos Grigor IV
Tha (1173-1193), the question was about the bilingual (in Axnenian
and Arabic languages)'* letters sent by the Armenian Catholicos to
Constantinople. In those messages the Armenian clergy expressed
its teadiness to visit the capital city of Constantinople in order to
conclude an oecumcnic alliance with the Byzantine Church. The
Byzantine sidc, according to the emperor’s letter, appreciated the
actions by the Catholicos wishing to stop the hostility between the
two peoples. It was also admitted that there would be no progress
towards the deal without mutual compromise. In the message the
emperor confirmed: “The traditions we have, which obviously
contradict the Armenian holy councils or hely canonic order, will
be improvcd””. In fact, the emperor acknowledged that there is

"' See the Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, p. 2052.

12 H.M. Bartikyan, New evidences on the Cilician Ammenian..., 1958, pp. 285

290. For more on this letter see Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des Ostrémischen

Reiches / bearbeilen von Franz Diélper, 2. Teil: Regesten von 1925-1204 /

zweite, erweiterte und verbesserte Auflage bearbeiten von Peter Wierth,

Miinchen 1995, p. 288, no. 1567g [1621].

' [n all likeliheod, the letter was written on the eve of the Third Crusade,

" Although this is so far the only case for using Arabic by Armenian high-

ranked clerics recorded in the sources, nevertheless it ray indirectly characterize

both the working style and epistolary peculiarities of the divan of the Ammenian

Catholicosate in the discussed period. The use of Arabic language for official

correspondence may support an idea that the Armentan Catholicei residing in

Firomkla were wnder strong Ayyubid influence (Se= A. Bozeyam, The eastem

policy of the Byzantium. .., p. 219 n. 3).

'3 See H.M. Bartikyan, New evidences. ., p. 2¥%. Similar approach was also

demonstrated during the Armenian-Byzantme negotiations of 1165-1178, The
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some truth to the ramors that reached the Catholicos about the
aggression against Armenians in Philippopolis, to forced conver-
sion to Orthodoxy, instigated by a local bishop said to have been
acting on behalf of the emperor (softened by the claim that the
conversions were voluntary).'®

[saac Komnenos tried in every possible way to facilitate the
Catholicas’s visit to the capital of the empire. He advised that he
had cared to arrange with Iconia and Egypt for the security of the

traces of this policy can be found in the first letter sent by Mannel I Komnenes to
Grigor IV Tia, the Greek version of which did not survive, It is said:

“And after ¢onsideration and fust judpment, seeing the correctness of each other,
except for the language, iet us temove the stone of contention, that stumbling
block, from our minds and teac down the partition wall, s that having pwt on the
robe of Christ that knows no tegr, that is His Orthodox confession, henceforth, in
the common faith of both sides, let there be ane catholic and apostolic church,
confessed without shame”, see Nerses Shnorhali. Endhanrakan t'ult'k
(Encyclicals), Jerusalem 1871, pp. 173-174.

' In the letter the emperor tries 1o deny the news that reached Hiomkla and
according to which in the district of Philippopolis “a lacal bishep based on the
imperial order tried 10 persuade the Armenians living there to abandon their fith
against their will” (H.M. Bartikyan, New evidences. .., p. 289), He also tries to
assuge the Catholicos Grigor IV Tia that the Armenians were changing their faith
voluntarily and without any viclence. Vardan Arevelci, being aware of these
events left & passage where he tells that Greeks made the entire community with
three bishops and 1600 priests to change their faith hy violence, and only a few
of them managed to preserve their faith (see [Vardan Arevele'i]. Havak'vmn
Patmut'ean Vardanay Vardapeti (Historical Compilation), Venice 1862, pp. 133-
134). Information on these events, according 10 Vardan the historian, reached the
Catholicosate in Hfomkla through the “Priest Grigor™. It is very kikely that this
Grigor, again according to Vardan, might be identical with the person sent by
Grigor IV Tia to Rome to ask the Pope for help. The fact that the mentioned
Grigor was an archbishap in Philippopelis is availabie in the document by Pope
Lucius I11, which has survived in zn Armenian version only (see Matenadaran
manuscript 1026, p. 175v),
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Catholicos’s country during his absencc. Te cscort the Catholicos
to Constantinople the emperor sent a certain vestarites Constantin
of Amasia to Hriomkla. The title of the lctter says that it was
rendered by protosceretary father Niketas Valanites for — and on
behalf of — Isaac Angelos.'” The only title given to the Catholicos
in this letter is “nypmtérog” (honorable), also matched in earlier
period records. Isaac Angelos’s letier shows that on the one hand
the empire tricd to keep friendly relations with the Armenian
Church, while on the other hand coercing the non-Chalcedonian
Armenian population of Byzantium ic follow the decisions of the
Council of Chalcedon. This duality of the Byzantine policy con-
tinued for the entire period of the Cilician Armenian kingdom’s
existence,

The attitude of Niketas Choniates, the noted historian of the
time, deserves special attention. In 1189 as the mayor of Philip-
popelis he was in close contact with the city’s Armenian com-
munity. Of exceptional interest is the historian’s identifying the
Armenian faith with that of the Latin Crusaders'®. Several chapters
of his «llevomiad Odoypeticr», the most outstanding of his
theological works, are dedicated to criticizing a number of dogmas
and rituals followed in the “Armenian heresy™”, Niketas expressed
his open antipathy to the “Armenian heresy” also in the “Historia™,
considering that Armenians, as well as the standard-bearers of the
Third Crusade (led by the conqueror of Philippopolis Frederick

17 Sec the Armenian translation from the original in H.M. Bartikvan, The Letter
of Emperor [saac Angelos. .., 1967, IV, pp. 50-55. See the Russian translation of
some passages fTom this document i: H.M. Bartikyam, To the history of
relations between Byzantium ... VV, . XVT], 1980, pp. 52-25.
" Detailed above.
* See J. L. van Dieten, Zur Uberlieferung und Verroffentlichung der Panoplia
dogrnatike des Niketas Choniates, Amsterdam, 1970,
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Barbarossa) were the followers of the same faith®™. There is another
retlection on the subject of the “Armenian heresy” in his discourse
XVIIL, of which the title and the beginning have unfortunately not
been preserved”’.

Study of the sources shows that until the end of the 12°
century the Byzantine Empire did not officially recognize the
autonomy of the Rubenid principality. Anyway there is not a single
document addressed to Cilician rulers until 1213, despite the
beginning of a new political era in Armenian-Byzantine relations
after 1198 — when the empire recognized Levon Rubenid as the
king of Armenians. It would be interesting to know whether such
recognition had been officially recorded. After that date the system
of the forms of address used by the Byzantine imperial or pat-
riarchical chanccries for documents exchanged in their relations
with the Cilician Armenian state had to be either amended or
created anew.

In the 13" century a new situation occutred in Byzantium: a
few documents of that period testify that the imperial or patriar-
chical chancenies developed a new set of forms for addressing the
spiritual and worldly leaders of Cilicia. They should express By-
zantium’s official attitude — including the fact that they recognized
the Cilician Armenian state. In the Javocatic of Protocol
(14t ‘arajk’y of a preserved Synodal letter (cuvodikdv ypépua) of
1213/4 signed by thc members of the Constantinople Synod and
Patriarch Michacl IV Autoreanos (1208-1214) and sent to the
“king of Armenia, Cilicia aed Isauria” (p1i§ Appevias, Kiuxiag kel
locupiag) Levon I was accorded the cpithet mavevyevéartate to a

¥ Niketae Chonlatae Historia. .., 1975, pp. 218-219.
*! Niketae Choniatae orations et epistulae.. ., 1972, p. 196, 1-6.
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superlative degree: the ‘noblcst’™™. The names and characteristic

titles of both the sender and addressee are missing in the imvocatio.
Only the honorary epithet and the term pig (king) are raentioned,
denoting in Byzantine perception the limitation t¢ Armenian kings
~ an innovation for Byzantine imperial and church chanceries, as it
emphasized the sovereign status of Levon I's power over “Arme-
nia, Cilicia and I[sauria” (alrcady recognized by the Byzantine
Empire). This document shows that the empire included Levon I in
the family of lords ruling in various provinces of the Byzantine
world led by the emperor (6 paotheic)” — the father of all rulers of
the oikoumene. As of the 9™ century the Byzantines applicd the
term pNE towards the officially recognized rulers of Chrstian
countries, discerning their own emperors {rom other sovercign mo-
narchs. As shown by later documents this trend rematned unchan-
ged. The document of our interest has a classical structure typical
for Byzantine chanceries. The contents following the heading may
be divided to three structural parts: 1. the preamble, the procm or
letter-opening (proocimion); 2. the subject, the narrative or body of
the letter (narratio), and 3. the epilogue or letter-closing {corro-
boratio).

In the preamble (prooimion) the author of the letter wished
peace in Christ to the king of Cilicia {60 fsomadv = you, beloved
of God) whe as a pledge of love and unity gave his daughter for
marriage to the emperor (tob prkevoefolic Kpatmod kai dywg
Audv foacihéng = to our pious, mighty and holy cmpcrer). In the

2 Despite the absence of the Cilician king's name in the above chart, the editor
of this document (Pavlov) proved ie his historical-philological research that its
addressee could be only the Armenian king of Cilicia Levon 1 (Sec A. Pavloy,
Sinodab'naja gramota [213 poda o brake grefeskogo imperatora s dodetju
armjanskogo knjazia, ¥V, vol. [V (1897), pp. 161-164),

P Regarding the explanation and nse of the term, see L. Bréhier, Le Monde
Byzantin, t. [T: Les institutions de I'empire byzantine, Panis, 1970, pp. 4647,
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narratio, the subject of the document, we Icam that the emperor (o1
KpaToog Koi ayiov pdv Bactheic) is to convene the Synod of his
sacred kingdom (tijg aviac airod Pooiieiog) to inform in passing
that the king of Cilicia () Aapnpotam edyéverd cov = your Screne
Highness flit., “noble birth”]) is establishing kinship through mar-
riage {(ovvelidocovon eic ouyyévewav) with the empceror (LETa THC
Paciheioc) by giving him his own daughter for a wifc (abzod
vioiov??, xal Eig yovaike Tl dodoa v Suyotépe avic;
also demanding the confirmation of this arrangement by a “Syno-
dal” deed (pera tidv frlmv xoi dopolewny yeveoBoa ovryj S
ovvodiiic gyypagov =pafewmc), not just by the resolution
(ovvagdijvan) of the emperor himself (tf] Paodein airov). As for
the would-be-bride {mjv fuyatépa Tig ofic siyeveing = the daughter
of your Highness}, more than her cortége or retinue, there would be
canonic observance (&i pf kard xovovikiy dxolubiov xai
nopetipnow} of a perfect religious ceremony/blessing (petd
iepoioriog Teheing). That for these reasons and upon the emperor’s
request, the Synod will convene to prepare for the consummation
of this canonical requirement (td TowdToV Kavovikdy dexehedsro
npoazaypn). The subject continues:

We [the writers of this letter] also considered that it would be
expedient (01 yotv xai fijuv shloyov dvopioln 1o yevéobm) as
your Highness demanded (xafd¢ 16 koi 1) ebyéverlt cov fmjoato)
and the emperor agreed (kod & Pocvhedc mpdc Tolte EikdTag
énéveuoe) to compose this letter to your Highness (1o mopov
ypaupo 1500 Tpdg TV Gy evvévelay Eyyapalu Sfov Expivapev)
whom we (the undersigned) inform. I, the Patriarch; I, the
Archbishop of Bulgana and we, the Fathers Supetior presently
subordinated to the Great Patnarchal Sce of Constantinople {ol 0nd

** Reconstruction of this word is based on the facsimile of the Macedonian
manuscripi.
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oV marpopkdy pénotev 8povov Tig Kaovotuvrvoundiems o
mvikatte mepevelévies dppiepeic) as well as the bishops being
well awarc of the issue (kai év dxpodoet yeyovoTeg Thg tmoBioswc)
assure that our mighty and holy cmperor full of [god's grace] and
piety (o5 & wpurTids kol fyog fpdv Pastiedg Shoc (Beob yeeprr)
Tiig evoePeing £oti) is standing on the divine and sacred canons and
decisions and does not desire to do anything out of the law and
canons. We made sure we were convinced of that matter and notify
your Highness (4j ofj ebysveia)} and we are fully convinced that our
mighty and holy emperor will not cohabit with your blood daughter
{th¢ oUK v Tpdg pikwv Tij ofj cuvapdioetar Suyazpi 6 Kpotode Kai
{rywog Audv Pacihede) until 2ll church and canonical rites and a
cereony in accordance with the ancient sacred traditions of our
holiest great church are performed in keeping with such circum-
stances. Everything will be arranged beforchand, which will be
succecded by the wedding rite. We are committed to doing every-
thing even if you king, your serene Highness () Aeunpotétn oov
evyévera) were not demanding it. We do know well that as we said
our holy emperor (1év faciée quav 1oV &ywov) is devout in these
matters and obscrves and protects the canonic and legal traditions.

In the epilogue or letter-closing (corroboratic) we read: “To
keep your royal Highness (tijv ofiv mowdpev shyéverav) far from
any suspicion or doubt we have set our hands to undersign this
letter”,

The closing protocol or eschatocol contains the Byzantine
date: year 6722 from the creation of the world, in October of the
second Indiction, which according to the lists of V. Grumcl
vorresponds to October of the year 1214*°. Then comec the
signatures of the Council members. The datc of the document is not

= Gee v, Grumel, La Chronologie, Paris, 1958, p. 25%: Other scholars following
Pavlov date the document to October 1213,
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doubted except that following Pavlov, the year must have been
1213, This dating is bascd on the fact that Patniarch Michael Auto-
rianos ruled until August 1214%°

Thus, according to the document in 1213/4 Levon 1, king of
Cilicia married his daughter to the Byzantine emperor of Nicaea
Theodoros Lascaris. This document — preserved in a copy, is the
only one remaining of all the correspondence exchanged between
the pattics during the nuptial negotiations. The council letter
{ouvodikdy yplppa) was written on behalf of the Church Synod
and signed by the Patriarch Michael (Mnyaik £iéo Beob
apperioxonos Kavotavnivovmoieas Néag Poung), John, archbi-
shop of Bulgaria (Todvwg b Beol dpypeniowonog Bovkyaping),
the metropolitans Nicolaios of Ephesos and Nicephoros of
Kyzikos; bishops Nicephoros of Sardis, Theodoros of Laodicaeia,
Nicolaios of Philadelphia, Sergios of Prusai’s Theupolis, Constan-
tin, archbishop of Chios, Necephoros of Lopadion and Melitopolis
and Leon of Melageon.

Thus the Church Synod addressed the noblest king (pryac) of
Armmenta, Cilhicia and Tsauria wishing peace in Chnst; reminded
about the king’s desire to establish tics of kinship, love and union
through marrying his daughter to the “pious, mighty and holy”
emperor; informed that the emperor had convened this Synod, and
will do so regarding preparations for the canonic religious ceremo-
ny and the full nte of his wedding with the daughter of the Arme-
nian king. Then those undersigned (the highest ranking clergymen)
assured that the emperor did not desire to do anything that would
be outside the legal or canonical procedures, That is why the Synod
solemnly declared that the emperor would not cohabit with the
king’s daughter until all legal and church ceremonies of the wed-
ding rite were fully perforined “in conformity with the ancient and

% See The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium. .., p. 1365,
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sacred traditions of our holiest church, in keeping with such cir-
cumstances”™. By this the Synod members seem to imply the cere-
mony of the bride’s conversion to orthodoxy. The Patriarch assured
that it would be performed even if the Armenian king did not de-
mand it, alluding to a letter by Levon I to the E-rnpemr2 T The Synod
members stress the extremc piety of their emperor in this respect
and his obedience 1o the canonic and Jegal traditions. So they
signed this letter in order to exclude any doubts on the Armenian
king’s bebalf™. The delegation headed by Vasil Kamateros -
special cnvoy and matemal uncle of Theodor I Lascaris™ — arrived
int Sis with the Synodal letter most probably in October or the latest
in November of 1213 or 1214, The same delegation 1s mentioned in
onc of the original letters of Niketas Choniates™®, As cvidenced by

* This hint is enough to prove that there was an active exchange of diplomatic
documents and rather lively political dialogue between the Empire of Nicaga and
the Cilician kingdom on the eve of 1213/1214 negatoations.
™ The circumstances connected with the writing of this dacument were discussed
by N. Olkenomidés, Cing actes inddits du patriarche Michel Autfreiancs, REB,
vol. 25 (1967), pp. 113145, see in particular pp. 128-129%, in whose opinion
negotiations with king Levon should be initiated afier the death of Anna, wife of
Theodoros and daughter of emperor Alexios I {probably before 1212), in
Cctober of 1213 already, since Pariarch Michael Autoreanos died in 1214 when
emperor Theodores Lascaris was on his way to Atalia and the new patriarch
Theodoros Eirenicos was installed on Sept. 28, 1214, The marriage of emperer
Theodoros Lasearis to Philippa took place on Dec. 25 of the same year {Ref and
enn. 20a: Cf. A. Pavlov, Sinodal'naja grameta..., pp. 164-166; A. Heisenberg,
Zu den armenisch-byzantinischen Beziehungen am Anfang des 13. Jahrhunderts,
Sitzungsber, d. Bayer. Akad. d. Wiss.,, 1929/6. Akropolités, p. 26 confirms that
Anna died before the second marriage of Theodoros Lascaris (S xpd xonpoi
TEAELTHaRY).
¥ See P.I, Zavoronkov, [z istorii nikeisko-kilikiiskix... , ADCB, 30, Sverdlovsk
1999, p. 211.
* Sce Nicetae Chonistae Orationes et Epistulac, pp. 216-217.
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the historian Smbat the Constable®', the envoys returned to Cons-
tantinople m a year, pethaps at the end of 1214, bringing with them
from §is the bride of Theodor Lascaris, Philippa, the daughter of
Levon I's brother Ruben The Ryzantine author Nicolaios Mesa-
rites attributed the prolongation of negotiations to thc suspected
cunning nature of Armenians and their stubborn insistence on the
marriage with an intent to bypass the engagement™. According to
N. Okonomides, lollowing Pavlov, the marriage took place by De-
cember 25, 1214%,

A special study was devoted to this issue by Russian Byzan-
unist P. Zhavoronkov. In his opinion the Armenians deceived both
the Byzantine envoy Vasil Kamateros and the emperor by sending
the 32 year-old daughter of Ruben, Philippa, instead of Levon’s
daughter Ritha to Nicaea™. The Byzantinist reasonably argued that
the oldest of Leven’s two daughters, Stephania was engaged to the
king of Jerusalem John Bricnne. That is why Zhavoronkov thought
that the best candidate to marry Theodor Lascaris would be the
daughter of Levon I, Ritha. In my opinion the marriage with
Philippa was not welcomed by the Byzantine clerics — not because
they felt deceived, but because the cmperor had to marry a heretic

" See La Chronique attribuée au Connétable Smbat ; Introduction, traduction et
notes par G. Dédéyan, Paris, 1980, p. 92 n. 12.
* A. Heisenberg, Neus Quellen zur Geschichic des lateinischen Kaisertums und
der Kircherunion. III: Der Bericht des Nikolaos Mesarites uber die politischen
und kirchlischen Ereignisse des Jahres 1214 / SBAW, Phil.-hist. Klasse,
Minchen 1923, Ne3, §, 47, 25-28.
* N, Oikonomides, Cing actes inédites du patriarche Michel Autoreianos, REB,
tome 25, 1967, pp. 128-125.
“See P.L Zavorenkov, Iz istorii nikelsko-kilikiiskix... , ADCB, 30, Sverdlovsk
1999, pp. 209-215, in particular pp. 210-212). In his paper Zhavoronkov
convinvingly showed the impossibility of A, Savides' and Stepanenko’s dating
of the Armenian-Byzantine nuptial negotiations to 12091210,
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in the Byzantine point of view. [t is conccivable that in the course
of negotiations the partics tried to makc that marriage serve their
long-term geopolitical interests. This, however, did not materialize
though a son (named Constantin, according to Father Ali%an) and a
daughter named Sophia were born 10 the couple. According to
Byzantine historian George Acropolitcs the throne of Theador
Lascaris never did pass to his son born by thc Armenian wife but
was succeeded, under the emperor's will, by John Vatatses, the
husband of his elder daughter, According to P. Zhavoronkov,
Sophia’s daughter mamed duke Frederick 11 of the Austrian
Babenberg dynasty™.

Obviously the marriage of Philippa and Theodor Lascaris did
not last long. After 1217 Cilicia had to either negotiate & new
alliance with the Sultanate of Iconia or obey it. Just aboutl circa
1217 Thilippa, maybe in conmection with the changing political
situation, left Byzantium — leaving her children behind. In my opi-
mon the marriage of Philippa and Theodor Lascaris was a political
alliance that could no longer satisfy the parties in 1217. The
reseniment was probably both-sided. Political circumstances, espe-
cially the Cilician kingdom’s arrangements with the sultan of lco-
nium Keykavus 1 (1211-1220) might have compelled Philippa to
leave the Byzantinc Empirc. We do know that the very same year
Theodor I Lascaris sought to secure his country through a nuptial
alliance with the Latin Empire of Constantinople.

The most important new revelation in the sphere of four-
tecnth-century documentary sources emerged from Hrach Bar-
tikyan’s work, especially [rom his studies dedicated to the political
aspects of the Armenian-Byzantinc Church negotiations of the

¥ See P.I. Zavoronkov, Iz istorii nikeisko-kilikiiskix... , ADCB, 30, Sverdlovsk
1999, p. 212.
1)

13"-14" centuries™. He made a detailed study of the correspon-
dence between the Constantinople patriarchs Germanus II (1223
1240)*" and Manuel 11 {1244-1255)* with Catholicos Constantine
{Am. Costandin) 1 of Barjrberd {1221-1267), The main content of
these documents is discussed below in chronological order, to-
gether with the background of the political events of the time, in
order to emphasize their importance in assessing Cilicia’s place in
Byzantine thinking.

The letter of Patriarch Germanus IL.

In the document titie the Catholicos is addressed “1é dymAd
Kabohikd méomg Tijg appevidic ekxkinociag, Tig ketd adcay Thy
oikoupévny” {to the supreme Catholicos of the whole Armenian
Church worldwide). It seems that the Byzantine chancery had tried
to translale the utle «Udlblwyh Zumg JupnnhlYnus (dmenayn
Hayoe® Kat'ofikos = Catholicos of All Armenian) into Greek,
which is alien to the system of wording in addressing the Catho-
licoi of Hiomkla as preserved in twelfth-century Greck letters™, In

" WM. Bartikysn, Leclesinstical Relations between Cilician Armenias. ..,
Ashranak, vol, I, Yerevan, 1995, pp. 112-126. See the French version of the
same article in H.M. Bartikian, Les relations des églises de 1'Arménie Cilicien
¢t de I'Eropire byzanline et leurs implications politiques, Acies du Collogue “Les
Lusignans et I'Outre Mer™ (Poitiers-Lusignan 20-24 octobre 1993), Poitier 1993,
pp. 47-53.
* HLM. Bartikyan, Armenian-Byzanting Church Relations in the documents. ..,
wGandzasary theological journal, vol. 7, Yerevan, 2002, pp. 27-63. Sce the
description of the letter of Germanus in : Les regestes des actes du patriarcat de
Constantinople, vol. 1: Les actes des patriarches, fasc, [V: Les repestes de 1208 3
1309 / par ¥, Laurent, Panis, 1971, pp. 97-98, Ne 12940,
* The honor of publishing the original of Manuel's letter belongs to H.M. Bar-
tikyan; see the defailed deseription of the document in: Les actes. .., Paris, 1971,
pp. 115-117.
¥ See A, Buzoyan, The Documents ..., 1995, pp. 111, 122,
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the title Constantine of Barjrberd is addressed *“the lord adomed
with wisdom and prudence” (xoi coeig xui COVESEL KEKOGUMLEVD
Kup®). Of course we cannot insist that this wording is contem-
poraneous with the date of the original, but it seems to refer to the
time of thc document’s registration at the patriarchical chancery.
This is evidenced by other documents to be discussed below as
well as the first words when referring to the same recipient — “of
the same™ {toD oUteD). Since the manuscript contains no ather
originals written by Patriarch Germanus II preceding the aforemen-
lioned letter, the patriarchical chancery should have registered the
copies of subsequent documents authored by Patriach Germanus
{and entered them into the register) in thc same manner. The
frontispiece of this letter seems ta be lost or lcft out by a notarial
scribe since it was probably reflected in the title, which reduced the
full wording of the patriarchic titulature to only his name while it
retained the official form for addressing the Armenian Catholicos.
The Letter has a rather lengthy preamble (prooimion), descri-
bing the story of Emperor Constantine’s and King Tiridat’s con-
version to Christianity, emphasizing Gregory the Illuminator’s rolc
in these two sovereigns' union in faith, Then the document turns to
the heresies, which split the unity, cursing Nestor from the very be-
ginning. It Ylames Armenians for “reducing the two natures into
one” (Thg Sbo Qioeg sig piav cuyyéovor), which had been the main
causc of the schism between the two churches, and for “adopting
other practices contrary 1o ecclesiastical traditions™ (6AM xol Erspa
npooefedpeksy Bl i EkkdnoooTikoic  Evavniodueva
nupaddosat). For that very reason, according to the Patriarch, God
had revealed himsclf to the Armenian king (0ddd xui tov
Buerduaxde v Appeviov xatfpyovia, dv kol Hijya | Aanvig
npocmvipace = as for the ruling Armenian kingling called “rex” in
Latin) and the Catholicos (o 10v OymAOTUTOV £V APYEPEBCL TV
Appeviav  xafohikdv, xphrog avelwopévov &v wmhomg 1aig

&0

Apuevikaig éxxinoiag suvavicTpno = to you, the most-high priest,
the Catholicos of the Armenians, having power over all Armenian
churches), and had warmed their hearts. Note the application of the
Greek “basilikos” in designating king Hetum 1, which according to
the sender is equal to Latin “rex”. An attentivc reader wonld notice
that this naming had once been used by the twelfth century anthor
Michael ltalicus. The chancery scribe undoubtedly used this form
of addressing the Catholicos while composing the document's
preamble.

The body or the rarratio of the lctter emphasizes that nego-
tiations on union had bcen initiated by the Armenian king and
Catholicos by sending to the Byzantine emperor (tdv kpdtioTov,
Dconteotov T xai Bs0d0iusTov alokTpdTopas = most mighty
sovereign, ordained and exalted by God) and Patriarch {addressed
with the idiosyncratic petpiémize = humble self) delegates of
Orthodox confession: Father Superior of the Scopelos™ monastery
Father Theodoretos (tov 1€ &fiAndn dorbratov xabnyoduevoy Tiic
tata v Zxdmeiov oefuopicg iepopdvayov kupdy Geodbpriov =
most holy Father Superior of the sacred Scopelos monastery Lord
Theodoretos) and monk Vasilios (tov ebiuBéoratov povaydv
kupdv Baolhowov = most pious monk Lord Vasilios). From them
the emperor (xplnioTog kai &ylog edTokpitwp = most mighty and
holy sovereign) and T {the Patriarch] (1; petpidmig fuédv = our
bumble self) received the initiative of the Catholicos (52 = your)
and of the Armenian king (tolg dmepevBofotdatoug pijyag tiw
Apuevinv? = most glorious of the Armenian kings). The Patriarch
was glad 1o hear the news and, inspired by i, he called for the

“ According to H.M. Bartikyan, “The island within the Northem Sporades,
north of Eubia was an episcopacy in 378" («Gandzasars, 7, p. 54 . 14).
" Mention of the Atmenian king in plural in the original may be expalained
cither as 1 common mistake by the copyist or as an allusion to Hetum's co-
regency at the time being with one of his sons, most probably Levon,
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emperor to come Lo the aid of Constantinople (sacked by Latins).
The Patriarch wishes for the Armenian people to be drawn to
orthodoxy and be like-minded with them. Ile informs that he has
become a vagabond, expelled from Constantinople and his Holy
Sce, but having not vet received the letter from the Catholicos he
proceceded to write these lengthy messages®. He entrusted their
delivery to the Supreme metropolitan of the Melitenians, having
believed the letter written to him by the Patriarch of Antioch and
the information provided by Father Theodoretos, Father Superior of
the Scopclos monastery of the Great Martyr Theodoros™.
Therefore he hopes that the bishop of Melitenc along with some of
the bishops subject to the Catholicos would return to the Patriarch,
informing about the most exalted (10 tod vynAotitov) Catho-
licos’s will. In my opinion the use of the latter tenm requires careful
comparison with other documents.

The letter-closing (corroboratio} conveys larewell wishes
and a message of belief in church umeon.

At the end (eschatocol) of the letter are the titles and sig-
nature of Patriarch Germanos.

The letter of Patriarch Manuel 11,
In its title the document is denoted as the third letter sent to
the Armenian king and Catholicos™ respectively: to King (pijya)

 Only the discussed epistle sent to Constantine of Barjrberd has survived.
Presumably there should be another letter written to the Armenian king or kings.
“ 1t means that the Orthodox Patryarch of Antioch and Father Theedoretos,
Father Supenor of the Scopelos monastery of St Theodosios had been go-
betweens of the Constantinople Patriarch in his negotiations with the Ammenian
Church. Patriarch of Antioch Dorotheus {1219—1245} sent an intercessory letter
ta the Patriarch of Constantinople Germanus.

 Based on the contents of the letter, V. Laurent states the obvious : that the
Byzantine chancery scribes implied that the above-mentioned letter of Germanus
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Hetum and wisc Catholicos (copdv xebolxdy) Constanting,
written on the 6" of Indiction® of 6756. Names of the addressces
are not mentioned again in the document’s subject.

In the protoco! Patriarch Manuel addresses king Hetum with
superlative epithets {IlavevTuwyéiotute, MOVEWYEVEDTATE,
ravevdoEoatate, mavoymAdtate, epuhvBue PHE Tod avEpIKaTATOL
Kai peyakoduvipon vévorg 1év Appevimy ... T peyehovpymriem
piYii; cov £4ovoin = the happiest, the noblest, most gloricus, most
honorable, most famed king of the bravest and most forceful
Armenian nation ... to your grealest royal power), his rclatives
(mio1 10l evyeveotatolg kai Katd vEvog oot mpoorikovot = to all
the noblest and your kin, noblest by birth), the Catholicos (10 &
copie kol ovvioer kol dypvele xexospnpéve  dmepoyiie
Kafohikd ¢ tdv Appeviev Exxdneiog = to the most honorable
Catholicos of the Armenian Church adorned with wisdom, pru-
dence and sagacity), the Armenian nation (mavti @ éx T0%
guysvoig EBvoug Tidv Appsviey = to the entire nation of Armenians
noblc by birth), with their bishops {Gppepatik@ cepvpvouéve
vympen = father superior, most revered, most noted), their dig-
nttaries (Tolg PEYEAOUIEPGHOIG Kul PEYRAEMIQUVES], KEKOSUI PEVOLS
afidpaot, 105 1§ ilepd Swmpémouot watodhdye = dignitarics
adorned with great excellence and great glory, who are eminent in
sanctity), their servicemen (T0i; otpatwmxai; évteraypévolg
t@fear = included in the military ranks) and with all subjects of the
king {(xoi ndow dridg 1ol Wnd Ty Swpnbeicav oo1 1od Beod

I was written in the patriarchal chancery prior to this document and the as yet
unpublished Synodal chart of the period of vacancy on the patriarchal throne,
which is kept at the Vatican collection of Manusripts Vatic. Gr. 1455, f. 27020y
and Monac. 207, {, 14v—16r.

** The mentioned date corresponds to September of 1248 Thus the letter was
written beforl:‘Septembcr 1249, see V. Grumel, La Chronologie, Paris, 1958, p.
259 | Traité d’Ftudes Byzantines, I].
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fmyucy £Zovcioy UrNKo01G Gov = in a word, with the subjects
granted t¢ your royal authority by God). In the preamble
(prooimion) the Patriach prays to God to enlighten the king {ooi -
you} through Christ. Then hc sets forth his church’s creed
regarding the Incarnation: secing the two natures of Christ within a
single person, having two influences and two wills, considering in
error all who disagree with this doctrine. Then naming himself the
archbishop of Constantinople and the Patriarch of New Rome and
the Qikoumene, he, together with the holy bishops of his Synod,
wishes that the king {tpicevyevictete, moveutuyéotate piE 1ol
neyarempavols yivovg 1dv Appeviey = thrice noblest, happiest
king of the most notable Armenian nation) and his subjects accept
the light of truth, the creed of his church’s faith. There is a hint that
it is the third 10 a series of letters with simitlar content. Then he
recalls that, by request of the most honorable king (f) wavoynidtg
sou ... POVAf] kui BeAricel Tig ESovaiag aov ...} in the days of his
predecessor Patnarch Gormanus, the Patriarch of Antioch (1ob
dywwtdrov [Magpapyov Aviwoyeing = the holiest patriarch of
Antioch) sent a letter to the mighty emperor (tdv xpetmdv
Bednmrov kol Heoddiuotov Bylov Nudv altokadropa = our holy
sovereign of godsent might and glory...)} and to the Patriarch (tov
acbipdv év matpidpyong oV &nov xopv Feppovdv = the praised
Pafriarch holy Lord Germanus) through Father Superior of the
Scopeles monastery of St. Theodoros (Father Theodoretos) and

hieromenk Vlasios (Vasilios in the letter of Germanus -A.B.)

expressmg a sincere desire to establish unity of faith and accord.
And the holy Patriarch (¢ tyi0g) welcomed it, wishing to visit you
in person. But since it was not possible to accomplish that wish, the
Patriarch, with the emperor’s knowledge (100 xporoioD kai dyiov
nudv avtoxplrtopog = our mighty and holy sovereign) sent the
holiest metropolitan of Mclitene (10v igpotatov pnrporckitv) to
the Catholicos. The envoy delivering Germanus’s letter received a
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letter addressed to the Patniarch with a promise of a rcciprocal
diplomatic visit [to Nicaesa] and a written confession of thc
Armenian faith (1ic v Appevicov Lfsilov miorews). Years later
the king (ooi = your)® sent envoys to the emperor (tov kpazody
Bedcopov &ywoy Nudv ootokpdiopa = to our holy sovereign vested
with mighty divine wisdom) with the confession of Armcenian faith
{MPBedAov dpixovro). Since Patrarch Germanus had alrcady dicd,
the emperor (Gyia obrol Juothein = his holy kingship) convened a
Syned of the bishops and introduced the written confession of the
Armenian faith to them. With the consent of the Synod members,
the emperor sent with the Metropolitan of Melitene (& igpdrToteg
unTporoiimg = the holiest metropolitan) and one of the Patriarchal
elders/dignitaries (elg 1@v moTplapykdyv dpydéviev) the imperial
{Pactaxdv) and Synodical (ovvodikdv) writings intending to
accomplish the faith union. But the envoys returned empty-handed,
because the Catholicos was far from the borders of the kingdom —
in Hfomkla.

The body of the letter (narratio) picks up the status quo.
“Now, years later you are again wnting a letter to the emperor (tov
kpatady kol Beoxupépvntov dyuev fpov adtokpéropa = our holy
sovereign, mighty and governing by God’s [will]) and sending it
with the envoys™. The Patriarch assures that he has not neglected
the 1ssue; nor dragged on the discussion because of the complicated
situation, though it was cold and there was no deficiency of

* This intimate form of addressing the Armenian king with the use of the 2
person sinpular promoun is inherent to this letter.

“* Most probably they meant the ambassadorial visit of Archimandrit Jacob,
which according to Kirakos of Ganjak took place before the tnp of king Hetuim [
to Karakorum. Pursuant to the fourteenth century historian the ambassadoral
visit was made during the reign of emperor John Vatatses (1221-1254); see
Kirakos (ianjaker‘i, Armenian Histery, edited by K. A. Melik-Ohanjanyan,
Yerevan, 1961, pp. 165-366. '
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opponents. He prays for implementation of a good deed. 1le is
sending the metropolitans, the heliest (iepdterov) of Melitene (the
name 18 missing) and the most reverend (rovunéptipov) Phocas of
Philadelphia, who are assigned to submit the writing of faith and
demand that Anmenians make several concessions (chapiers) for the
promulgation of  Christianity (npd¢ ypnuamiopov  Toig
¥pwnavifovst), He wishes his envoys would be given a good
reception, and their speech amiably accepted, thus sharing the glory
of thc Armenian orthodox king Tiridat who laid the foundation of
the parties” unity at the first three Occumenical Councils. He wishes
that from now on they would adhere to the Orthodox faith, which,
serving as an example to pagans, will keep the followers of the unity
of faith from any adversity.

In the letter-closing (correboratio) the Patriarch prays to the
Holy Virgin and all saints; then signs in the eschatoco! his name
with the full tetle of his office (Muvould Erée Beot dppiemickonog
Kovetovtivoomdrewg  Niag  Popne ke Oikovpsvixdg
Matprépyme) ™. .

Notable in the set forms of the letters of Patriarchs Germanus
II (1223-1240) and Manuel 11 {1244-1255) is the exaggerated
respect for the titles of the Armenian Catholicos and the king. In the
letter of Germanus I{ to Constantine of Barjrberd, the Catholicos is
named “t dymAd Kabohwd naomg i dppevikiis éxkinoiog, tig
Kotd ooy Ty oikovpviy, Kai copie Kal GUVECEL KEKOSINUEV®

* The Armenian and Greek versions of the “Symbol of Faith” of Constantine 1
of Barjrberd (1221-1267) sent to the Constantinople Patriarcch Manuel T have
survived, The Armenian criginal manuscript at the Matenadaran, no. 2174, is one
of the oldest manuscripts kept there. The text of the Greek version was copied in
1574 and presented to the king of Poland Henry III as an orthodox confessien of
the Armenian faith (sec: Ex muwseo Petri Dubrowsky, Q. v. 1. N 1 of St
Petersburg Imperial Library (in the Soviet period Saltikov Schedrin; presently
Natignal Library); cf. Bozoyan A., Documents ..., pp. 36-38).
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Kupd” {to the supreme Catholicos of the whole Armenian Church
worldwide, adormned with wisdom and prudence by the Lord) as well
as “Uymhitotov dv appepsiot tiv Appeviev keBolwkdy, kpirtog
Gvefoonévoy &v mhowlg ol Appevikaig dadnaieg cuvavioe”
{the most-high pricst, the Catholicos of the Ammenians, having
power over all Armenian churches). There is a hint in the letter to the
belittling title of the Armenian king “tdv Pooakés édv Apusviey
katopyovie, Ov xol piiye N Aativi mpoowvopase” (the ruling
Armenian kingling [or prince] called rex in Latin).

The lctter of Patriarch Manuel II is addressed to king Hetum
{pfiye) and Catholicos Constantine I of Barjrberd. The document
contains the titles of the king and Catholicos. Both are represented
by cpithets to a superlative degree in the preamble (profocol) as
well as in the body of the Ictter. The letter of Patriarch Manuel is
noteworthy for its reference to converts as well as for expressions
not found in the earlier documents.

Dunng the long tenure of Constantine I of Barjrberd (1221-
1267) the Armenian Church kept rather active relations with the
Roman Catholic Church — a fact that raiscs the importance of the
above letters” Active inter-church negotiations of the Hromkla
Catholicosate ave also evidenced by another, recent finding, It
periains to Armenian Catholicos Jacob I's (1268-1286) seal imp-

* The “Symbol of Faith” of Constantine I of Barjrberd was also handed to Pope
Innocentius IV (1243-1254) by a Papal nuncip. The parchment with the
Ammnenian original of this document is kept at the Apostalic Archivum secrenu,
Vaticanum, see A.A. Arm. [-XVIIL 1804 ; the photo of the document was
published by Cl. Mutafian in the catalogue of Armenia-Roma exhibition in 1998,
Copy of the Latin translation from the original of 1574 was published by Dom
Antonio Staerk, O.S.B., Die Confessio fidei Armenorum sus der Dub-
rowskischen Sammhmg der Kaiserlichen Bibliothek zu St. Petersburg, VV, vol.
XIV/1 (1907), Saint-Petersburg, 1908, pp. 192~196 {(cf. A. Bozoyan, Amenian-
Byzantine..., pp. 36-38).
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ression affixed to his letter addressed to Archbishop John of the
Nestorian Church of Nineveh™. It is significant since it proves our
strong conviction that i the pecnod of Mongol domination the
Amcnian Church played an important role in gast-wes! church and
political relations™.

As we mentioned above, the article by Hrach Bartikyan dedi-
cated to the Byzantine peniod of the life of Guide/Gui de Lusig-
nan™ is an interesting example of making the fourteenth-century
Byzantinc sources speak. The author draws the attention of Cilician
history specialists to two letters by the fourtcenth-contury Byzan-
tine Patriarch Isaias {1323-1334) addressed to the Armcnian
Catholicos Jacob II of Anavarza (1327-1341) and Armenian King
Levon IV (1320-1341). Both letters were written in the timeframe
when the daughter of Levon II, Ritha {Margaret}-Maria-Xenia, who
was married to Michael IX Paleologos (1295-1320), was still alive
{died ca. 1333 or after). The set wording of these letters, being a
classical sample of documents written in the Patriarchal chancery,
displays some interesting fearures™. Though the documents do not

* See Seibt Werner and Martin Bithnau, ¥in Johznnes “Erzbischof von
Ninive™ siegelt 1293 tirolische Ablassurkunden mit dem Typar des armenischen
Katholikes Yakob 1. (¥ 1286), Mitteilungen des instituts fiir Osterreichische
Geschichtsforschung, Bd. 122, Teilband 1, Béhlau Veriag, Wien-Kaln-Weimar,
2014, 8. 112123
! See A. Bozoyan, Le systéme hiérarcique de ]‘I:Iglist armenignznes 4 |'époque
des Mongols, Bazmavep Armenological-Philological Journal, 168.3—4, 20110, p.
5248,
2 /.M. Bartikyan, Guido Lusignan..., Ashtanak yearly, vol 1, Yerevan, 1998,
pp- 135-143.
* See the critical edition of these documents in Das Regesten des Patrinrchats
von Konstantinopel. 1. Teil: Edition und Ubersetzung der Urkunden aws den
Ishren 1315-1331 / Herausgegeben von Herbert Hunger und Otto Kreisten.
Wien, 1981, 5. 590604 [Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinag, XIX/1, Series
Vindobonensis] ; see the description of these letters in Les regestss des actes du
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contain dates, scholars, beginning with F. Doelger, date them to
1330/1331. Copies of their Greek originals are included in a
manuscript kept at the Imperial Library of Vienna under number
47, containing, in chronological sequence, copies of the Cons-
tantinople patriarchical chancery documents dating from 1315-
1331. The critical edition of the documents in question, taking inio
account all published editions of thc manuscript, was done by
Herbert Hunger and Otto Kresten, whe, following F. Declger and J.
Darrouzes, date the letters to the Catholicos and the king of Cilician
Armenia in the period between April, 1330-Apnil, 1331. H. Hunger
and O. Kresten rightly believe that the addressees of the letters
were the Armenian Catholicos Jacob II of Anavarza and King
Levon IV*, The letters were written during the reign of
Andronikus 111 Paleologos (1323-1341) when (Gui de Lusignan
occupied a high position in the Byzantine court. However neither
the empress Maria-Xenia, nor Gui de Lusignan are mentioned
connection with the said documents. Their main narrative referred
to the question of church union, as shown below.

Letter addressed to Catholicos Jacob IT of Anavarza®
As n other cases the original document is not preserved. The

patriarcat de Constantinople, vol. 1: Les actes des Patriarche, fasc, V: Les
tegestes de 1310 & 1376, par J. Darrouzés, Paris, 1977, pp. 117-118, Ne 2158;
pp. 118-119, Ne 2139,
* Das Regesten des Patriarchats von Koustantinopel. 1. Teil ..., 8. 590, 598.
* H. Bartikyan mistakenly considered Cathalicos Constantine IV of Lambron
(1323-1325) to be the addressee of this letter (see ILM., Bartikyan, New
Materials on the Relations of Cilician Armenian State..., Ashtanak, vell,
Yerevan, 1993, p. 116). This mistake of Bartikyan has crept into the monograph
of Cl. Mutafian though the latter was familiar with the H. Hunger and O.
Kristen's edition of the said documents; see CL Mutafian, L' Arménie du
Levant (XI=-XIV* siécle), t. [, Paris, 2012, p. 553,
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protocol contains only the formal address (o the Armmcnian Catho-
licos {Aidecwudrate, muubdrate, edhaPiiorares xabolwke g
ékxinoiag v Apueviov = most revered, most honorable, most
pious Catholicos of the Armenian Church). In thc preamble
(prooimion) of the document Patriarch Isaias (1] petpidrng fudwv =
our humble self) sends good wishes to the Catholicos and his
people, also expressing his cagerness to reach a union. In the body
of the letter (narratic), Patniarch Isaias notifies that thc envoys
submitied fo him the letters sent by the Catholicos (zfig ebhapeing
Uudv = your reverent picty). For that reason the Patriarch convened
a Synad of the chief clerics preseni there, which was also attended
by the cmperor (7o kpatiotov xai dyiov pov adtokpatopog = my
mast mighty and hely sovereign) with his senatc and bodyguards.
And the emperor ordered to read those lettcrs, from which they
were well informed about the Catholicos’s conversion (i
bpstépay matpogiy = your conversion to our [faith]) because the
Lord mended the division by his blood in reconciling it with the
Father. He refers to the repentant conversion of the Catholicos and
his flock to the bosom of the mother of all churches {mpdg TV
KOy untépa tohv exxnoudy) by divine discretion, promising to
be an affable brother in the faith and glorifying the Trinity standing
together with them. The head of the Byzantine Church stresses that
the Armenian Catholicos made that decision without any pressure.
For that very reason he opens the door of repentance and invites all
God’s children, like blood siblings, to glorify the Trinity with
immaculaie hearis. To accomplish this God-blessed act the Pat-
niarch sends to the Catholicos the palace chamberlain, relative of
the holy emperor, the scbastos Michael Kallikrinites, the monk
Father Gabriel as well as an Armenian bishop residing in their
country. (tov évnipdtarov Enioxomov tdv Svradle Appsviay =

highly regarded bishop of Armenians here). The letter alse informs

that first the chamberlain will visit the sultan for some reason the
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envoys sent by the Catholicos thought necessary. Then the delega-
tion will dcliver the cmperor’s edict {1¢ te GeEXTOV TpoCTAYUD TOD
kpaticTov Kai aylov pov adtokpiropog = the most respectful order
of my most mighty and holy sovereign} and this our (npetepuv)
Ictter, from which you will know how delighted we were te accept
your conversion (Dpdv petaforfiv). Retuming to the issue of
Armenians being converted in Byzantium the Patnarch assurcs that
no. pressurc was applied and that they joined their holy church by
their own frce will. Nevertheless he promises to immediately
consider the issue of their governance and establishment of peace,
if the Catholicos wishes this. The Patriarch is impatiently waiting
for the return of envoys in order to receive final information about
the true conversion and roctification of Armenians, The letter
closing {correboration) expresses no hesitation in becoming one
body to the glory of Christ. The farcwell line, part of the eschatoco!
reads: “Be safe in the Lord, dear Catholicos, highly honorable
(Eppaco, &v Kopig dyamté xuBolxE, ﬁup.w':utms}ss.

According to the title (protocol), the second letter is addres-
sed to the great Xng of Cilicia, Isauria and All Armenians
(Yymhotate piE Kilkiag kol Toavpiog kol wdong Apueviag koi
neputOfeTE EEGDEAET TOD KpaTioTOL Ko dyiou pov aOTOKPUTOPOS
= to the greatest king of Cilicia, [sauria and All Armenians and the
most beloved brother of my most mighty and holy sovereign® ). Tn
the preamble (procimion) the Patniarch (q petplomg npdv = my

% See the last enitical edition of this letter in: Das Register des Patriarchats von
Konstantinoped. 1. Teil: Edition und Ubersetzung der Urkunden aus den Jahren
1315-1331 7 Herausgepeben von H. Hunger und (. Kresten, unter mitarbeit
von Carolina Cupane, Walter Fink, Wolfram Harander, Ewald Kisliger, Peter E.
Pieler, Gerhard Trir, Reinhard Willvonseder, Herbert Wurm, Wien, 1981
[CFHB, vol. XIX/1], S. 590-598.

*" Interestingly in the form of address the Armenian king is named “the most
helaved brother™ of the Byzantine emperor,
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humble sclf) sending his best wishes, expresses his satisfaction to
God and prays for keeping his kingdom safe (tiv pyyiy aou
¢Govaiav = your royal power) so that the king may support the
undestaking more energetically — also his great desire. In the body
of the letter (narrario) he notifies that he has received the letter
from the envoy sent by the king (tiig pryuciic gov é8ovsicg), which
aftor reading he (1] petpydng Hu@v = my humble sclf) and the holy
high priests (oi ... igpdaro dppepeic = holy chief priests) learned
about the king’s authoritalive consent () pnyuc| gov &fouaia),
which the Armenian Catholicos has conveyed to them (6
aidecpmTatog kel tyudtatog kaBohtkds ThHg EkkAinoiag thHv
Appeviav = the most respected and most honorable Catholicos of
the Armenian Church) with that of the people. He assures the king
(M pmyikty oov éEovoin and Tiig Pnyicdic cov £Eoudaiag) that his
request was approved along with that of the Catholicos (1ol
oidecIpeTétov kel TpwTdtor Kabokikod) since they are pood
overseers who desire the salvation of those separated from them.
With your roversion our church (thy fjuetépay &yiov kol
xaoiwv éxxinoiay = our holy and oecumenical church) was
thankful for God’s mercy, since He did not allow us to follow
wrong dogmas and be scparated from the church. We have written
about it to the Catholicos (zov aissipdratov kuboiikoy) and now
to you (mv pnywiy cov dfouciav) that after the successful
outcome of the deed we shall become the communicants of God.
To bring the prevailing situation to a good end he is sending
Michael Kallikrinites (revoéfootov tov cefuctdv olksiov 1
KpoTioty wal Oyl pov  oUTOKPGTOp, NPOKaBRuUEVOY  TOD
OeoguiaxTou xoudvog Tiig dyiog Peciheiag avtov, kbp Mummh
Keddaxpnvitng = the most regarded sebastos, relative of my most
mighty and holy sovereign, the chief chamberlain of the palace of
the God-blessed holy empire Lord Michael Kallikrinites) togcther
with hieromonk Lord Gabriel (tov tipudtotov év {eopopoviyolg
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xip ['aPpii = most honorable hicromonk Lord Gabriel) and the
bishop of our local Armenians (tov évnipdtatov tdv Erioxomov
v évradBa Apueviov = most highly regarded bishop of the
Armcnians hers”®).

Upon the request of your envoys (oi abtobev £hlOviec
aroxpiowpior} the chamberlain (rpokefipevog toli Baotuked
xowtiivog = the royal chamberlain) will firstly go to the sultan (zov
oovArdvov), and those who are sent with him will deliver to you
(myv priyucv cov £fovusiov) the emperor’s (ol kpatiotov xoi
aytow pov wdtoxphropog = of my most mighty and holy sovereign)
edict (1d centdV ypuodPovdiov = the venerable decree)” as well as
this letter of the Patriarch (fuetépoy = our), by which they convey
their behests.

In the correboratio he stresses that the local Armenians there
have converted without violence, and that the rumors are not true.
Returning to the problem of the new converts, the Patriarch assures
in the letter closing that no pressure had been applied to them and
that they reverted to their holy church by their own free will.
Anyway the Patriarch is rcady to undertake their governance and
establish peace if that would please the king (1 pryxt cov Efovoia
= if it peases your royal autherity). He wishes speedy completion of
the church union by God’s benevolence and intercession ef the Holy
Virgin®®, The ending (eschatocel) containing the farewell form and
date has not reached us.

In the form of address the Armenian Catholicos is referred to

* Most probably they meant the convert Chalcedontan bishop of Constantinople
once subject to the Armenian Catholicos.
* Probably that was the title of the document written at the imperial chancery,
which has not reached us.
* See the critical edition of this letter in: Das Register des Patriarchats von
Konstantinopel. 1, Teil: Edition und Ubersetzung der Urkunden ans den Jahren
1315-1331. ., [CFHE, vol. XIX/1), 8. 598-604.
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as “Aidecatats, nypnatate, svanpéotate kolohs tfic dxkAnoing
1dv Apueviov” (most respectable, most honorable and mast pious
Catholicos of the Armenian Church}, while in the farewel] form as
cryannté (dear / beloved), Gvep ipudtiere (man of high honor). The
form of addressing the Armentan king Levon IV is quite special
“Dymrorate pHE Koukiag kal Toavpleg kol adong Appeving kol
nepudlnte £EaSedpE TOU kpatiotov pov witokpdtopog” (king of
Cilicia, Isauria and All Armenia and the most beloved brother of
my most mighty and holy sovereign}. The Pairiarch continuously
addresses the king with the words: wig pnyug (or pryikiic) oov
Eouoiag (your royal authority). In the oniginal letter addressed to
the king the Catholicos is thricc pamed & aibeoy@ToTog Kui
wdtarog kabohkds ThHe EkkAows TV Appeviwv  {most
respectable and honorable Catholicos of the Armenian Church) as
well as évtpdratog (most respected).

The set forms of address in the aforementioned documents
gshow the Byzantine imperial and patniarchical chanceries’ change
in attitude towards the Cilician Armenian Kingdom and Catho-
licosate begiening from the end of the 12th until the *30s of the 14"
century — which also means that in the course of time there was
some correction in the geo-political vector of the empire’s eastern
policy. Unfortunately, apart from these documents none of the
Byzantine historiographic, ecclesiastical or sccular literary sources
provides any information concerning the Cilician Armcnian statc.
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CHAPTER 2

THE CILICTAN ARMENIAN STATE IN
NEAR EASTERN SOURCES



1. THE IMAGE OF CILICIAN ARMENIA IN ANATOLIAN
MUSLIM SOURCES
(XIII — Early XIV Centuries)
Rustam Shukurov
{(Moscow State Unijversity)

1. Introduction

Political rclations between the Muslim states in Anatolia and
Cilician Armenia have been well studied. The detailed coverage of
these relations provided by contcmporancous Arab, Arnmenian,
Persian, Syrian and other sources, both written and material, has
been meticulously studied and cntered into the history of scho-
larship including the classical works by Claude Cahen, Osman
Turan, Gérard Dédéyan, Vahan Ter-Ghevondian, Clande Mutafian,
et al., enabling us to rcconstruct the course and chronology of
events as well as their historical sipnificance.' However, almost
exclusive interest in the “external”, purely political i1ssues obscures
the problem of peaceful contacts between the Muslim Anatolian

' Cahen CL, La Turquic pré-stiomane. [stanbnl, 1958 (see alse the brief Engiish
translation: Cahen CL, The Formation of Turkey. The Seljukid Sultanatq of
Kim: Eleventh 1o Fourteenth Century, Harlow, 2001} Twram 0., Selgukhiar
zamanminda Tiirkiye, Sivési Ta'rikh Alp Arslan’dan Osman Gazi'ye (1071-1318),
Istanbul, 1971; Histoire du pevple amménien, ed. Gérard Diédéyan, Tonlouse,
Z007; Dédéyan G., Les Arméniens entre Grecs, musulmans et creisés, Lisbenne,

2003; Ter-Ghevendian V., L' Arménie Cilicienne et les pays arabes du Proche- -

Orient, Erevan, 2003; Moutafian CL, Le Rovaume Arménien de Cilicie, XI™-
XIV® sitcle, Paris, 2002; Yildiz 8. N.. Reconceptualizing the Seljuk-Cilician
Fromtier: Armenians, Latins and Turks in Conflict and Altiance during the Early
Thideenth Cerdury: Dorders, Bamiers, and Ethnogenesis: Frontiers in Late
Antiquily and the Middle Ages, ed. Flerin Curta, Tumhbout, pp. 91120 (see
further bibliographical references here).
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and Cilician-Armcnian cultural areas. Certainly this is mainly due
to the very specifics of medieval narrative sources being more
focusced on rendering the political and military history. This article
deals with another aspect of the problem, namely the study of the
Seljuq-Armenian relations from the point of view of the history of
ideas. It is an attempt at reconstructing what was known in Muslim
Anatolia about Cilician Armenia - its rulers, population, geo-
graphy, ctc. — that ts presented below in the following sequence:
l) first, presented as a regesta will be an analytical summary of all
historically significant topics in thirteenth to early fourteenth-
century Muslim Anatolian sources relating to Cilician Armenians;
2) then will follow the discussion of the Armenian Cilician geo-
graphic nomenclature found in Muslim Anatolian sources; 3) furt-
her on, T will discnss the terminotogy of Anatolian authors regar-
ding the Cilician rulers, nobility and populatio; 4) finally, the scar-
ce data concerning the material culture of the Cilician Armenians
will be collected and commented on,

2, Anatolian Muslim Sources

The historiography of Muslim Anatolia, which originated at
the very end of the twelfth century, has been described in scho-
larship quite well? However, we still have no reliabte critical edi-

? See e.g.: Cahen CL, The historiography of the Seljuqid period, in Histarians of
the Middle East, v. 4, ed.. Lewis and P, M. Holt, Oxford, 1962, pp. 59-78;
Kipriill M.F., The Seljuks of Anatolia: Their History and Culture According to
Local Muslim Sources, wansl. and ed. by G. Leiser, Salt Lake City, 1992;
Melville Ch., The Early Persian Historiography of Anatolia: History and
historiopraphy of post-Mongol Central Asia and the Middle East, Smdies in
hooor of John E. Woods, ed. Judith Pfeiffer & Sheleh A (Quinn, Wiesbaden,
2006, pp. 135-166; Hillenbrand C., Some Reflections on Seljuq Historio-
graphy: Eastern Approaches to Byzantium, ed. A, Fastmond, Aldershot, 2000,
pp. 73--88.
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tions of some sources. A bmef review of narrative sources con-
taining mformation on the subject in question is presented below in
chronological order.

1. It seems appropriate to include in this review the work of
the Persian historian Abd Bakr Najm al-Dtn Muhammad Rawandi
{d. after 1206/1207) who finished his history of the Great Seljugs
“Rahat al-Sudir”, i.e. “Repose of Hearls”, apparently in Anatolia
and dedicated it to the sultan of Rim Ghivath al-Din Kaykawus
{1192-1196, 1205-1211). Due to this, “Rahat al-Sudiir” includes
some relevant information op the history of Anatolia.’

2. The unpublished treatise “Anis al-qulib”, i.e. “Comrade of
Hearts”, belongs to the pen of gagr Burhan al-Din al-Anawi, who
was born circa 1142 and died after 1222, His extensive work
written in versc and belonging to the genre of gisay al-anbiva, 1.e.
the hagiography of the prophets and saints of the Mushm fradition
is preserved in a single copy kept at the Suleymaniye Library in
Istanbul.* The work was completed by 1211 and dedicated by the

Y0n staying of Rawandi in Anatolia: Hillenbrand C., Ravandi, the Seljuq court
at Konya and the Persianisation of Anatolian cities, Mesopeios (numéro spéeial:
Les Sefdjoukides d'Anatolie), 25-6, 2005, pp. 157-169. See the detailed
description of manuscripts, publications and studies in: Steri C.A., Persidskaja
literatura, Bio-bibliografifeskij obzor (Storey Ch. A., Persian literature. A hio-
bibliographical survey), parts 2, Moscow, 1972, pp. 747-749 (in Russian). We
have used the following edition of the chronicle: Mubammad Rawandl, Rihat
al-guddr wa-&yat al-surdr, ed. by Mubammad Iqb&l, Tehran, 13464 (hereinafter,
Rawandr).

? Istanbul, Sileymaniye, MS Ayasofya 2984. For most detailed information on
the author and chronicle with accompanying bibliography see: Peacock A.C.S.,
Local Identity and Medieval Anaztolian Historiography: Anavi's Anis al-qolub
and Ahmad of Nifde's al-Walad al-shafiq, Studigs on Persianate Socictes 2,
2004, pp. 115-25, and especially the Yater work of the same: Peacock A.CS,,
An Interfaith Polemic of Medieval Anatohia: QadT BurhEn ai-Din al-AnawT on
the Armenians and their Herestes, in Islamn and Chrstanity in Medieval
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author to the sulian 'Izz al-Din Kaykawus I in connection with his
ascension to the throne. The biography of the author is interesting:
Burhan al-Din al-Anawl was born in Armcnian Ani, later spent
some time in Georgian captivity and, in his own words, acquired
substantial knowledge about Christianity.” In his story about Jesus,
al-Anawi makces an extensive digression whete he begins a widely
controversial polemic on the peculiarities of the Christianity
professed by Armenians, Within the context of our topic, the part
we are mterested n has been published and commented on by
Andrew Pcacock® As Peacock has shown, it is possible that al-
Anawi’s anti-Armenian pelemic was connccied with the Seljug-
Armenian political relations in the first decade of the thirtecnth
t:ﬁ:n‘turj-‘..’r

3. The historical treatise by al-Husayn b. Mubamunad b. “All
al-Ja'farn al-Rughadi Ibr Bibi (d. after 1284/5) was the first over
“History” written in the Ram Scljuqid state that has come to us and
sheds light on the history of thc Sultanate of Rom from 1192 to
1280." Despite its brevity and skctchiness Ton BibT's evidence on
the period preceding the enthroncment of the sultan “Ald al-Din
Kayqubad is rather reliable and unmique. This part of the work

Anatolia, ed. A.C.5. Peacock, Bruno De Nicola and Sara Nur Y:ildz, Ashgate
2H 5, pp. 233-262.

* Peacock A.C.S., An Interfaith Polemic.. ., pp. 237-239.

* Peacock A.C.S., An Interfaith Polemic.. , pp. 239-242, 253-261 (publication
and translation of the text).

? Peacock A.C.5., An Interfaith Polemic.... pp. 246-251.

" For more bibliographic information about Ibn B and his parents see Stori
C.A., Persidskaya literatura, part 2, p. 1247 (in Russian); Erzi A. S., Ibn Bibi,
[A. p. 5; Duda H. W., Die Seltschuvkengeschichte des Thn Bibi, Kopenhagen,
1952, pp. 2-6, hercinafter, Ihe Bibi (Duda), idem, lbn Bibi, E12; Kaprili M. F.,
The Seljugs of Anatolia: Their History and Culture According to Local Muslim
Sourges, trans, and ed. G. Leiser, Salt Lake City, 1992, p_ {0,
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contains few daies, whilc the narration itself is based on relative
dating, which s tentative enough. The events of 1219-1281 are
described very scrupulously, many of them given precise dating.
The major part of the chronicle is devoted to the history of the Rum
Seljugids between 1237 and 1280. Particularly, Thn Bibi paid spe-
cial attention to the military history of the state as well as its civic
institutions, Based on his political views, Ibn Bibi belanged to the
strong anti-Mongol faction. At the same time several aspects of
cultural history of the Islamic Riim (literature, theology, Sufism)
remain obscured.

The chronicle by Ibn BibT is well known today under the title
given by the author himself: “al-Awamir al-'Al3’iyva f al-umiir al-
‘Ald’lyya” which can be translated as “The orders by “Ala {al-Din
Juwayni] rcgarding the deeds by "Ala [al-Din Kayqubad]”. As
reflected in the title of Ibn Bibi's narration this work was ordered
by the Persian historian ‘Ala al-Din Juwayni.® However, the title of
the book might havc had another, much more general meaning too:
“The orders by "Ala [al-Din Kayqubid] regarding the roval deeds”,
which very likely was implied by the author himszlf,

The chronicle has come down to us in three versions: the full
version, the only manuscnpt of which is kept today in Istanbul
(Aya Sofya 2985), thc abridged version called “Multasar”
(“muhtagar” literally means “abridgment) and the version that
survives in Turkish translation. "Muhtasar” was composed by an
anonymous author in 1284/5 and survived in two manuscripts.'® A
critical edition of the abridged version of the “Muhtasar” has been
published.'! The full version of the Aya Sofya manuscript has been

* Lhn BIbT (Duda), p. 5.
'® Stori C.A., Porsidskaya literatura, part 2, pp. 12481249,
" Histoire des Seldjoucides d'Asie Mineure d'aprés I'abrégé du Seldjoucnameh
d'Ibn BibI, Texte persan publié ... par M. H. Howsma Leiden, 1902,
hereinafter, [bn BIbT (Houtsmaz).
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published in facsimile form.'? During the reign of the Ottoman
sultan Murad II (1421-1451), Yazicioglu "Alr included the trans-
lation of Ibr Bib?'s namration into his “Tawanh-i Al-i Saljag” (or
“Opumamah™), omitting the name of the origimal author, The trans-
lator edited and partially enriched the Persian text, so that one more
abridgement appeared as a result.'”” Herbert Duda's German trans-
lation of the “Muhtasar”, supplemented with additions taken from
the full version of the chronmicle, deserves the highest evaluation;
however, one should not forget that Duda'’s translation was based
on the abridged version of Ibn Bibi's narration' and, as my own
experience shows, must always be collated with the full version."?
4. "Musamarat al-ahbir wa-musayarat al-ahyar” (A Talk of
News and a Harmony of Good Things) is an important late thir-
teenth- and early fourteenth-century source composed by Mahmad
b. Muhammiad Karim al-Din Agsarayi (5. mid-thirteenth century —
d. between 1323-1327).' Karim al-Din finished his historical work

2 [bn BihY, El-Evamird'l-Alatyye fl-umril-Ale'iyye, Onsiz ve fibristi hazir-
liyvan A. 8. Erzi, Ankara, 1956, hereinafier, [bn Bibi (AS). The Turkish scholars
made an attempt for typesetting the whole text, however only the first volume of
it including the events prior 10 the enthronment of ‘Ald al-Din Kayqub&d |
appearad. Ibn BIbY, El-Evamiri’l-Alativye fi'l-umuril-Alaiyye, Nest edenler N.
Lugal, A. 5. Erzi. T. 1, Ankara, 1957, hereinafter, Ibn Bibi (Lugal-Erzi).
" The narration by Yazigyoglu 'Ali was published in parts: Histoire des Seld-
joucides d'Asie Mineure d'aprés labrégé du Seldjoucnameh dTbn Bibl, Texie
rere public ... par M. H. Houtsma, Leiden, 1897. We also had at our disposal the
Berlin manuscript: Yazifyodlu ‘AN, Oguzname, Handschrift d. Staatsbibliothek
zu Berlin, Crient, Quart, 1823 = Yazigvoglu "Ali (Berlin),
“ 1bn BIHT (Duda).
¥ Additional information on Ibn Bib and his narration can be acquired in
Shukurov R., Ibn BIbl, Encyclepedia of the Medieval Chronicle, ed R.G.
Dunphy, Leiden & Boston, 2010, pp. 830-831.
1* Some biopraphical data can be found in Sterey Ch. A., Pessidskaya literatura,
pirt 2, p. 1251 (int Russian); Képrili M. F., The Seljugs of Anatolia, pp. 1012,
Bl



in 1323 and dedicated it to thc Mongol (Tlkhanid) governor of
Anatolia Timurtash (1317-1327). The narration survives in two
manuscripts: the full version is prescrved in the library of Ayasofya
(3143), while the corrupted onc is in Yeni Cami (827).)7 Aqsarayt
begins his narration with a discussion of the usefulness of history,
as well as of major calendar systems (asf-i ewwal). Then he turns
ta the history of the Islamic world from the Prophet Muhammad (d.
632) to the Mongol invasions in thc thirteenth century (asi-i
duwwumy). The focus of his interest here is the history of the Iranian
and Rim Seljugs till the mid-thirteenth century (as/-i sawwum).
The most detailed is the fourth chapter (asl-i chaharum) devoted to
the history of Rim in the second half of the thirteenth century.
Karim al-Din provides us with unique information, which appears
to be independent from that of Ibn Bibi (Aqsarayi did not mention
his name, and, 1t scems, was unaware of the “Awimir al-
"Ald’iyya™). In his narration Karim al-Din writes on the basis of his
personal memories as well as reports left by contemperary
witnesses. The reviscd and critical edition of the third and fourth
chapters was implemented in 1944 by Othman Turan.'* There is
also 2 detailed rendering of the chronicle done in German by F.
Isiltan."”

Kerimuddin Mahmud Aqsariyl, Musameret ul-ahbur, Mogollar zamaninda
Turkiye selguklulari Ta'rikhi / Mukaddime ve hagiyelerle tashih ve negreden Q.
Turan, Ankara, 1944, herzinafter, Agsarayt, pp. 32-40; Iyiltan F., Die Seltschy-
ken-Geschichte des Akserayi, Leipzig, 1943, pp. 18-26; Becqué-Gramment J.-
L., Al-Aqsardyi, E2. A nofe in the manuscript of Ayasofya suggests with another
possible reading, namely "Tadkir-i AqsardyT” or “An antology of Aqsaray?™”
(Agsariyi, pp. 31, 366).
' Storey Ch. A., Persidskaya lileratura, part 2, p. 1252; Kopriili M. F., The
Seljugs of Anatelia, p. 11.
'* Agsarayl
¥ Igiltan F_, Die Seltschuken-Geschichte des Akserayi.
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5. The anonymous “Tawarih-i Al Seljug” (The history of the
House of Seljuq) appeared in the beginning of the fourteenth cen-
tury *® Jt was written in popular Farsi with both syntactic and
grammatical deflections from literary norms that had been rather
common for medievatl Anatolian urban centres. It is very likely that
the Anonymous was an Jranian, perhaps a Khorasani by ongin who
might have had basic linguistic skills in Persian. Taking into
account the fact that the author paid great attention to the so-called
ahis (artisans’ guild, futwwwa) in his narration, one should not
exclude the possibility that he himself befonged to that social
group.”! The document contains oral traditions, which by their very
nature border on folklore. Those few unique pieces of mformation
found in the chronicle should be regarded with caution, because
they often are imprecise or obscure, and sometimes rather enig-
matic.

To sum up, AnawT’s work has not been published in full so
far; the chronicle of Ibn Bibi still requires a comprehensive critical
edition, while the work of Aqsariyt still lacks a thorough publi-
cation of the first three chaplers and, furthermore, its fourth chapter
obviously deserves a new and up-to-date edition.

* A facsimile edition of the unique manuscript from the National Library in
Paris was published in form of Histoire des Seldjoukides d'Asie Mineure par
un anomyme, Texts persan publié par F. N. Uzluk, Ankara, 1952, The edition
hes an added Turkish tanslation which is full of shortcomiegs. A critical edition
of the chronicle implemented by an Iranian scholar MNadira Galali offers the
readers a more teliable text. Among the disadvarmages of this publication one
should mention the lack in it of both relevant asnotation and strong
nrgumentation (Tarik-e Al-e Seljug dar Anatoli compiled by Unknown
Author, ed. by N. Jalali, Tehran, 1999, hersinafter, Tanh}.

*'Cf Cahen CI., Pre-Otteman Turkey, pp. 153, 337, 353,
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3. Cilician Armenian Regesta

1196

During the first reign of the Rum Seljuq sultan Giyat al-Din
Kaykhusraw I (1192-1196), in the first few months following his
dethroming by his brother and oppenent Rukn al-Din Sulaymian 11
{1196-1204), the sultan GiyﬁL al-Din was wandering in Anatolia in
search of assistancc against the usurper. The “rakfir Lifiin,” i.e. the
ruler of Cilician Armcnia, was the first king visited by the sultan.
According to Tbn Bibi, Lifun reccived Kaykhusraw I with a cordial
welcome and pave numerous presents to the sultan. After spending
onc month in Cilicia the latter went to the north to Abilistin
{Albistan) in North-East Anatolia.

Source. Ibn Bibi (AS}, pp. 3940, Tbn Bibi (Lugal-Erzi}, pp.
55-56; Ibn Bibr (Houtsma}, p. 9; Tbn Bibt (Duda), p. 23.

Literature: Cahen, La Turquie, p. 61; Turan, Selguklular,
pp. 247, 268.

Comments: Under talgfur Liftin one should understand Levon
II {1187-1198/9) who soon declared himself the King of Cilicia
Levon I (1198/9-1219). In the lctter written ¢. 11935, Nerses of
Lambron called Levon “sovercign” (hit. “autocrat”; Arm. Hlp-
fuuluy / ink'rakal), therefore it scems that at that time Cilicia no
longer depended on the Byzantine Empire.

1204-1205

Characterizing the reign of the Seljuqid sultan "lzz al-Din
Qilij Arslan III b, Rukn al-Din Sulayman II (1204-1205)%, Ibn
Bib drew attention to the prestige of the Seljuqid dynasty of the
time: “Islamic kings and sultans as well as Armenian (akfitrs and
caesars of Rome (here, Byzantine — R. Sh)} always happily

 See on his rule: Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 65-67; Turan, Selguklular, pp. 265-
267,
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acknowledged the grandeur of that noble family and supplied the
[sultan’s} rich treasury with Aardf and bdji.”

Q‘iwELQ-'\.AEL‘S-_ﬂJg?_,Ja‘)aJL_éJQ‘JhJHS:IJ?Li;HLLJJJlE“
Ao ) gan pale A Szl gzl A 9200 gad e Tagld gam S (las g

In the abridged version of [bn BibT's work, the wording of
this passage is different and more simple.

Source: Ihn BIbT (AS), p. 76; Ibn Bibi {Lugal-Erzi), p. k10,
Ton Bibi (Houtsma), p. 24; Ibn Bibi (Duda), p. 36.

c. 1208/1209

Rawandi writes {without any specific defails) about the
victory of Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw over the “Damned Lifin”
(i.e. Levon 1) and capture of his fortresses and provinces { s =li
<), According to Aqsardyi, after his re-enthronement in the
Sultapate of Rim in 1203, Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw “'seized the
province of Qaraman (O&1_8) from Armenia {¢\wia) and captured
many fortresses.”

Source: Rawandi, pp. 463-464; Aqgsarayi, p. 32.

Literature; Turan, Selguklular, p. 286; Ter-Ghevondian V.
L’ Arménie cilicienne, p. 97; Yildiz S.N. Reconceptualizing..., p.
100,

1211-1213

With the ascension of the sultan ‘Izz al-Din Kaykawus (son
of Kaykhusraw I} in 1211, his brother “Ala al-Din, vying for the
throne, besieged Kayseri (where the sultan ‘Izz al-Din then resided)
and called for the assistance of his uncle Mugit al-Din Tugrul-3ah
and King Levon T — promising Kayseri as a reward to the latter.
However, ‘Izz al-Din convinced Levon 1 to withdraw from the
neighbourhood of Kayseri and to not interfere with the mutiny.
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After the withdrawal of the Armcnians, the alliance of “Ala al-Din
and Tugrul-§3h dissclved as a result of mutual distrust, ‘Al al-Din
{led to Ankara where he was imprisoned by his brother.

The key role in ncgotiations between the sultan Kaykawus [
and King Levon 1 was played by Galal al-Din Qaysar bearing the
title of shifma of Kayseri. Galal al-Din Qaysar mediated botween
the sultan and Levon I due to his “cotrespondence and great
fricndship since former times™ with the Armenian king:

A3 A8 gy lidlian y Sl e S Bl 0 il (g 4S

After defeating his brother, Kaykawus | informed Levon I
about it. In response the Armenian king sent rich gilts (see also
Scction 5).

Source: Ibn Bibi (AS), pp. 114-121; Tbn Ribi (Lugal-Erzi),
pp. 162-171; Ihn Bibi (Houtsma), pp. 40—44: Tbn Bibi {Duda), S.
51-55.

Liter‘z'irurez Cahen, La Turquie, p. 69; Turan, Setcuklular, pp.
294-297; Sukurov R.M., Velikie Komniny i Vostok (1204-1461)
(The Grand Komuenoi and The East, 1204-1461), Saiat-Petersburg,
2001, pp. 95-97 (in Russian).

Commentary: The currently known sources provide no
opportunity to accurately date these events, Relative dating based
on Tbn BibT's text allows us to date the beginning and end of the
sicge of Kayseri with the second half of 1211, after June of that
year. Srabat Sparapet alse dates the campaign of Levon T to 1211.
Judging by Ibn BibL, the siege of Ankara lasted at least a vear
“from early spring to the early spring of the next vear,”* i.e. either
from 1212 to 1213, or from 1213 to 1214, and accordingly 'Ala al-
Din was captured either in the spring of 1213 or in the spring of
1214. Tbn Bibi states that Ankara surrendered soon afier the Spriog
equinox (20-21 of March) when “the banners of the king of stars

* lbn BIbI (Houtsina), p. 49.1-2, and p, 49.9.
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(ie. the Sun — R. Sh.) reached the point of spring cquinox. .. Abti
al-Fida (actually not quite precise in detailing) dates the impn-
sonment and transmittal of "Ala al-Din 1o Melitene by 610 of
I-Iigra.25 The lunar 610 lasted, according to the Solar calendar, from
May 23, 1213 to May 12, 1214, consequently, relying on Abd al-
Fida and [bn Bibi, one should place the fall of Ankara in the spring
of 1214 (the period berween the end of March and the beginning of
May).

The sultan succeeded in persuading Levon 1 to withdraw his
forces from Kayseri, and the Erzurum’s emir withdrew following
the Armentans. The decision of the Armenian-Turkish allies was
influenced by Ayyubid Malik Ashraf’s interference in the conflict.
He was an old enemy of the Erzurum ruiers who had decided to
suppori the Scljug sultan.

Despite our sowrces’ silence about the participation of the
Pontic Greeks in this confrontation, Michael Kurshanskis is
probably night in suggesting that, aside from Levon I and Tugrul-
4ah, who tnied to help ‘Ala al-Din, the latter concluded an alliance
with Alexios 1 Megas Komnenos. 2 Moreover, Alexios | was the
closest and perhaps the strongest neighbor of " Ala al-Din’s domain
in Danishmandiya. Another argument in favor of this suggestion is
the fact that later (at the end of the 1210s and 1220s) the Komnenoi
had been sustaining good relations with another member of this
alliance: the emir of Erzurum, whose domain adjoined the sout-
heastern frontiers of the Komnenoi Chaldia. The alliance of Trchi-
zond and Erzurum might have been established as carly as in 1214,
These considerations support Kurshanskis's suggestion.

* Ibid, p. 49.9-10.
* Abu-l-Feda, Annales muslemici. Arabice &t (atine, ed. 1.G.C. Adler. T. 4. Hak-
niae, 1792, pp. 248-250.
% Kurianskis M., L’empire de Trébizonde ef les turcs au 13e sidcle, REBR 46,
(988, pp. 109-124.
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1216

The tax collectors who came to the sultan Kaykdwus 1 from
the Sultanate’s borders with the country of Levon complained that
the fakfrir of Sis [i.e. Levon I] did not pay tribute. Next spring [i.e.
in 1216], the Seljuq troops went to conquer the country of Levon.
Having heard about the approaching troops, fakfur prepared for
defense. Muslims seized the fortress Hangin (Ce»is). Paron Vasil
(fasil), Paron Oshin (77shtn) and the constable were called by Levon
to defend the fortress of Kanji. However, the Scljugs conquered
Kangl and captured the constable, Paron Oshin and Noshin
(nisskin). As a result the sultan Kaykawus I and Levon 1 signed a
peace trealy imposing tribute payment upon Cilicia. The Sultan,
having received the deed of agreement signed by Levon I, released
the [noble] prisoncrs.

Source: Ibn Bibi (AS), pp. 160-171; Ibn Bibil (Lugal-Erzi),
pp. 224-238; Tbn Bibi (Houtsma), pp. 60—67; Ibn Bibi {Duda), S.
T0-76.

Litcrature: Cahen, La Turquie, p. 69; Turan, Sel¢uklular, pp.
294-297; Ter-Ghevondyan V. L’Arménie cilicienme, pp. 98-99;
Yildiz 5.N. Reconceptualizing. .., pp. 101-104.

1221

1. According to Ibn Bibi, during the reign of the sultan "Ala
al-Din Kayqubad [, the emirs reported that “the Greek lands (0bis)”
[1.c. southcastern Anatolia] including Antalya were under the sul-
1an’s control. However, [in order to strengthen the border], the imp-
regnable foriress of Kalonoros, which from the land was under the
rule of 515 and paid tribute to Egypt from the sea, had to be con-
quered. The sultan gathered troops equipped with siege machines,
which he divided into three parts. One of the army parts was em-
barked on ships. The sultan's troops besieged the fortress owned by
Kir Fard / Wiard. The sicge lasted two months. Kir Fard / Ward,
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who was in ¢lose relations with Antalya's sabashi emir Mubariz al-
Din Ertokush, sent an ambassador to him to mediate for peace. Kir
Fard / Ward surrcndered to the sultan and gave one of his daughters
to Kayqubéd I who married her in accordance with the precepts of
the prophet Mubammad [i.e. Sharia), In return Kir Fard / Wiard re-
cetved control of Aksehir near Konya and several large villages;
this was stipulated by a manshir-deed. Kalonoros was renamed af-
ter the sultan’s name ‘Alaiyya. The anonymous “Ta'rih” adds that
in total the sultan captured seven fortresses.

Source: Ibn Bibi (AS), pp. 235-248; Ibn Bibi (Houtsma), pp.
97--102; Ibn Bibi (Duda), S. 104-109; Ta rih, pp- 89.

Literature: Caben, La Turquic, pp. 74-75: Turan, Selguk-
lular, pp. 335-337; Yildiz S.N., Reconceptualizing. .., pp. 106-107.

Commentary; “Kir Fard”, called so by Ibn Bibi, is designated -
in “Ta’'rth” in a phonetically more accurate form as ki ward (23
5, ie. the Armenian Kir Vard ( hn dwpn). Judging by his
name Kir Wiard was a Chalcedonian Armenian, belonging to the
Byzantine Orthodox part of the Cilician nobitity. His name in
Greek would lock like xGp Bapdoc, Interestingly, afier the loss of
Kalonoros, Kir Ward became the sultan’s governor in Aksgehir, thus
joining the circle of Seljug Christian nobility, Information on other
representatives of Christian  nobility and bureaucracy in the
sultanate is, albeit fragmentary, quite ample — including particularly
the Greeks belonging to the Mavrozomes, Komnenos, Gavras fa-
milies, brothers Kyr Haya and Kyr Kattidios, and others.”

*" See for instance Métivier S., Les Maurozémai, Byzance et Je sultanat de Rim.
Note sur le sceau de Jean Comnéne Maurozomés, Revue des Etudes byzantines
67, 2009, pp. 197-207; Yildiz S.N., Manuel Komnenos Maurozomes and His
Descendants at the Setjuk Court: The Formation of a Christian Seluk-Kom-
nenian Elite, in Stefen Leder, ed, Crossroads between Latin Europe and the Near
East: Coroltaries of the Frankish Presence in the Eastern Mediterranean (125
14" Centuries), Wikczburg, 2011, pp. 55-77. Wittek P., L'épitaphie d'un
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The Persian name of the daughter of Kir Ward, who married
‘Ald al-Din Kayqubad I, was Mah-Pari-Haton {Osla sy ole). Her
Christian name is unknown, Mah-Parf-Hathn was the mother of the
sultan Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw 112° Bearing in mind her
confession, 'Az{z Astardbadi, a historian of the end of the four-
teenth century, wrote that she was of “Byzantine descent™ (Jw=¥
i300.% During the lifetime of her husband she confessed her
Christian faith, as Ghiyath al-Din II told about his mother during
negotiations with the Latin emperor in 1243 %

The Christian identity of Mah-Pari-{{atin is not a surprise.
The sources contain several detailed reports that the harem women
were allowed to confess Christianity. Firstly, T mean the above-
mentioned negotiations between Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw 1T and

Comnéne 3 Konia, Byzantion 10, 1935, pp. 505-515; Wittek P., Encore I'Epi-
taphe d'un Comnéne 4 Konia, Byzantion 12, 1937, pp. 207—211; Bartikian H.,
Les Gaurades a travers les sources amméniennes, L' Arménie et Byzance. Tlistoire
et culture (Byzantina Sorbonensia 12), Paris, 1996, pp. 19-30; Shukurov R.,
The Oriental Margins of the Byzantine Warld: A Prosopographical Perspective,
Identities and Allepiances in the Eastern Mediterranean after 1204, ed. Judith
Herrin and Guillaume Saint-Guillain, Aldershot, 2011, pp. 167-196.

% Cahen CL., La Turquie, pp. 74, 170 (about the Greek origin of Kir Farid / Kir
Ward; however, “Greel™ i3 to be understood 11 a confessional sense, religiously,
i.e. Chalcedonian, and not always ethnically); Turan O., Selguklular. 5. 336~
337, 403404, Thn BILT{AS), p. 247; 1bn Bibl (Houtsma), p. 102. Cf. The Later
Crusades. 1i89—1311, ed. R. Wolff & H. Hazard [A History of the Crusades, ed.
K. M. Setton. Vol. [T]. London, 1962, p. 652 0, 12,

¥ ‘Aziz ibn Ardashir Astarabadi, Bazm-u razm, M.F. Képrili-zade tarafindan

eser ve mitellifi hakkinda vazilan bir mukaddimeyi havidir, [stanbul, 1928, p. 45.
* Du Cange, Histoire de 1'empire de Constantinople sous les empereurs
frangais, ed. . A. Buchon. Paris, 1826, pp. 289-290; Turan O, Les scuverains
seldjoukides, p. 82; The Later Crusades: 1189-1311, p. 223; Cahen CL, La
Turquie, p. 94. See also: Tekimalp V.M., Palace churches of the Anatolian
Seljuks: Tolerance or Necessity?, Byzantine and Modemn Greek Studies, 33/2,
2009, p. 161.
a0

the Latin Emperor of Constantinople Baldwin I (1225-1261).
These negotiations were described in detail in Baldwin I's letter to
the Queen of France, Blanca of Castile (August 1243), The sultan
asked Baldwin II for the hand of one of his relatives; at the same
time he guaranteed that his Frankish wife would be free to confess
Christianity and would have a chapel and priests in the palace,
Further on, the sulian argued that he was absolutely not against
this, since he himself was the son of a Christian woman (i.¢. Mah-
Pari-Hatln), and his father allowed her to follow the Greek Chris-
tian religion (lege Christiona Graeca).”! This would have been the
fourth Christian wifc of the Sultan, but the planned union never did
happen.

In addition, in 1237, Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw II, while
marrying Tamar, the daughter of the Georgian queen Rusudan,
promised that he would allow her to practice Chnstianity. The
puncess o the Sehuq harem had her Chnstian priests and Christian
servants until his Georgian wife converted to Islam.* At the same

¥ The sultan also promised to build Christian churches in all cities of his country
and to care fot the priests serving there, besides he promused that all his Chiistian
subjscts, the Greek and Armenian hierarchs would recognize the jurisdiction of
the Constantinople Latin Patriarchy and Roman Church; Du Chesne A, & Du
Chesne F., Historey= Francorum scriptores coaetanei, ab ipsius gentis origine, t.
3. Pars, 1649, pp. 424-426; Du Cange, Histoite de ['empire de
Conglantinopie. .. pp. 289-291; Hendrickx B., Régestes des emperenrs lating de
Constantinople {1204-1261/1272), Bulavrivd, 14, 1988, p. 143 Ne 221; Analysis
of the letter: Eastmond A., Gender and Patronage...p. 84.

“ The Chronography of Gregory Abu’l-Faraj the son of Aaron, ed.
E.A.W. Budge, Vol. 1: Translation from Syriac, London, 1932, pp. 403-404;
Brosset M., Histoire de la Géorgie depuis 1'antiquité jusqu'au XIX® sidcle, t. 1.
Saint-Pelersburg, 1849, pp. 501-502, Seg more details about her life:
Vryonis Sp., Another Note on the Inscription of the Church of St George of
liglisgrama, Bulmmvg, 9, 1977, pp. 1122, Vrionis suggested, not groundlessly,
that her close ties with the order of MawlawT might be erroneously interpreted by
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time, we know that in the 1280s, many years aficr the death of the
sultan, Tamar was a donor to the church of Belisirma in Cappa-
docia, thus demonstrating ber ties with the Christian community of
the sultanate. ™

Christian wives of the sultans had Christian servants. For
example, we know about the slave of Mah-Pari-Hatan (oedl e
Gl sally oMY pamed Fahr al-Din Sebastos (s sied p shwdstiis),
whose likely Greek origin was first noticed by V.A. Gordlevsky.**
The sccond part of Fahr al-Din’s name Sebastos points to Greek
roots (< oePouotoc).”” In the 12405 he playcd a prominent role in
establishing Rukn al-Din Qulig-Arslan IV into power, taking part in
his embassy to the Great khan Giiyiik,*® Ethnically, Sebastos could
be either Chalcedonian Armenian or Anatolian Greek.

Bar-Ebre as conversion to istamn (p. 197,
¥ Yeyenis Sp., Another Note. .., pp. 11-18; Shukurov R.M., lagopy: tjurkskaja
familija na vizantijskoj slufbe (lagups: A Turkish family in the Byzantine
service), Fizantijskie oferki, Samnt-Petersburg, 2006, pp. 210-217 {(in Russian).
¥ Gordlevskij V.A., Gosudarstvo sel’dzukidov Maloj Azii (The State of the
Seljugids in Asia Minor), Moskow-Leningrad, 1941, p. 160 (in Russian);
Cahen C1., La Turquie, p. 170; Ibn BibT (AS), p. 584; 1bn BT (Duda), p. 253.
* Nevertheless his impressive nickname “Scbastos” did hardly testify to noble
descent. ln Byzantium of that time the family- or nickname Zefaowde most
frequently belonged 10 ordinary people (the parics, copyists, the black clergy),
see: PLP, NN 25087-25096. Even if (his name came from the Byzantine title (of
some of Fahr al-Din’s predecessors) it would only indicate to some lower
officisldom. See in detail: Kazhdan A. P., Sehastos, ODB Vol 111, p, 1863;
Guilland R., Recherches sur les institutions byzantings, t. 2. Berlin, 1967, p. 25;
Pseudo-Kodinos, Traité des offices : Introdue,, texte et traduc, par J. Verpeaux,
Panis, 1966, p. 139 c.a. {see Index); Stiernon L., Notes de prosopographie et de
timlature byzantines. Sébaste et gambros, REB, 23, 1965, pp. 222-243; idem,
Note de titulature et de prosopographie byzantines: Théodora Comnéne et
Andronic Lapardas, sébastes, REB, 24, 1966, pp. §9-95.
* Tbn Bibi {AS). p. 584; Ibn Bibl (Duda), S. 253,
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As a member of the sultan's family Mah-Pari-Hatlin was an
active benefactor financing the construction of Muslim public and
religious buildings in the Sultanate,”” See about it also below, No.
1243/2.

2. After conquering Kalonoros, the sultan Kayqubad I lefi for
Antalya and, while on his way, saw the fortress of Alara (Alar)
high in the mountains, ncar a gorge with a flowing river. The
fortress was owned by an unnamed brother of Kir Fard / Ward,
who was a monk, The ruler of the fortress was offered to surrender;
the Seljugs put forward an argument that his brother “could not
defend the fortress of Kalonoros from us even for [as little as] a
month™:
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Hearing the demand for surrender, the ruler of Alira fell jll
with gizlinj (z53) and soon surrendered the stronghold.

Source: Ibn Bibi (AS), pp. 245-251; Ibn Bibi (Houtsma), pp.
103-104; Ibn Bibi {Duda), S. 109110,

Literature: Cahen, La Turquie, p. 75; Turan, Seiguklular, p.
335; Yildiz S.N. Reconceptualizing.. ., p. 107,

Comment; The indication of the full version of lbn Bibi’s
chronicle that they could not defend Kalonoros “even for a month”
was erroncously rendered in “Mubtasar” (p. 103} — that the sultan
approached Aldra in “onc month” after capturing Kalonoros. This
statcment of “Muhtasar” 1s not found: neither in the full version of
the chronicle nor in its Turkic translation.

(alinj in medieval medicine was a disease of the digestive
system, characterized by colic and constipation. Appendicitis and
the appendage perforation were considered as variants of galiny.

" Eastmond A., Gender and Patronage between Christianity and Islam in the
Thirteenth, Century, First Inlermational Sevgi (itnitl Byzantine Studies Sym-
posium, Istanbul, 2010, pp. 75-88.
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¢ 1225

According to [bn Bibl, the Sultan 'Al3 al-Din Kayqubad I sent
troops ied by the cmir Mubinz al-Din Ertukush, freedman of the
sultan and the ruler of Antalya at that time, and the emir Komnenos
Maurozomos to conquer the c¢oast from the Franks. The sultan’s
troops besieged the fortress of Candd. The defenders of the fortress
wrote a letter appealing to “takwar Lifan”. “Lifiin” sent messages to
the coastal Franks (Js'ys (85 8), as well as those from b -~ #-d-s
(o), Antioch (SUail), f -2- r@n (H0A) and 2- 4-7 (5s) - and
called for help. However, it did not help: “Lifiin” fled from the
fortress, the Franks were defeated, and the ruler of the fortress, who
was a “monk” (US), started negotiations, The eavoys of “takwar
Lifiin” promised to annually send 1000 riders and 500 archers, to
stamp the name of the Seljuq sultan on coins and to pay garg/. Thirty
more fortresses were taken by the sultan’s froops while he was
considering “Lifan’s™ propesal. Komnenos Maurozomos and others
were distinguished for their heroism. The Seljugs continued the
conquest of the coastal area taking forty (Je) other foriresscs, and
specifically, Manolat (4la), Anduca (zedyul), Sik (4Sew), Apamur
{(oxal) and “Nikiya” (452 7). The population of the fortresses was
referred to as “Franks™ (4 and O5504). At first, the defenders
actively resisted but then they boarded the ships and fled. Mubariz
al-Din wanted 1o attack also the “1sland of the Franks”; i.e. Cyprus,
but the sultan ordered him to return to Kayseri.

According to the anonymous “Ta'rih” the above campaign
was Induced by “complaint against the malit of the ‘fortress of
Lifiyan'" and happened threc years after the capture of Kalonoros.
The sultan capturcd the “fortress of Lifiyiin™ and the neighboring
region, The conqucred lands were given to the care of Agsunqur
Thiyabi (4 i),

Source: Ibn BIbT (AS), pp. 305-306, 334-343; Ibn Bibi
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{Houtsma), pp. 129, 138-142; Ibn Bibi (Duda), S. 131, 140-142;
Ta'tih, p. 8%,

Literature: Cahen, La Turquie, p. 75; Turan, Selguklular, pp.
342-347, Yildiz 8.N. Reconceptualizing. .., pp. 107-109.

Comment: Probably the regent Kostandin Payl is implied
under “takwar Lifiin”. Perhaps the so-called Armenian-Seljug coins
with both Armenian and Arabic-Persian legends® first appearcd at
that time,

The statcments in “Ta'rih” conceming the cause, dating and
cousse of the campaign are not quite clear and reliable. Aqsunqur
Thiyabi mentioned here is not known from other sources.

1243

1. Ibn BIbY informs about the letters (L) sent by the Seljug
sultan Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw I1 to his Scijuq allies requesting
to send troops to withstand the Mongols. In particular, such a
request was sent to the “bayl of Sis,” who was commanded, in
accordance with the treaty, to quickly come to the sultan with the
“Frankish” army; in exchange for his help the Sis ruler was
promused Herakleia (+#51Y) and a certain amount of money (' j3)
was sent to him. In response the “hay! of Sis” confirmed his
obedience (“u2 s} to the sultan’s wish.

Source: Ibn Bibi (AS), pp. 518-519; Ibn Bibi (Houtsma), p.
236 {the passage is given very bricily); Ihn Bibi (Duda), S. 224-
225 and n. 198.

Commentary: The “bay/ of Sis” was either Kostandin Payl or

" Cahen, La Turquie, p, 89; Bedoukian P. Z., The Bilingual Coins of Hetoum I
{1226--1270), King of Cilician Armenia, ANSMN, 7, 1957, pp. 219-230, Based
on the dating of the Armenian-Seljuk confrontation, P. Bedukian dates the
nppearance of these coins by 1228-1229,
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Kling Heturn I himself. Herakleia was located on the border of Cili-
clan Armeuoia, modern Ercgli in Eastern Turkey.

2. Ibn Bib, relating about the gathering of the Scljuq army at
Kdsc-Dag for combating the Mongols, mentioned that the aival of
the “bay! of 8i5” with thrce thousand cavalrymen from among the
Armcnians and Franks was expected in two days.

Source: Thn BIbT (AS), p. 522; Tbn B‘bl (Houtsma), p. 238;
Ibn Bibi {Duda), S 226 and n. £,

Literature: Cahen, La Turquie, p. 96; Turan, Selcuklular, p.
432.
Comment: Here too the “bay! of $Ts” might mean either Kos-

tandin Payl or the king Hetum I himself. As it seems, the Ammenian
army never arrived at Kdse Dag.

3. The Cilician Armenians’ giving up of the mother [Mah-
Pari-Hatin) and the daughter of the sultan Ghiyith al-Din Kay-
khusraw II to the Mongol commander Bayju: “fthe Armentans)]
detained the sultan's mother and daughter and did not allow them to

go away to the Muslim lands; finally they werc given up to the
Mongols”,

Source: Ibn BibT (AS), pp. 528, 536; Tbn Bibi (Houtsma}, pp.
241, 245; Ton Bibi (Duda), p. 234.

Literature: Cahen, La Turquic, pp. 96; 230; Turan, Selguk-
lular, pp. 442, 452-455. Cf.: The Later Crusades: 1189-1311, cd.
R. Wolff & H. Huzard [A Hislory of the Crusades, ed. K.M., Sctton.
Vol. II], Londen 1969, p. 692; Shukurov R., Harem Christiamity:
The Byzantine Identity of the Seljuq princes, in The Seljugs of
Anatolia: The Court and the Society in the Medieval Middle East,

95

cd. Andrew C. 5. Peacock and Sara Nur Yildiz, London 2012, p.
117 and ref, 8.%

Comment: In 1243, during the war with the Mongols, Mah-
Pari-Hitln, along with the wife and daughter of Ghiyith al-DAan
Kaykhusraw 11 went to her homeland, Cilician Armenia. At first,
the sultan sent his mother and other women to Kayseri / Caesarea,
but after losing the battle at Kose Dag, when the Mongols
approached Kayseri, the women, possibly on their way to Aleppo,
sought refuge in Sis, in Cilician Armenia. However, when the news
of the Seljuq defeat arrived, the Armenians detained the womcn
and surrendered them to the Mongols, According te Kirakos," ® the
sultan’s wifc was also among these women: the Tatars demanded
“the extradition of the sultan’s mother, his wife and daughter, who
ran away and hid in [Cilicia].” The extradiion of the sultan’s
mother and sister is confirmed by Smbat Sparapet.”' Both Kirakos
Ganjakec'l and Smbat Sparapet maintained that king Hetum |
received an order from Bayju ta surrender the sultan’s harem and
he did so against his own will, anly out of fear of the Mongols.
Bayju was very glad to capture the harem and endowed the Ar-
menian ambassadors with rich gifts. It scems that the surrender of
the sultan’s harem to the Mongols had a highly negativc impact on
the subsequent Seljug-Armenian relations.

Mah-Pari-Hatiin did return to the Rum Sultanatc by 1254
since she was mentioned as being in the Sultanate in connection

¥ 1o this piece, | have suggested less likely ethnic background of Mah-Pari-
\Jatin calling her Greek though most probably she was a Chalcedaman
Armenian (see above).

“ Kirakos Gandzakeci, Istorija Ammenii (History of Anmenia), tr. by L.A.
Xanlarjan, Moscow, 1974, p. 178,

*! Czalstjan A., Armjanskie istodniki o mongolax. Tzvlecenija iz rukopis’e X11i-
X1V vekov {Armenian sources on Mongols: Extracts from mapuscripts of XITI-
X1V cc), 1962, p. 47 (in Russian).
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with the embassy of ‘Ala al-Din Kayqubad II to the khan Baty. ¥
The year of Mah-Pari-Hitin’s death is unknown.

1245

According to Ibn Bibi, s3hib Shams al-Din undertook the
campaign against Cifician Armenia at the order of Ghiyath al-Dig
Kaykhusraw II. The troops gathered at Konya, approachcd Herak-
leia (4481, Kybisira) and headed towards Tassus.’ The showering
rains that began during the siege of Tarsus compelled the warring
parties to enter into negotiations. The Seljuq commander dectared
that the war was a punishment for treason after Kdse-Dag and
demanded that the tafwar [Hetum 1] rctum the fortresses he had
captured at that time. Having received this message the “bayi of
ST8” [i.e. Hetum 1?] ordered to submit Prakana and a number of
other fortifications, and sent old and future hardjs (both unpaid}.
Because of heavy rains the Seljuq troops had great difficulty
reaching Herakleia.

The anonymous “Ta'rth” adds that the campaign and siege of
Tarsus lasted over seven full months (A ol ia), According to the
emmoncous sfatement in the “Ta'tih”, the campaign was led by the
sultan Ghiyath al-Din Kaykhusraw II himself, who “caught a cold
and fell dI” (33 jay cawa oF 30 3 1ga 1y b)) by its end; the last
statement about the diseasc, however, could bave grounds conside-
ring the showering rains during the campaign mentioned by Ibn Bibi.

Source: Ibn Bibi (AS), pp. 545-548; Ibn Bibi (Houtsma), pp.
245-250; ibn Bib1 (Duda), pp. 237-239; Ta'rih, p. 94.

Literature: Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 229-230; Turan, Sclguk- -

lular, p. 453,

** Ton BIbf (AS), pp. 607-608; Ibn Bibt (Houtsma), p. 277; Ibn BIbT (Duda),
S. 264.
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1288

According to the anonymous “Ta’rth”, the Turks led by the
Son of Qaraman (Ule! A ) had been ravaging the “land of Tarsus”
(3= J3), Takfitr [Levon 11] sent his vicegerent and rich gifts to
the Mongoel khan. At the time of his arrival the Khan was visited by
the Seljuq sultan {Mas'Gd] and sahkib Fahr al-Din. By the order of
the khan Gaykhatu, the sultan and sakib led the troops of the
Mongols and Muslims to attack Qariman. The Son of Qarimin
fled and plundered Laranda. It happened by Thursday, %th of dhi
al-higga in 686 (01/15/1288).

Source: Ta'rth, p. 113,
Literature: Cahen, La Turquie, p. 281; Turan, Selguklular, p.
5940.

4. Geographical Nomenclature

L Conntry Name

Anatolian Persian sources were quite unanimous in the
terminological designation of Cilician Armenia. The first category .
of toponyms (or, maybe, more precisely, political names) applied to
Cilician Ammenia goes back to the ethnic name “Armenian”,
“Armenians”. Indicative in this regard is the toponym and the
ethnonym arman (=) originally associated with the designation
of “Armenians” as people, as well as the adjective “Armenian™
{ste 2l armant). The toponym arman was widely used to designate
all Armenian lands including, in particular, Cilician Armenia. The
synonymic armanisian “Armenia” (Ob-de 0} was another commeon
name used to designate Ammenia Major, Armenia Minor and
Cilician Armenia.*® Arman (C=_Y) as the name of the country and

** Ibn BibT (AS), p. 91; 1bm BibT (Lugal-Erzi), p. 133.
** ibm BibT (AS), pp. 39, 342-343 ; Ibn Bibi (Lugal-Erz), p. 55; Ibn Bibi
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people is found in the composite torms such as mamdlik-i and
mulk-i arman (a2 Shea S)¥ je. the “state of Armenia”,
wildyat-i arman (0 <Y 5) “Region of Armenia™® and bildd wa-
divar-i arman “country and land of Armcnia” (! 3% 5 _L)*.
There is one more term for the country of the samc root: armarivya
(), ie. “Armenia™®, These names were common for all areas
inhabited by Armenians.

The second categery of place-namcs includes the terms
relating exclusively to Cilician Armenia. These terms represent or
contain the names of major citics in Cilicia. The most widespread
of them were: Tarsiis {_wJ“JL},49 Sis / Sis {ueu),so and wildyat-i sis
“the region of Sis” (L “u¥y),*! mulk-i s7s “the state Sis” (s
WKL), dipdr-i tarsiis (gmsb ) used as the name of the entire
country. In onc case, a hybrid naming is given for the whole
country: armaniyya wa-tarsiis (U= 5 4hal), ie. “Armenia and

Tarsus”.*

2. Citles and Fortresses ' .
Some of the Cilician citics and fortresses (4+¥) referred to in
Anatolian sources are not yet identified. As mentioned above, the

(Houtsma}, pp. 9, 129, 141, Tha Bibi {[nda), §.23 ; AgsarayT, pp. 32, 201, 204,
* Ibm BIbI (AS), pp. 39, 118; Ibn BIbY (Lugal-Erz), p. 55, 167; 1bn BibI
{Houtsma), p. 5; 1hn Biht {Duda), 5. 23,
* Ibn BIbI (AS), pp. 167, 334; Ibn BibT (Lugal-Erzl), p. 233; lbn B
(Eoutsma), p. 138,
" Ibn BIbS (AS), pp. 39-40; Ibn BT (Lugal-Erzi), p. 55.
* T#'rib, p. M.
* Lbn BIbY (AS), p. 160; Ibn BibI (Houtsma), p. 6.
“ Ibn BIbI (AS), pp. 162, 169; Ibn Brbi {(Lugal-Erz1), pp. 228, 235,
*' 1bn BIbT (AS), pp. 163, 545; Ibn BibT (Legal-Erzi), p. 229; lbn B
(Houtsma), p. 249.
2 Tarip, p. 113,
* Ta’rip, p. 94.
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most frequently referenced in the sources are the largest city
ceaters of Cilician Armenia STs (uase, Gr. Siowov, Arm. Sis)™ and
Tarsiis (v sk, Gr. Tapodc, Arm. Tarson”). Tn one of the sources,
the region of Qaraman (C1_3) is referred to as a part of the Cilician
kingdom.>®

A number of Cilician Armenian fortresscs and castles, which
are mentioned in the Scljug sources, are listed below in
alphabetical order. Their localization 1s given mainly by the weli-
known study of H. Hcllcnkemper and F. Hild, containing both
detailed description of the written sources on these fortresses and a
sumnmary of archaeclogical data.*’

Alara (¥ - Am. Layrr 1 Alara. This fortress is
mentioned in the “Coronation List” of Smbat Sparapet™ The
fortress was located in the area of the modern village of Alara (on
the eastern bank of the Ulugiiney Cayi river), but its exact location
is yet unknowm.®

Anamiir (Us)® -~ Arm.  Uhanfnin | Anamuwé, Gr,

* Jbn BIbT (AS), p. 160; Ibn BIbT (Lugal-Erzi), p. 224.
* Ibm BIbI (AS), p. 160; Ibn BIbI (Lugal-Erzi), p. 224,
* Aqsarayl, p. 32. For the Karaman-Turks in the context of the Seljug-Cilician
relation see: Yildiz S. N, Reconcepmalizing, .., pp. 114119,
*" Hellenkemper H., Hild F., Kilikien und Isaurien {Tabula Imperii Byzantini,
Band 5), Wien, 1990,
* 1bn B¥bI (AS), p. 249; Thm BIbT {Houtsma), p. 103; Ibn Bibl (Duda), 5. 105.
* Le Connétable Sempad. Chronique du royaume de 1a Petite Arménie, Recueil
des historiens des Crojsades, documnents arméniens, t. 1, Paris, 1869, p. 63§;
Edwards R.W., The Fortifications of Armenian Cilicia, Washinglon, 1987, p.
279,
“ Hellenkemper H., Burgen der Kreuzritterzeit in der Grafschaft Edessa und im
Kénipreich Kleiarmenenien, Studien zur hiStoreyschen Siedlungsgeopraphie
Siidost-Kleinasiens {(Gecgraphica hiStoreyca Band 1), Benn, 1976, 5. 17,
* Ibn Bib§ (AS), p. 343, Identified by G. Duda: 1bn BIM (Duda), 5. 142
Ang. d).
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AvEpOUPIOY, This too is mentioned in the “Coronation List” of
Smbat Sparapet.”? The fortress is identified with a modern Eski
Anamur on the northeast edge of Cape Anamur (327 36" 5

Andiishig / Andawshij (@™ - Am. Uhnmpdus /
Andusca, Gr. Avndyewa émi Kpaye. This foriress is mentioned in
Smbat Sparapet’s “Coronation List™®. The fortress is reliably
identified with the ruins of Giincy Koy, 20 km southeast of
Gazipaga (3270 36%% %

Gangin ((p=0)® - Arm. Awmbef/ Candi. This fortress is men-
tioned in the “Coronation List” by Smbat Sparapet.®® The fortress is
apparently identical to the castle of Kapnisperti kaown in Ottoman
times as Cingin Kalcsi and now as Meryemgil Kalesi (36 37%).%

Kanpin {0238)® = Arm. Uurlisph / Kanc'i. This fortress is
mentioned in Smbat Sparapet’s “Coronation List”.”! The fortress
was located near Candi and is identical ta the modern Cukurhisar,
22 km from Goksun (36 3?40)

Kaliindris {(wss99)” — Am. Gupuniorpuna | Kalo-
noros, Gr. Kahovdpog, “Beautiful Mount™. In Byzantine tincs, this
fortress was mainly known as Kopaxfjowy. In a Persian source, the

% ¢ Connétable Sempad, p. 638.
" Hellenkemper 11., Hild F. Kilikien und Isaurien, 5. 187-191.
“ Ibn BIbT (AS), p. 343; Ibn BIbI (Houtsma), p. 142 (raesal). The toponym is
identified by G. Duda: 1bn BIbE (Duda), 5. 142 Anm. ).
5 Le Connétable Sempad, p. 638; Edwards R. W., The Fontifications, p. 27%.
% Hellenkemper H., Hild F., Kilikien und Isaurien, S, 191-193.
“ Ibn BIWT (AS), p. 334 (o3 ); Ibn Bibt (Houtsma), p. 138; 1bn BIbT (Duda),
5. 140,
¢ Le Connétable Sempad, p. 636; Edwards R. W. The Fortifications, p. 279.
 Hellenkemper H., Hild F., Kilikien und Jsaurien, S. 287-288.
* lbm Bibl (AS), p. 165; 1bn Bib1 {Lugal-Erzi), p. 230.
™ Le Connétable Sempad, p. 636; Edwards R.W., The Fortifications, p. 279.
™ Lbn BIW (AS), pp. 235-248 (wrong diacritics on p. 243 LrsowsS | on p. 250:
weao 535 ) Thn BibT (Houtsma), pp. 97-102; Lon BIbE (Duda), 5. 104-169.
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fortress is named Kantala (M) «— from Dalian Candelore (Car-
delor, Cardelloro). This fortress is mentioned in Smbat Sparapet’s
“Coronation List”.” Afier the Seljugs seized the fortress, it was
rcnamed as “Aldiyya (Alaiya) and is now known as Alanya.
Mifagha (W) — Am. Uwbhuigunn | Manolar, Gr.
Maveva, Mavavye., A fortress north of Alar; this foriress is men-
tioncd in Smbat Sparapet’s » 76

’ [ 2%

Coronation List”,

Prikena (48" — Arm, Bpulpepbar | Prakana, Gr.
Mpakéva. This fortresss is mentioned in Smbat Sparapet’s “Coro-
nation List”.”® The fortress was located in the area of Seleucia, but
it is not cxactly lecalized; pcrhaps it is identical with either modem
Meydan Kalesi or Takkadin.””

Sikiya (45e)® - Arm. Uhg ! Sik, Greek Zoxod. This fortress
is mentioned in Smbat Sparapet’s “Coronmation List”*' It is
wentified with modern Softa Kalesi, 15 km northeast of Anamur
(3300 3% 82

Two names are not identifiable. First, Hangin (cuais)* taken
by the Seljugs during the campaign of 1216 (see Section 3 above).
It is identified by scholars with the stronghold of Candi scized in

" Ta'rih, p. §9.
* Edwards R. W..The Fortifications, p. 279.
™ Ibn BIbI (AS), p. 343; lbn BIBI (Houtsma), p. 142, See the identification in:
Ibn BibT (Duda}, §. 142 Anm. b).
" Le Connétable Sempad, p. 638; Edwards R. W., The Fortifications, p. 279,
" Oguznama, Berlin, f. 327; Ibn BTbY (AS), p. 547 (L), Tha BibT (Houtsma),
p- 250 {US1_y); 1bn BIbT (Duda), 5. 239 Anm. c}.
™ Le Connétable Sempad, p. 637; Edwards R. W., The Fortifications, p. 279.
™ Hellenkeraper ., Hild F., Kilikien und Isaurien, S. 385.
" 1hn BIbI (AS), p. 343 {+$),
! Le Connétable Sempad, p. 638; Edwards R, W., The Fortifications, p. 279.
A2 Hellenkemper M., Hild F., Kilikien und Tsaurien, 5, 421-423.
" Ibn BIbT (AS), p. 164 {ex==); Ibn Bibi (LugalErzi), p. 229; Ibn Bibl
(Duday, 5. 71,
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1225 (sce Section 3 above); according to this interpretation the
fortress of Candi was taken twice within a nine-year interval®
However, the hostilities of 1216 and 1225 took place in quite
different geographical areas. It may be cautiously assumed that
Hangin and Candi were two different fortresses though this
hypothesis requires further verification, The second fortress, which
is impossible to reliably identify, is Nikiya / Nigiya (4547, see
Section 3.1225).% The only toponym graphically and phonetically
close to it is the Armenian castle Neghir located between Ca-
namclla and Portella, now Mancmik Kalesi.® However such iden-
tification requires further venfication,

One cannot but note a curious coincidence: 8 out of the 11
idcntified fortresses (that is, the majority) mentioned in Seljuq
sources arc listed in the famows “Coeronation List” from the chro-
nicle of Smbat Sparapet. It is alse worth noting that Persian sources
apparently reproduced the Armenian genitive case in the names of
some fortresses, as, for instance, in Gangin « &whdmpl/ Canéoyn
and Kangin « Ywilpnolr/ Kand'oyn.,

5. Rulers and Population

1. The names of the Armenian kings

In Muslim Anatolian literature, the basic term for the Arme-
nian kings of Cilicia, which was understood as the title of the sup-
reme ruler, was 2553 (1-k-w-r} and its vanant Js53 (1-k-f-u-1). The
. terms %5 (t-k-w-r) and S (t-k-fu-r) go back to the Armenian
t'agavor (puquuynp} “king” genetically related to Persian (b
(tajwar) “the crownced head, monarch™. Perhaps the form 55 (t-k-
w-r} pronounced as fagavar — tagvar (i.c., in modern script _ 53

™ Cahen, La Turquie, p. 72.

*> 1bn BIbI {AS), p. 343.

% Hellenkemper H,, Hild F., Kilikien und Isaupen, S. 365
in4

~+ takwar (55 was the carliest to appear in Persian-, Arabic- and
Turkic-speaking Anatolia and in the adjacent Muslim territories
famniliar with the Armenian tradition and language. This suggestion
is confirmed, specifically, by the preference given te this particular
form in the chronicle of Ibn Bibi.*’ However, as it can be assumed,
a new pgraphic and phonetic variant of the term L85 (takfir)
appeared rather soon, being found in Persian Anatolian and Early
Ottoman literature of the fourtecnth to fifteenth centuries; this latter
form of the term has entered the modern Persian, Turkish and
Arabic langnages. As early as the thirteenth century, Persian-spea-
king Anatolians could also use the Arabicized plural « 35S (ra-
kafiva) for the title rakwar / takflir, as was the case of the text of Ton
Bibi. Howcver, the Arabicized plural form apparently did not strike
roots, because the copyists of Ibn Bibi did not understand it and
mistakenly wrote it as » S\ (1akikirg).®

It should bc noted that the title fakfir was used in the formal
letters of Muslim sovereigns to officially address the Cilician kings.
For example, the term is attested in “Dastin” of Muhammad
Nahfawani, a little-known collection of sample-letters for formal
correspondence, which was compiled in the 1360s, but went back
to Ilkhanid times, Thus, Muhammad Nohgawdni maintained that
“to the Christtans [ isdwiyydn] from the takfiirs of §is, Georgians,
‘Nazarenes’ [nagarf, another term for Christians — R.Sh.], Arme-
nians and Franks one should write in the following way: “To fakfir
of Sis whe is the padshah and head of that community, the basifeus,
the noblest Faylakus, the glory of the House of Alexander, the
refuge of the House of the Messiah, takfiir of Sis”..."¥ As we see,

% Ibn BIbT (AS), pp. 39, 116, 119 tc, Thn BT (Lugal-Erzi), pp. 55, 166-167,

170 ete.

* Ibn BIbI (AS5), p. 76 (erroneously +853); Ibn BIb (LugalErzi), p. 110

{crroneously  SIR0); of.: b BibT (Houtsma), p. 24.

" The sample ends with the following words: “To the great fer [tér], highly
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the title “fakfar™ was used as an official form of address, at least to
the Armenian kings,

Interestingly, since the end of the thirleenth and the bhopin-
ning of the fourtecnth century, the Anatolian and Middle Eastern
Muslim authors began to apply the title takwar [ akfir w the By-
zantine cmperers of Constantmople, of Trebizond, as well as to
smaller Greck Christian rlers of Anatolia.™®

There is no doubt that Mushim Anatolians knew the Cilician
kings Dy their names. However, there was an interesting transfor-
mation in historiographic narrative. Regarding the events of the
beginning of the thirteenth century, Muslim authors called the
Cilician king Litun, ie King Levon 1, spelling his name as o
(Gfan’"y of Cwid (Ktiyin ). Howeves, in historiography his name
had tumned into a commen name: not only the kings who bose the
name of Levon had been callcd “Liflin”, but also the regent Kos-
tundin Pay]l and Hetum_ This type of transformation of the king's
personal name into a common one, applicd to his successors, 1s
well known in the history of the Eastern Meditercancan. For ins-

revered lord of the Christians, model for bishaps, the leader ot the conunurity of
Jesus, Ter David.” This fonn of address raiscs certain questions: it is absolutely
clear that two ypes of inseriptio are conflated here, There is no doubt that in the
beginaing of the quote the Annenian king is muphed, hut the second part is
apparently to address the Amenian catholicos or even less smportant higrarghs
of the Agnenian Church (Muxammad ibn Xindu$ax Nax€ivani, Rukovodsivo
dlja pisca pn opredeionii stepenej {Secretary’s Rule for Determining Official
Designations/Ranks), ed. by AA. Ali-7ade, Moscow, 1976, pp. 391-392 (in
Eussian and Persian)).

M See for instance: Die altosmanische Chronik des Agikpagnzade. Henmsge-
eeben von Friedrich Giese, Leipzig, 1929, p. 8: Belecek takvar.

" Ruwandi, pp. 463-464; Ibn Bity (AS), pp. 39 40; 1bn Bibi {Lugal-Erzi). p.

55. 5&, 165-1066; Thn Bibi (1loutsma), p. @ 1bn Ribi (Duda), 5. 23; Ta'nh, p.

13
" Ta'iih, p. 9.
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tance, 1n the thirtecuth contury “Gidon™ (— Fidwv), the patronymic
of the emperor Andromkos 1 Gidos (12222 1235) became the com-
mon name for Trebizond cmperors; Rubrouck and Aysarayl desig-
nated hy this name the emperor Manuel [ Grand Komnenos (1238~
12637 Smmilarly, the name of Laskaris (5534 and s 52Y1) has
turned m Mushim historiography into the common name for the
house ol the Nicacan cmperors and the carly Pa laiologoi,™

Intcrestingly, aside from the title rakwar, in the time of the
Mongol conguest of Anaiolia and Western Asia, Mushim historians
applied the tenn bay! 7 pavl of S35 (Lees J4) to the Cilician kings.™
'Fhis usage s attested in respect of the events of 1243 and 1245 (sce
Section 3). 1f s the first case vne can assume that Kostandin Payvl
Wy rmcant, th the second case, Hetum | was most likely implic;:!.
Ubvfuusly, Ibn BIbT's naming baw! ! pav! was derived from Ar-
menian pavé (apuyy), specifivally the sobriquet of Kostandin, father
O,f Hetum I, who became the pavl, ie. regent, of the Cilician
kingdom in [219. Perhaps payvl, the sobriquet of Kostandin, was
transferzed to his son Hetum 1. At the samne time, it is nteresting
Ehal .Ibn Bibi considered the titles pavf and tebwar as SYNONYMQUS:
in his nurration about the cvents of 1245 both of these ICIs were
used interchangeably.

2. Popudation

The most widespread lerm for the population of Cilician
Armenia was the cthnonym arman (G The army was called

" T — . 2y U7 - .
Armemian:” lashkar-i armant (=) S ; specifically with refe-

ui § s
Janssens E. Trebizonde en Colchide, Bruaelles, 1969, p. 71; Aksaravi P
83 (0ae) ' o
* See, for instance: Sukurov RM. , Velikie Komniny, pp. 135138 (in Russian),

" T Bibi (AS), pp. 522, 597,
ihy
) See, fur instance: Thm Ry {A8), p. Y1 1bn Biba (1. ugal-Erzi}, p. 133,
" See, for instance: lbn BILT{(AS), p. 166; Thn Ribi (Lugal-Erzi), p. 232,
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- g% -
rence to Armenian cavalry and archers.”® Muslim authors noted-

also the presence of Latins in Cilician Armenia, denoting them as
“Franks”™: farung and pl. farangan (55 3 and o8 #)."

Non-Muslim confession of the population was referred to
quite often and expressed by the term “infidel™: &G#ir and pl. kuffar
(S /i) ' which was standard in historiography. It should be
noted that the definition “infidel™ for Christians in Muslim historio-
graphic discourse was not only ordinary but even terminological. In
most cases, Anatolian Muslim historiography is emaotionally neut-
ral. However, at times the Chrisnan afitliation of the population
was emotionally emphasized by derogalory epithets applied usually
to Christians as, for example, in Rawandi who called the Aomeniap
king “damned” {{a'in, o) and “dog” {sag, S).'" Such epithels
could be apphied both (6 the Byzanline Greeks and Georgians,

Negative emotional assessments ol Armenians reached their
apogee in the work of al-AnawT {see above Section 2.2) who de-
veloped an extremely uncompromising anti-Christian and anti-Ar-
menian polemic not usually typical for Muslim Anatolian literature.
Although al-Anawi spoke generally abous Armenian Christianity, it
is obvious that he meant the Cilician Armenians in particular {and
perhaps predominantly). It is possible that in his criticism of Ar-
menian Christianity he used themes and arguments drawn from the
anti-Armenian polemic tradition of Byzantium and Georgia. Accor-

¥ Ibn Bibr (AS), pp. 170, 341; Ibn BT {Lugak-Krzi), p. 236
¥ See, for instance: fhn BIOT (AS), pp. 337, 339, 343, 522. For the rolc of Francs
in the social and military history of Cilician Armenia and with relévant biblio-
graphy, see: Chevalier M.-A., L'ordre de 1'Hopieal en Arménte cilicienne du
debut du XI1° sigcle 3 la fin du régne de 1let*oum 1 Aspects généraux de la
quesiion, L’Egliuc arménienne entre Grecs et Laans fin X|° - milieu XV siecle,
éd. Lsabelle Augé and CGérard Dédeyan, Pars, 2004, pp. 79-106.
" [ban Bibi (AS), p. 306; Lbn BibT (Lugal-Erzi), pp. 230-231
" Rawandi, p. 464,
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ding to al- Anawi the Armentans perceived the teachings of Jesus in
distorted form from a certain catechist named Tiyatus (i~ sblb,
Livatiis). 142

3. Aristocracy

The Seljug histornans knew that the representatives of the
noble families in Armenian Cilicia were called paron: 03.)% or, per-
haps, w2l (Bartin or pariin) — Arm. paron (wuipak).'® The
pages of Muslim Anatolian historiography preserved several names
of the representatives of Clilician nobility.

Kir Wird {Amm. Ki# Vard), the owner of the Kalonofos, and
his brother monk who owned the castle of Alar were mentioned in
connection with the events of 1221 {see Section 3.1221 /1 and 2
above). Although the moenk in our sources was not named, it is
worlh noting that along with Kir Ward the “Coronation {ast” of
Smbat Sparapet mentioned a cerlain Michael (Amm. Uppnuy /
Mixayl)'™ as the owner of the fortress Alara. That probably is the
name of Kir Ward's brother,

Several other Armenian aristocrats were mentioned in con-
ncction with the events of 1216 (see Section 3): paron Vasil (b
Jadd), paror Oshin (Oa sk (e2Y), Noshin {0255) and the constable
{Jibar€ without specifying his name). Most of these names cannot
be exactly identified. Only the constable can he reliably identified.
There 13 no doubt that he was Kostandin, father of Hatam 1, the
famous constable who would become the future regent of Cilicia.

A centain paren Vasil was mentioned also in the “Coronation
List” of 1198 as a marshal (Arm. diupuiparfien / marajaxt) and the

'Y See detailed analysis in: Peacock ALCS., An Ioterfaith Polemic...,

pp. 239-246,
" [bn BibT (AS). p. 166; Ibn Bibi (Lugal-Erzi). p. 232.
Le Connétable Semipad, p, 638,

[T
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ruler of Vaner,"” however, it is unclear whether he was siill alive
in 1216. Perhaps under Vasil was implicd “Azil™, the ruler of Oxen
{(Amm. Azcl Ok'sénc’) who, according to Smbat Sparapet, partici-
pated in the events of 1216 and was captured by the Seljuqs."* If
50, the name of Azil was misunderstood and misinterpreted by a
Persian chronicler. Another option is a certain paron Vasil who
was mentioned by Smbal Sparapet as a nobleman helping Kostan-
din Tayl to restore Tarsus in 1220.'" Maybe this very Vasil was
implied in conncetion with the cvents of 1216,

Paron Qshin (Arm. O%m) was mentioned as the prince of
Sivil in 1198, but it is unknown whether he was implied in the
events of 1216. It is not to be excluded that the passage refers to
anather Oshin, the prince of Lambron (d. 1218). The name Noshin
is not identifiable,

There are two more mysterious characters in Scljuq sources
apparently belonging ks the Cilician nobility, Ibn Bibi started the
history ot the Scliuq campaign of 1245 (Section 3) by pointing to
the encmies of the Mustims in Cilicia: “fakwar Kirtht and his
nominal brothers™ (Ut sa Qlsat 5 i€ 583 " Thiy indication s
not yet intemretable.

Interestingly, according to Thn Bibi, two of the lords of the
fortresses were clerics. In the first case the lord of Alar, brother of
Kir Wiard, was called a monk, and the definition of his being a
cleric ts descriptive:

S Le Connétable Nempad, p. 637

'™ Le Connétable Sempad, p. 644,
' Smbat Sparapet, Letopis’ (Smbat the Constable, Chronicls, ir. from ONd
Armenian and cominemtaries by A, Galstjan, Yetecvan, 1976, p. 126 (in Rus-
siany).
"™ Smbat Sparapet, Letopis', p. 116,
* Ibn Bibi (AS), p. 544,

110

SR Gl g o238 i ] S0y 3 eant LIS il 3 al

‘_.o.‘_}i

"[He] rejected worldly pleasures, chose the path of consecra-
ting himself [to God] and replaced the weighty clothes with a
haircloth.™""

In the second case, the princs of the fortress Candi was callud
kashixh (0249), i.¢. “monk™.'!!

6. Gifts of Cilician Armenia

Muslim Anatolian sources repeatedly mention the gifis and
tribute paid by the Armenian kings to the Seljuq rulers. Part of the
pifts assortment was quite ordinary, common to other Christian and
Mushim royal courts, while the other part should perbaps be spe-
cifie, inherent to the Cilician roval court only.

The gifts might consist of expensive animals: “Arabian and
Irankish racers™ (1211-121,"1 “exccllent horses with saddles
studded with precious stones” (1216).'" “mules with gait as light
as a parindge and looking like pescocks [for their beauty]”
(1216),""" “swift hawks and falcons.”'"*

Sources mention textiles and specilically broadcloth: “broad-

“'[hn BIhT (AS). p. 249,
"' Ibn Bibi (A%), pp. 339-340; Ihn Biba (Heutsma), p. 140.
"% asban-i tazt wa farangi: Tbn RiDi (AS), p. 119, 1bn BIb1 {Lugal-Erzi),
p. 170
" asbein-i ndmeiar ba zin-i pir migin: Ibn B {AS), p. 169, 1hn BibT (Lugal-
Frzi), p. 235
" astaran-i rahwdr-i kabkrafidr-i iwesdidar, Thn Bibt (AS), p. 169; 1bn Bibi
{Lugal-Erzi), p. 235,
" Bden sh3hTae tizparwaz: lhn BibT (AS), p. 169; Ibn BibT {Lnual-Erzi),
p. 235,
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cloth [red?] shoes” (1211-1213},"° “cloth goods™ (1216).'"7

Gold and silver were supplied by Cilician Armenia in the
form of tableware and coins: “geld and silver vessels™ (1211-
1213),'"* “gold and silver tableware for feasts™ (1216),'" “purses
with innumerable nuggets.”'?® The Armenian kings could also pay
gold “dinars” as a tribute to the Seljugs.'*'

“Frankish” goods that were available in Cilician Armenia are
mentioned in connection with the stay of the sultan Giyat al-Din
Kaykhusraw I at the court of Levon 1 (Scction 3.1196) when the
Cilician king endowed the Sultan with “the highly demanded goods
of Farangistan”,'**

Finally there was a case of delivering “beautiful slave girls of
the Frankish tribe” (1216) by the Cilician court.'**

‘¢ fidrhd-yi sagirlds. Tbn BIbI (AS), p. 119; Ibn Bibl (Lugal-Erzi), p. 170.
Both terms are somewhat difficult to explain. Fridr {5%8) is perhaps identical to
Qsm. filar { =4}, which is translated by Redhouse as “a kind of light, high-heeled
shoe.” At the same time, the Persian poet of the fifteenth century Nizam al-Din
Qr, author of the well known Diwan-i albasa (“Vesrses about Clothing™),
mentions chikma-yi saqirldt implying hiph-heeled shoes with the sagqirlae, ie.
cloth upper part (see: Nizim al-Din Mabhmild Q& Yaxdl, Diwin-i albasa,
Istanbul, 1303), Sagiriar is akin to the French dcarlare, which in the Middle
Ages meant red broadcleth dyed with cochineal. Perhaps 1bn BTbi implied just
red textile shoes.
" ahumal-i sagirlat: Tbn BSbT (AS), p. 169; Ibn BIbE (Lugal-Erzi), p. 235.
"} wani-yi zar-u nugra: Ibu BIbT (AS), p. 119; Thn B (Lugal-Erzl), p. 170.
" alari maglis az zarrin-u simin: Ibn BIbT (AS), p. 169; Ibn BIbT (Lugal-
Erzi), p. 235.
12 badrahd-yi parpara bish gz shumdr: 1bn BIBI (AS), p. 169; Ibn Bt (Lugal-
Erzi), p. 235.
2! Ibn BIbI (AS), p. 170; [bn BIbI (Lugal-Erzi), p. 236.
22 [bn BIb1(AS), p. 40, 1bn BIbT (Lugal-Erzi}, p. 5.
5 kanizakdn-i habriy-i farangnazhad: Tbn BIbT (AS), p. 169; Ibn Bibi (Lugal-
Erzi), p. 235.
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2. THE RUBENIDS IN ARABIC HISTORIOGRAPHY
Vahan Ter-Ghevondian
(Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts)

Incessant military campaigns, mass migrations and emigra-
tions in the fast quarter of the 11% century brought findamental
change to the demographic situation in the eastern Mediterranean
regnion. The major factors leading to such change were the Seljug
imvasion followed by the appearance of the Crusaders in the Near
East. Of no less importance was the mass migration of Armenians
fleeing, after the loss of statehood, to the west and southwest of
(reater Armernia to escape plunder. Within a decade or two, the
Armenian ethnic element became widespread or even prevalent in
some regions of Asia Minor, Syria and Upper Mesopotamia,
resulting in the emergence of a network of Armenian principalitics.
A large number of Armenians settled especially in the territonies of
the upper Euphrates (Euphratensis) and Cilicia, both of which
acquired an Armenian outlook.

Armenians found themselves in a new country, in a new
environment with new neighbors. [nevitably, new names, territories
and peoples had to be accounted for in Armeman histonography.
Even peoples with whom Armemans had been in contact for
centuries had to be evaluated anew in the light of the evolving new
relationships. Likewise the Greeks, Syrians, Arabs, Latins and
others had to work out a new attitude towards the new Armenian
world: beginning with the name to be given to the new country and
culminating with its people and rulers,

To address the last issue wc have checked the historical
treatises of mainly contemporancous Arab authors. Regardless of
some differences in the naming of the lgaders or the ruling dynas-
ties of Cilician Armenia by Armenian, Byzantine, Syrian, and Latin
authors, there is a degree of commonality. The situation with the
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Arab hislorians or Arabic istoriography is quite differcnt. The first
striking distinction is that the word “Cilicia™ as a country name is
rarcly used in Arabic historiography,' while it is widespread in all
other sources following the Greek or Latin tradition; however,
other terms are found in common, such a5 “Armenia” and the
“Land of Armenians”. The second ebvious difference is that, when
telling about Clilicia, the Arab historians mention neither of the two
ruling dynasties (Rubenids or Hetumids)”, using instcad the
cxpression “Thn Levon™, This is met in the works of such authors of
the 12™"-14" centurics as Ibn al-QaldnisT, Ibn Saddad, 1bn al-"Ibri
(Bar Hebracus), Ibn al-Afir, Kamal al-Din Thn al-"Adim, Abid
Sama, Abi-l-t1da’, al-Dahabi, Ton al-Dawadard, el al.

Belore claritying the origin and meaning ol “[bn Levon®, lct
us first consider how the Christian historians, beginning with Ar-
menians, pame the new Armmienian country and its rulers.

Rulers of Cilician Armenia in Armenian historiography

The iitle of Cihician kings as preserved in medicval
Armenian historiography did not differ essentially from that of
Greater Armenia's rulers,

Unlike the scholarly works of the 19™ 21* centuries where
the word “Cilicia™ 18 permanently used, certainly for accuracy and
avoidance of any confusion with Greater Armenia {Cilician Ar-
menia, Stsvan, Cilician Armentan state, Cilician Armenian king-
dom and, accordingly, the king of Cilicia, grand prince of Cilicia,
etc.), the medieval sources, whether Armendan or [orcign, almost
unexceptionally omit the word Cilicia while mentioning its kings.

Let us sce the way the Armenian kings and princes named

* Ses Ibn 'Abd al-Zahir, Al-Rawd al-zahir, Riyad, 1976, p. 439.
1 An exception is found in Kamal al-Diu Tho al-Adim's Listory of Aleppo where
in contiectiun with the events of 1137 prince Levon was named “Liwian ibn
Rabal™ (Leven ibn Kuben), which tiay be also tramslatad as “levon Rubenid”,
{Kamal al-Dig [bn al-Adtm, Tanb Flalab, vol. 7L, Dumascus 1934, P 2023
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themselves: what their selffname was or how they stegned their
rccords and orders. Thus, Levon I the Great’s signature was:
“Levon, by the grace of God king of Anmenians™ or in Latin: “Eeo
Dei pratia rex Ammenorum”. Hetum 1 signed: “Hetum, by the grace
ol God king ol Armenians”. The signatures of Levon 1T and Levon
i1 are slightly ditferent: “Levon, the [aith{ul in Christ-God king of
all Armenians™, and finally the signature of Levoen 1V under a chart
rcad; “Levon, the fanthful in Christ-God by His grace and mercy
king of all Armenians” or as rendered in Old French “Leon, feal in
lesus-Chnist, par la Grace ot la miscricorde de Dicu, roy de tous
Armenis™?

It 1s obvious that despite slight diffcrences the monarchs
called themselves “king of Armenians” or *King of all Armenians”
(t‘agavor amenayn havoc'). None of the records mention the
historical-geographical name of the country they ruled whether
fully or partially (Cilicia, Isauria, Euphratensis). This may be
explained by the fact that the Rubenids claimed to be the direct
descendants and heirs of the royal dynastics of Greater Armenia
{Bagratid and Artzruni). They scem to have endeavored o luke
posscssion of the whole ol Armenia, if not politically, then at least
as national-spiritual leaders of all Armemans. However, going into
further details of this question is beyond the scope of Lthis article,

In the Venice cdition of Smbat Sparupel’s Chronicle the
historian called prince Costandin (1095 1100} “the grand prince ol
Armenians,™ while his successor Toros (1100 1129} was named
“prince of Armeniang Toros, son of Costandin”s, and his brother

' Bornazian S.. Soc'ial-tntesakan harabenust’ yunnera Kilikyan Hayastanum X[1-
XiV darerunt {Social-Eeonomie Belations 1o the Chlician Acenian Stare i X11-
XIV ec) Yerevan, 1973, p. 33
* Sinbat Sparapet. Tarepirk” (Chronicle), Venice, 1956, p. 112,
*Ihid. p. 134,
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and successor Levon (1129-1137) —“Levon, son of Costandin™
«...in the country of the Cilicians,” Regarding prince Toros II
(1145-1169) Smbat Sparapet wrote: “Grand prince Toros, son of
Levon, passed away....”® And finally the coronation of Levon the
Great is described as: “...they consecrated Levon king of Ar-
menians™ naming their dynasty the ©...House of Rubcnians.™"”
Another chronicler of the 13" century, Bishop Stephannos wrote:
“..the last Armenian kingdom, which was in Cilicia.”!' The
infonmation on the next page is of interest; **...and by the decree of
the Highest he was conscerated king of Armenians in the west,
Cilicia.”"? According to the Chronicle of Hetum 11 “...paron Levon
was crowned with a diadem and became the first king in Cilicia.™"?
Another undated Chrornicle mentions that “Levon Bagratuneats was
crowned in Cilicia in 11977

Latin and Old French sources

Of the Latin sources, the most important is certainly William
of Tyre or Guillaume of Tyre, whose large wortk, where, following
the Byzantine tradition, the country is constantly called Cilicia. 1le
provides rather rich data on its rulers. There is no information
concerning the first two representatives of the Rubenids. The
narsative begins with Toros [ described as “a noble and dignified

¢ Ivid.. p. §59.
T Ibid., p. 162,
¥ Ibid., p. 189.
? Ibid., p. 208
¥ 1bid., p. 211,
" Manr Zamunakagmr‘yunner XIM-XVIII darer, vol. 1, kazmee™ V', Hakobyan
(Bricf Chronicles X11I-XVIII centunes, vol. I, compiled by V. Hakobyan },
Yercvan, 1958, p. 35,
U Ihid., p. 36,
P bid., p. 77.
" 1bid., p. 385,
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Armenian prince Taures (Toras) who with his brother Constandin
(error: this should be Levon) possessed impregnable fortresses on
the slopes of the Taurus range and a great number of brave soldiers,
Owing to their wealth and power these feudal lords were
considered the kings of thcir people.”'®

Regarding king Levon [ the Latin historian wrote: “Joslin
Junior’s mother was the sister of Levon the Armenian, 2 man very
influential among his people.”'® Toros 1] is mentioned in scveral
contexts as: “A powerful Armenian nobleman named Toros resided
ncar Tarsus in the land of Cilicia””’;, “Messengers were sent to
Toros, a very powerful Armenian prince.”'®, Similarly the Latin
historian described Mleh: “Milo, a very powerful Armecnian
prnce....""" The description of Rubenr III did not much differ:
“Rubinus, the noble leader of Armenians...."°

Of no lesser value is the “Chronicle™' by Ernoul and Bernard
the Treasurer written in Old French that contains unique
information about the relations between Cilician Armenja and the
Jerusalem kingdom. Contrary to William of Tyre, the latter did not
apply the toponym Cilicia, using instead the word “Armenia” in
threc different forms (tlermenia, Termenie, Ermenia). Despitc
numcrous mentions of Toros II, Ruben 1T and Levon the Great in
the narrative, following the Latin tradition their family or descent

" William Archbishop of Tyre, A history of deeds done beyond the sea, tr. and
annot. by Emily Atwater Babcock and August €. Krey, 2 vols., Columbia
University Press. New York, 1943, v_I, p. 416 {hereinatter William of Tyre).

** William of Tyre, v. 11, p. 52.

7 1bid., p. 253.

'® Ibid., p. 266.

¥ Ihid., p. 384,

* Dbid., p. 457,

*! Chronique d’Ernoul tt de Bernard le Trésarier, &d. par M. L.de Mas Latrie,
Paris, 1871,
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was never mentioned. Thus mentioned for once is “Toros of the
Mount who is the sovereign of Armenia™ (Thoros de la Montaigne,
qui sires estolt d'Ermenie)”. The same “Le sire d’Ermenie™”, “al
segnor d’Ermenie™™ with the same meaning of the “Sovereign of
Armenia” is repeated elsewhere. Characteristic of Old French the
Armentan word Ter’ (lord) was denoted in three different forms
(sire, segnor, signor). Finally, after the proclamation of the Ar-
menian kingdom the historian used the expression “rois d’Fr-
menie™™ or the “king of Armenia”.

Syrian historians

The Syrian historians” special significance for our research is
dictated by their excellent knowledge of the works of Armenian
and Byzantine authors on the one hand, and close ties with the
Arab environment on the other. Some of themn (2.g. Bar Hebraeus /
Ibn al-'Ibr) were even bilingual, so they were able to interpret
somae specific tertns and concepts.

It is generally known that since the 8"-9™ centuries the
Syrians and Syrian culture bad taken the role of mediators between
Arabic and other culfuges. It is enough to recall only the
voluminous translation of Greek literature into Arabic ordered by
Caliph Ma’miin in the 9" century, which was almost completely
done by Synans; or numerous Arabic toponyms, names and terms
bomrowed from Syriac. That is, having no political independence
under the mle of the Arab Caliphate, the Syrians as a related
Semitic people had been gradually Arabicized, simunitaneously
cnriching Arabic literature, historiography included, by numerous
loan-words, terms and concepts. A number of toponyms, including

® Ibid., p. 27.
HIbid., p. 319,
% 1bid, p. 320
¥ Tbid, pp. 323, 411, ete.
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Tadmur (Palmyra), al-Ruha (Orhay), etc., are derived from Syriac.
The form Dabil used by Arab historians for thc Armenian city of
Dvin has been also borrowed from Syriac, which proves that even
the names of the countries and cities located out of Syria, as well as
concepts, passed to Arabic through Syriac,

For the purposes of our study, of most interest is the informa-
tion provided by the twelth-century historian known as the Anony-
mous of Edessa, according to whom: “Ruling at the time in Cilicia
was an Armenian, the son of Ruben named Levon, who was the
uncle of Joslin the Junior, prince of Urha.™*® Continuing his narva-
tive (about the campaign of the Byzantine emperor John Komnenos
and the capturing of prince Levon) the historian named him just
“Levon” or, in one instance, “Levon the Armenian”, As we know,
Levon was the grandson and not son of Ruben (son of Costandin);
but it dogs not necessanly mean that the Syrian historian was mis-
taken. As in Seminc usage, “son” also means “descendent” and not
just an immediate progeny or successor. Thus Levon’s belonging to
the house of Ruben is implied”’. This suggestion is confirmed by
the following examples: “Ruling at Anavarza and Cilicia were
Armenians — sons of Ruben™®; “Armenians of Ruben's offepring
that ruled in Cilician provinces and fortresses of the country....”*
Tclling about the events of 1205 and Levon the Great, the Ano-
nymeus of Edessa wrote: ©. .. the prince of Cilicia Levon the Arme-
nian appealed to Khosrovshah...."*" Other rulers of Cilicia are na-

* Ananun Edesac', Zamanakagrut'yun {Otar albiwmers Hayastani ew hayeri
masin, 12), t'argmanee” L. Ter-Petrosyan (Anonymous of Edessa, Chronicle, in:
Foreign Sources about Armenia and Armenians, translated by L. Ter-Petrossian),
Yerevan, 1982, v. 12, p. 79 (hersinafter Anonymous of Edessa).
*7 %) zwun ibn Rubal” (Ibn al-Adtm, Tarih Llalab, v. [1, 262).
** Anonymous of Edessa, p, 40,
? Ivid., p. 74.
* Thid,, p. 194.
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med “Toros the Armenian”, “Levon the Armenian”, etc., or “Ar-
menian Toros”, “Armenian Levon™. This way of naming the Cili-
cian rulers is also characteristic of Arab historiography.

Like Armenian and Greek historians, Syrian historians - the
Anonymous of Edessa included, continued naming the country “Ci-
licia™ *... wherefrom they entered the country of Cilicia,®! “the
prince of Cilicia named Mleh.”? So did Michael the Syrian, ano-
ther historian of the 12™ century providing rich information on Cili-
cia. He gencrally named the country “Cilicia”, and its rulers “Sons
of Ruben”, “Ruben’s offspring” or “Rubenid”, as in the following:
“There were also Armenians holding a number of !ands in Cilicia
who were named the sons of Ruben {Bene Ruben).”> The historian
mentioned the Armenian princes by name without adding any
titles; Ruben, Costandin, Toros, Levon, adding at best the attribute
“Armenian”™; e.g.: “There were two brothers in thc mountains of
Cilicia - the sons of Costandin, son of Ruben,”* “the latter fled to
Toros the Armenian, to Cilicia,”* “that year Toros the Armenian,
the ruler of Cilicia died. He was succeeded by his brother Levon."*
In another section Leven is already named “Levon the Arme-
nian.™’ Similarly meationed is Toros IT: “One of the sons of Le-
von, Toros cscaped (from captivity) and left from there,™®

* Toid,, p. 37,
2 Ibid., p. 135.
H Chronique de Michel le Syrvien, £d. et tr. Par J.-B, Chabot, t. 1[1, Bruxelles
1963, p. 187 (herginafter Michel le Syrien).English readers may now consult the
tich index of The Syriac Chronicle of Michael Rabo {The Great): A Universal
History from the Creation, tr. by Maiti Moosa, Teanneck, NJ, 2014,
* Thid., p. 198.
¥ Ibid., p. 223.
¥ Ibid., p. 227.°
¥ Ibid., p. 230.
* Ibid. p. 281.
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“...Toros, the dignified ruler of Cilicta,”™ or *... Armenian Toros
prince of Cilicia.™ The next three Rubenids — Mleh, Ruben III a.nr;;
Levon IT were also mentioned as prigces of Cilicia®. |

+ Cilicaa is named “Armenia™ byt ance by Bar Hebrasus, the
historian of a later period {13th cent.), while stating that these lands
belonged to the sons of Ruben®. All other mentions in the narrative
have Cilicia. Thus the historian indicated that this or that prince
died and was buried in Tarsus®; or “niling at the time in Cilicia
were two sons of Costandin, son of Ruben™; or “Armenian Toros
ruler of Cilicia™* or while telling about the princé of Cﬂicia;
“Armenian Levon, %

The study of information provided by Bar Hebraeus shows
that, despite the short rule of pringe Levon, his individuality and
deeds are covered in more detail and mentioned myuch more
frequently because of their significahce, This speaks in faver of the
suggestion that Cilicia and its ruler heve turged into an important
factor in the region just during his rule, thus accounting for the
occurrence and circulation of the formula: “Levonid” or “the son of
Levon™ as brought by Arsb authors to name the dynasty.

Describing the Cilician rulers as “Armenian Levon, ruler of
Cilicia™” or “Armenian Toros, ruler of Cilicia™® Bar Hebraeus

* Ibid,, p. 304,

“ [bid., p. 310.

“ bid., pp. 337, 376, 387. :

** The Chronography of Bar Hebraeus Gregory Abu-L-Faraj, tr. by E. Budge
f;msterdam, 1976, p. 237 (hereinafter Bar Hebraeus). . ’

Ibid, pp. 238, 244,

“ Ihid., p. 246.

“Ivid,, p. 252.

“ Ihid., p. 255.

* Ibid,, p. 275.

** Ibid,, p. 2K0.
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sunullancously specifics the origin of Salah al-Din’s dynasty—
saying that they werc of Kurdish descent coming from the rchow-
ned Annenian city of Dvin®. Thus Bar Hebraeus (as well as Mi-
chael the Syrian50) clearly distinguished Greater Armenia from
Cilicia, calling the Cilician rulers by name (Ruben, Costandin),
while Toros I, Leven [, Toros 1I and Mleh® are almost always
mentioned with the addition of “Arnmenian™ and *“ruler of Cilicia™.
Finally speaking about the assassination of Mleh and Ruben III's
accession {o power Bar Hebracus writes: “made him a king over
them™® then names the same Ruben 1T “the muler of Cilicia ™
Similar expression is applied to grand prince Levon IL* Finally
wriling about the cvents of 1219 (at that, using the Armenian
dating) he notes: “King of Cilicia Levon has died™ and “Philip
was made the king of Cilicia,”® or “and 1letum was proclaimed the
king of Cilicia,™

Thus, while bninging inte circulation the formula “the sons of
Ruben” in the meaning of “Ruben’s dynasty / descendants™, the
Syrian histonans distinguished between Cilicia and Greater Ar-
menia. They were well awarc that Ruben was the founder of the
ruling dynasty and kingdom. Finally, the reign of Levon I (1129-
1137) was given much more importance than all three preceding
princes in their namrative. As we shall shortly see, this approach
was also typical of the Arabic historiography.

“ Ibid., p. 288.
' Michel le Syrien, (. [1I, p. 325.
' [bid.. p. 295.
% Ibid., p. 305.
" Ibid., p. 310.
* Ibid , p. 324,
* Ihid., p. 375.
* Ibid., p. 380.
7 [bid., p. 390.
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As we know Bar [ebracus (Tbn al-'1brf) had also authored a
concise version of the same history in Arabic called “A Concise
History of Dynasties.”*® Comparison of the author’s two works in
iwo different languages reveals intercsting details. When writing
about the 11"-13" centuries the historian, who had been repeatedly
mentioning “Cilicia” in Syriac, did not mention that toponym at all
in the Arabic version: instead he brought into circulation the
appellations “Bitad Ibn Levon” (the couniry of Tbn Leven) and
“Bilad al-Arman™ {the country of Armenians). Ancther notlable
distinction is that the designation “the sons of Ruben™ used by the
author on several occasions in Syriac is surpnisingly never
mentioned in Arabic. [t is substituicd by “Ibn Levon”, taken up in
Arabic historiography™, whereas in refcrences to Hetum I he
simply writes: “Armenian king Hetum.”**

Examination of the bilingual works of Bar [{ebracus leads to
the conclusion that the word “Cilicia™ corresponds te the expres-
sions “the country of Tbn Levon” or “the country of Armenians”, or
somelimes to simply “the Gorges” (“Durdib” in Arabic),

The Rubenid dynasty in Arabic historiography

Analysis of the Syrian historicat treatises leads to elaboration
on a number of approaches and concepts in Arabic historiography
that relate to Cilician Armcnia. We shall probe the references 1o
Cilician Armenia in a host of Arabic sources: Ibn al-Qalanist’s
(1070-1160) “Continuation of the History of Damascus”, Baha’ al-
Din ibn Saddad’s (1145-1234) “Biography of Salah al-Din al-
AyyubT”, Ibn al-Atir's (1160-1233) “Complete History” and “The

" 1 al-"Ibr, ‘Iarih Muhtasar al-Dxwal, Beitul, 1890 (hereinafier Iba al-'Tbro).
* Tbid., pp. 459 460, 498-500.
* Ibid., pp. 459- 460, 498 500,
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I hatory of the Atabegs of Mosul™, Yiagit al-Hamawt's (1178-
1229} “Dictionary of Countries™', Kamal al-Din Ibn al-'Adim’s
(11921262} “History of Aleppo”, Abu Sima’s “Kijtab aj-Rawda-
tayn”, Ien al-Dawadart's “Kanz al-durar wy-gami al-gurar”, "Muh-
tir al-ahbar” attributed ta Baybars al-Mans@ri {¢. 1325}, the “*Chre-
nicle” by Aba-l-Fida {1273--1333), Al-Dahabi's (1274-1348) “The
Book of Mushim Dynastes” and lbn BatmidMa'’s (1304 -1369)
"Rihla™
Chronologically the carlicst of the above authors is 1bn al-
Qalanist (12" ¢.). Other authors who wrote their “Hislories™ in the
[3"-14™ centurics could have used his work “Continuation of the
History of Damascus™
Telling about the events of the year 531 after Higra (622 AD)
Ibn al-Qalamist mentioned Byzantine emperor John Komnenos's
famous campaign to Cilicia and Antioch. He descnibed the caphure
of Adana, Sis and Anarzaba adding: “... then [the emperor] tumed
away and returning to Gorges (i.e. Cilicia) captured all fortresses
and surrounding settlements that had yet remained in the hands of
Ihn Levon the Amncnian™ It is unclear what made the Arab
author name prnce Levon | “Ton Levon™. L.e. “the son of Levon™
The dynastic name of the Cilician rulers in Arabic seems 1o be
blurred at this time i history. We can only state that “Ibn Levon”
was already in use in the 12% century (Jbn al-Qalanist died in
1160). It is also noteworthy that Cilicia was named “Durub”
{Gorges).
Although ibn al-Qalanisi, Ibn al-Athir, [bn Shaddad and other
Arab authors lucused mainly on the history of Muslim countries

® Hakob Walbzndian rramslated the utle as “Adxarhagrakan baigirk'™
{ Grographical dictinnary).
“ [bn al-Qalanist, Dayl tarth Dimasg, ed. by [LF. Amcdroz, Beyrouth, 1908, p.
158,
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and tumed to the Christians only to the extent of their relation to
the Islamic world, they were well aware of Cilician Armenia’s
history, They were the contemporaries of the Rubenid state, ofien
resided nearby (in Aleppo, Mosul, ctc.) and were known as
authenue sources. Consequently they could mot have been so
unaware of the Cilictan rulers as to name all of them {Cosandin,
Toros I, Levon I, Toros 11, Ruben 11 and Levon 1) “the son of
Levon™.

Samples of exacl knowledge of the Cilician nulers by name
are numerous in Arabic historiography. For cxample, speaking
about the campaign of the Feyptian sultan Baybars and (he
imprisonment of Levon, son of Hetum, the author af “Muhtar al-
ahbar” wrote: “at that time the king was Haytum, the son of
Kostandin, son of Basak... whose son was levon That
Kostandin could have been known by name is not surpnsing, sinee
he way the hayius (regent). The mention of his father's name -
Vasak (Basak) is much more surprising. It iy unexpected to see
such knowledge of the Armenian dynasts® fumily trec in forcign
historiography.

Rubenian Leveon ] or Levon I1?

The above-mentioned suggests that the expressions “Levon™,
"lbn Leven™, and the country of “Ibn Levon™ imphed a dynasty
reling in Cilicia rather than any specific person named Levon or hig
son. We shall sce below that the same expressions had been used
retrospectively for the initial period of the Cifician Rubenid (pre-
Levon) retpn.

S0l we have to clanfy which of the Levons became the
founder of the dynasty in the eycs of Arab histarians. Levon 1 the
Great had no sons, consequently it could not be him Regarding the

2 Raybars al-MansGer, Muhtar al-alibar, Cairo, 1993, p. 32,
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sons of another Levon - Toros IT or Mleh (whose close relations
with Nur al-Din and other Muslim rulcrs are well known), Mleh, as
well as Levon the Great, should bc immediately ruled ont:
considering that Ibn al-QalanisT, whe was one of the first to use the
expression Ibn Levon, died in 1160 and could not have known
about king Levon ] the Great as well as grand prince Mleh.
Actually Toros IT ¢ould be named “Ibn Levon” but the further
narrative indicates that this naming is applied as a dynastic name,
irrespective of any certain person; or to say it otherwise,
emphasized here is the father — Levon and not the son (Toros or
any other).

The same cxpression “Bildd Ibn Levon” is met in the “Bio-
graphy of Salah al-Din al-Ayyibi™ by Baha’ al-Din ibn Saddad,
who had been a high-ranking official at the court of Salah al-Din,
lived in Aleppo,and dicd in 1234; i.e. he was the contemporary and
eye-witness of the events described by him. Hakob Nalbandian, the
editor of excerpts from the “Biography of Saldh al-Din al-Avyiib?”
translated that expression into Armenian as “the country of the son
of Levon™. This naming is shown in the following quotations: “To
help Qilij Arslan the sultan campaigned through the country of the
son of Levon...crossed it and went to Nahr al-Aswad, which was
the borderline of the country of the son of Levon™™; or “the Sultan
was waiting for the armies of Alcppo, delayed because of being
busy with the Franks in Armenian lands, in the country of the son
of Levon.™® Finally, rendering the content of the two epistles of
Catholicos Grigor Tta addressed to Salah al-Din, Tbn Saddad used

® Arabakan albiwrmers Hayastani ew harevan erkrmeri masit. Yaqut al-
Hamawi, Abu-l-Fida, Ibn Shaddad, t‘argmanutyuna H. Nalbandyani (Arabic
Sources on Ammenia and Neighboring Countries, Yaqut al-Hamawi, Abu-1-Fida,
- [n Shaddad, &. by H. Nalbandyan}, Yerevan, 1965, p. 293 (hereinafter H.
Nalbandyan, Arabakan atbiwmera).
7 Ihid., p. 294.
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the same “Ibn Levon®* refernng to Levon II, then the grand prince
of Cilicia,

) It is important to note that after telling about the first letter
Tbn Saddid wrote: “This is the letter of the Catholicos and this
word means “‘Caliph’: his name is Bar Krikiir ibn Basil™". Grigor
Tla was the son of Vasil. To avoid using the word “Tta” twice he
applicd the Syriac “Bar” (son), understanding that the name of
Grigor’s father was Vasil and “T}a” was 2 nickname. The exact
knowledge of the names of Cilician elite is an additional
confirmation of the suggestion that “Ibn Levon™ was used pot
because of deficient knowledge of Armenian names or to avoid
confusion of one individual with another, but bccause it was
considered a dynastic name.

Rich information on Cilicia is provided by there nowned
historian Ibn al-Afir in his “Complete History” and “The History of
the Atabegs of Mosul”. Telling about the first Crusade and the
capture of Antioch, Tbn al-Afir used the expression “the country of
Ibn Levon the Armenian” (Bilad Ibn Layiin al-Armani)®®. Moreo-
ver, this is how Ibn al-Athir described the famous campaign of
John Komnenos: “In 531 (Sept. 29, 1136 — Sept. 18,1137) ... from
there [the emperor] moved to the towns of Adana and Massiga
(Mopsuestia) that were held by the lord of the Gorges and castles
Ibn Laylin al-Armani... wherefrom he moved to Bagras and pas-
sing through it he entered the country of Ibn Layiin al-Armant and

% Ihid., pp. 294297
¥ Thid., p. 297,
** 1bn al-Asir (Otar albiwmners Hayastani ew hayeri masin, 11), t'argm.,, atajaban
ew canot'agr. A. Ter-Levondyani (Foreign Sources on Armenia and Armenians
[1), tr. from the original, foreword and comments by A. Ter-f.evondyan), Yere-
van, 1981, p. 229 (hereinafter Ibn al-Asit) (in Armenian), original in [bn al-Agr,
Al-Kamil fT-l-diril, Beinut, 2003, vol. VHI, p. 186 (hereiafter Ibn al-Atir, Al-
Kamil fi-1-tarih). '
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the latter gave much wealth and subjected o him™; likewise when
referring to Ruben 1L “In 576 (May 28, 1180 — May 16, 1181)
Saldh al-Din attacked the country of Ibn Layfin al-Armani after
accomplishing the deal with Qilij Arsizn.””

Finally let us examinc several excerpis relating to the epoch
of Levon the Great. “Year 584 (Mar 2 1188 — Feb. 18, 1189)...
About capturing Bapras... And that caused great damage to the
Muslims since the Lord of Armentans-(5ahib al-Artnan) Ibn Layiin
who was bordering with (Bagris) came from his country, repai_red
and improved its fortifications and stationed a group of sald1it;s
there, which was raiding and looting the neighboring country...”"";
or “Year 602 (Ang. 18, 1205 — Aug. 7, 1206)... About the cam-
paizn of 1bn Layun into the province of Aleppo... That year the
Lord of the Gorges Ibn Layin al-Armani undertook several cam-
paigns into the province of Aleppo, looted and set it on fire, cap-
wred and imprisoned”™; and finally: “Year 623 (Jan. 2, 1226 —
Dec. 21, 1226)... About the feud between Franks and Arme-
nians... That year the Frank Brins (prince), lord of Antioch gathe-
red a large army and moved -against Armenians that had conso-
lidated a position in the Gorges of Tbn Layun’s country and there
was a terrible battle between them.””

Is “Ibn Levon” am individual or a dynasty?

The main guestion 1o be answered is whether that expression
implies & certain tndividual (namely Levon’s son Toros or Mleh) or
has some other meaning. The Armmenian franslators of Arabic
sources preserved the Arabic formula eithgr without a comment or

-

 Jbm alidsit, p. 349, Tom ad-Adlr, Al-KEmil f-[-Hl, vol. VIIL p. 358.

™ Lbm ak-Anir, p. 266, 1bn s-ASr, AHKEmil 1120, vol. IX, p. 151.

" Ibn al-Asit,p. 273, Fon dl-Atkr, K1-Kimil 6-1-48e, vol. IX, p. 195.

7 {bn al-Anit, p. 285, Lbn sl-Ath, Al Kamil fi-l-aib, vol. 1X, p. 282.

™ [ al-Asir, p. 331, T abAdlr, ARK&mil -4z, vol. [X, pp. 371-372.
S b

[y

-

simply transiated the exp;-essions “Tbn Levon™, “the country of Ibn
Levon™ as “the son of Levon” or “the couniry of the son of Levon™.

To be surc, there are some other forms for dencting a tribe,
clan or royal dynasty in Arabic, and the first of them is the plural of
“Ibn" — “Bani” (sons, ¢f. Syriac ‘Bene™), which when put before a
persopal name gives it the meaning of the tiibe or clan. For
instance Banii Bakr means “the tribe of Bakr” or “Bani Tamim® —
“the tribe of Tamim”, the same is applicable to the royal dynasty
“Banii al-Abbas” — the Abbasids, “Banii Umayya” ~ Omayyads,
"Banii Hamdan™ - Hamdanids, etc. Apparently, had the Arab
historians used the cxpression “Bani Levon™ it would have left no
ambiguity in translating it as “Levon’s sons”, the Levonids.

The cxpression “Bilad (the country of) Ibr Levon® frequently
used by Baha’ 2l-Din ibn Saddad in the “Biography of Salah al-Din
al-AyyGbT” is also applied in the narrative of the Third Crusade
where princc Levon IT was named “Ibn Levon”, Ibn Shaddad was
very well-informed about Cilician affaits. As we saw from the
above excerpt the historian who had precisely told the full name of
the Armenian Catholicos, could hardly bc mistaken naming
“Levon” the son of Levon. However, let us try to find additional
confirmation of the hypothesis that Ibn Levon is a dynastic name.

There is another quotation from Ibn al-Afir’s “History of the
Atabegs of Mosul” where the historian in telling about Nir al-Din’s
policy towards prince Mieh wrote: “As an example of goad sense
let us recall his attitude towards the Armenian king (malik al-
Arman) — Lord of the Gorges (sahib al-Duriib) Malih ibn
Laylin.”* This information is relevant for several reasons: pri-
manly because it is one of the rare cases where the Rubenid princcs
are mentioned by name, Mentioning Mich is exceptional and may
be due to special relations between Niic al-Din and Mleh, who,

* Ibn al-Asir, p. 33L.
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unlike his predecessors, was in a close alliance with the Muslims,
That could certainly induce the Muslim chronicler to pay meorc
attention to him, At the same time, since the name of Mlch's father
was Levon, it mighi create an impression of a patronym that the
Arab historian had preciscly rendered: the name and father’s name
of the Armenian grand prince — Malth 1bn Layiin (Mleh, son of
Levon). However, this impression is deceptive. It should be noted
that earlier, speaking about Levon ], father of Mleh, thce same Ibn
al-Afir did not give his name “Levon”, using instead “Ibn Lcvon™,
i.e. the above is an accidental coincidence. Consequently Levon in
“Malih ibn Layan” is not a patronyrmc but a dynastic name that
should be translated in this case as “Mleh Levonid.””

The above is confirmed by another piece of information
provided by noted historian and geographer Yaqiit al-HamawT. The
cxpression “Bilad 1bn Lawun" (the country of Tbn Levon)™ is used
by him once and again: in the article titled “Al-Tagr”, and 15 re-
peated in the article “'Ayn Zarba” of the same “Dictionary of
Countries” {Kitdb Mu'gam al-buldan). Describing Tarsus, Yaqit
wrote: “That city is up to now in their (Armenians’) hands. It is
presently populated by Armenians and constitutes a part of ITbn
Lawun's countries” '; and again in the article “Qal at al-Rom’:
“Circa 610 after Higra (May 23, 1213 —~ May 12, 1214) Armenian
king Layiin ibn Laylin who ruled over Massisa, Tarsiis and Adana
on the borderline of Syria....”™

Yaqut al-Hamawi’s work is special for several reasons:
although hc was the contemporary of Levon the Great while
speaking about “Levon the Armcnian and his offspring” it is

 Notably Ibn al-Afir named Mleh “King of Armenia”.
S H. Nalbandyan, Arabakan atbyurnera, p. 45.
7 Ibid., p. 94.
™ [bid., p. 100
130

obvious that he meant Levon I. Levon 1I was also mentioned but
only as a historical figure. It is also worth noting that the name of
Levon is given as “Armenian king Lawun ibn Lawun” or,
otherwise “Levon Levonid”. As we saw above both Ibn al-Athir
and other historians never mentioned the names of the kings,
repeating instead “Ibn Levon”. Yaqut’s information should be
considered unique, also because of his notes on various occasions
that numerous countries were subjected to the Levonids.

Rich information on Cilicia may be gathered in the narrative
of the renowned thirteenth-century Arab historian Kamal al-Din
Ibn al-Adim titled “The History of Aleppo”. He also widely vsed
both the term “Bilad Ibn Lawun” (the country of Tbn Levon) and
the word combination “Malik al-arman Ibn Lawun” (the king of
Armenians Ton Levon). While describing the joint forces and their
leaders (Crusaders) participating in the sicge of the Harim fortress
in 1177 the author mentioned also “Ibn Lawun” among others”.
Moreover, in the context of the events that happened in 1187, the
historian used “Bilad Ibn Lawun” (the country of Ibn Levon)™.
Again, while telling about the events of 1204 Kamil al-Din noted
briefly: ... the Armenian King Ibn Lawun attacked ..”*'. Finally,
the Armenian king of Cilicia is similarly referred to elsewhere in
the text:* in the second part of the narration, describing the events
of 1137, Kami al-Din used the term “Bilad Lawun.”®

Our hypothesis is alsa confirmed by the renowned thirteenth-
century historian Abd Sama {1203—1268). The fourth volume of his
treatise contains important information on the events dated 586 AH
(1150). In the chapter entitled “About the death of the king of

" [t al-AdIm, Tarlh Halab, t. ILi, Damascus, 1968, p. 36.
¥ Ibid., p. 91.

¥ Ihid,, p. 155.

* Ibid., pp. 156-160, 168.

* Ibn al-AdTm, TarTh Halab, t. II, p. 263.
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Allemans and how his son succeeded him” the author mainly
repeats the letter by catholicos Gri gor Tla addressed to Salﬁ.l? al—D?n
and cited by his biographer 1bn Saddad. However, there is a blg
difference between the passages. In Abi $3ma’s marration the Cili-
cian king is mentioned without a patronymic, nameljy “Levon”
(Lafin)®. At first it would seem that this is a redaction of “Ibn
Lafin” to “Lifin", however, the suspicion disappears completely
with further analysis of the text’s continuation where Abil $ima
writes “Lafiin ibn Istifina ibn Lawun.”® In other words, he says
“the son of Stephaneh Levon from the Levonian line”. This 15 in
fact thc first instance in the sources that the name, patronym and
dynasty of the Armenian king arc mentioned at one place simul-
taneously. This passage of Abi Sama’s confirms that we are dea-
ling with a generic name.

Why Levon I’s name was perceived as that given to the
dynasty? .

So why did Levon 1 deserve such special attention by Arab
historians, and why was he perceived as a forcfather whose name
was given to the whole dynasty in Arabic historiography? What
was the difference between Levon [ and his grandfather, father and
brother? The reason can probably be found in the fact that Levon 1
was the first who managed to establish his biief control (1132-
1137) over Lower Cilicia and its important cities such*as Adana,
Mopsuestia and Tarsus. It scems appropriate to bﬁeﬂy discuss here
the sirategic importance of Cilicia, which predetermined t}?e gene-
ral attitude of Arab histonians towards that geographical region.

In the 7"-10" centuries the tertitory that roughly correspon-

¥ Aba 3ama, Kitsh al-Rawdatayn fi abbar al-dawlatayn al-Nuriyya wa-l-
Salahiyya, vol. IV, Beirut, 2002, pp. 77-78. :
5 Ab0 Sama, Kitab al-Rawdatayn, vol. IV, p. 79.
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ded to what is known today as Cilicia had bees under Islamic
domination. Tn the initial phase of Arab invasions, gspecially after
the decisive Battle of Yarmouk dated 636 AD which determined
the destiny of Syria for the next centuries, Cilicia was conquered by
military commanders serving for the caliphs ‘Umar and ‘Utmin.
Over the next few centuries Cilicia remained part of the Umayyad
and then 'Abbasid Caliphates, but after the disintegration of the
‘Abbasid Empire in the 10% century, it was included into the
Hamdanid state. In the meantime Cilicia was captured by Tulunids,
a dynasty of Turkic origin that enjoyed semi-independent rule ic
Egypt and Syria. Finally, in the second half of the 10* century the
Byzantine Empire managed to re-establish its control in the region.

During the Abbasid period Lower Cilicia, or Cilicia Pedias,
had been a part of the Arabic administrative unit called “Bilad al-
§am™ (roughly corresponding to Syria or Greater Syria), mean-
while the Mountainous Cilicia, or Cilicia Trachea, was outside
“Bilad al-Sam”. Lower Cilicia was perceived by contemporaries as
4 maritime province attached to the city of Actioch, i.e. Syria. The
mam city of Cilicia Pedias was Tarsus, which had been the
administrative centre of Cilicia from Roman fimes onwards, At the
same time Tarsus had a religious significance for not only Chris-
tians (according to the Christian tradition St. Paul was born there},
but also for Muslim Arabs as the powerful ‘Abbasid caliph al-
Ma’miin (813-833) was burjed in Tarsus.

At the same time militarily both North Syria and Upper
Mesopotamia (al-Gazira) entered into the so-called al- Awasim
Line of Defence, which represented a buffer zone for Arabs in their
struggle against the Byzantines. al-"Awasim’s front line was called
“al-Tuglr” {a line of frontier fortifications), which was actually
separated from al-'Awasim. However, on special accasions both of
these administrative units could have been united under the same
military command. In the 10™ century the capital of al-’ Awisim
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was Auntioch. After the Byzantine re-conquest al-’ Awasim turned
into a geographic term®®, ‘

As far as “al-Tugtis” (pl. from “al-tagr”) is concemed, in the
10% century it already included the enmtire Cilicia with both its
Lower and Mountainous parts. The Arabs mainly settled in Lower
Cilicia not only because of a soft climate, but also due to the pre-
sence there of important trade cities that flourished in the region
since ancient times. At the same time Mountfainous Cilicia with its
numerous fortresses and other fortifications tumed into a military
zone which played a significant role in the struggle against Fhe
neighboring Byzantine Empire. Finally, in terms of the ongoing
rivalry between the Arabs and Byzantines, the number of mlllf.ﬂry'
garrisons deployed throughout Mouniainous Cilicia at some points
even exceeded the civic population living in the region.

Thus, as we have seen, in the Arabic period Cilicia had been
an integral part of the administrative district of “al-8am” and —
simultaneously — made up the bulk of the two military districts of
“al-' Awasim” and “al-Tugar”. Apart from “al-Tugls” two other
districts included Lower Cilicia only. Consequently, the capture of
Lower Cilicia by Levon I caused a severe intetnational rca-::tign,
culminating in the military campaign undertaken by the Byzm}tmc
emperor John Komnenos (1118-1143) into Cilicta anc[. Syna. to
punish the Armenian ruler for his recent activities. While saying
“international reaction”one should understand Synia and Upper
Mesopotamia as well as the impact of the discussed events n Fhe
parrations composcd in those areas. For instance, while analyZ_m_g
the passages by Bar Hebraeus in regards to Levon ['s activities, it is
worth noting that in spite of the baron’s rather short rule, the
evidence of both his personality and activitics come across in the

¥ Canard M., Al-'Awisim, The Encyclopaedia of Islam, v. 1, Leiden & New
York, 1986, pp. 761-762.
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narration with unmistakable froquency. This speaks in favor of the
notion that the Rubenids began to play a decisive role in the region
exactly under Levon 1. From that point of view, Yaqut al-Hamawi's
geographical work Mu'gam ai-buldan contains important infor-
mation;

All thoge arcas located in the vicinity of the hostile country
are called “Tugtr”, and they form the border passes. Numerous
places including Tugiir of al-Sam, representing a group of Tagrs, as
well as many countries that are identified with the help of that
name, are better known as “Bilad ibn Lawun”. ... Ahmad ibn Yahya
ibn Gabir tells that Tuglr of al-83m was seized by the caliphs
‘Umar and *Utmién, while Antioch and other places were called “al-
"Awasim”. “The Muslims passed through these territories in order
to invade the Greek lands.... Then the Greeks attacked Aleppo in
351 AH (962/3). They slaughtered as many people as they could.
Sayf al-Dawia, being seriously weakened, left Antioch unprotected
and returned to Mayyafarigin; meanwhile the Byzantine emperor
Nikephoros, marching from Tagr to Hama, came to Syria and
besieged al-Massisa (Mopsuestia), captured it, and then seized
Tarsus and other neighbering cities. All of this happened in the
year 354 of the Higra (965). The country remained in their hands®’
uniil Levon the Armenian became the owner of those places. His
descendants are ruling there till now®.

This passage of Yaqut al-Hamawi contains some important
evidence to help us draw our understanding. First, it is becoming
evident that the portion of “al-Sham” belonging to the geographical
term “zl-Tugir” coincided completely with the territery of Cilician
Armenia; according to Arab authors it was called “Bilad ibn

-

Lawin”. Second, Yaqit al-HamawT considered Mopsuestia, Tarsus

*" Here, in the hands of the Byzantines.
¥ H Nalbandyan, Arabakan atbyurners, pp, 45—46.
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and other neighboring cittes as a part of Syria (al-Sham). And
finally, the most important evidence here appears to be the passage
saying that Cilicia was taken from Byzantines by Levon (here,
Levon [ (1129-1137), and that his descendants continued keeping
control aver the country till his days (i.e. tll 1229 when Yuqut
died). Yaqiit al-tJamawi, being a contemporary of prince Levon ][]
(or king Levon 1 the Great), finished his geographical dictionary
just a few years after the death of the Armenian king, therefore the
presence in his work of a passage proving the possession of the
afosrementioned arcas by Levon | should be regarded as a rehable
source. In addition, the citing in his work of Levon 1 as a founder of
both the dynasty and the state is also worth noting in this regard.

Evidence gleaoed from Byzaotine authors as an auxiliary
argument

One more picce of evidence characterizing the miernational
regard for Levon T is found in the twelfth-century author Michael
Italicus’s “Panegyric” which was written in Greek in honor of the

Byzantine emperor Juhn Komnenos (11 18-1143). A facsimile edi- -

tion of the work appcared first in 1970", whilc an Armenian trans-
lation with comments by academician Hratch Bartikian was puli-
shed in 1984%. In Michael ltalicus’s work the main stress was put
on the glarification of the victones that the Byzantine emperor John
Komnenos had in both Cilicia and Syria in 1136-1138. Tt is a well-
known fact that during these campaigns the Armeman prince
Levon was taken captive, and as a resull of this the Rubenid control

¥ K. Fusco, I! Panegirico di Michele Italico per Giovanni Comneno, Ersmig
Ergipeiag Bolavivdv Zxovddv, vol. 37, 19691970, pp. [46-169.
* Bart'ikyan Hrat, Mik ayel ltalikesi “Nerbolyana” ew Kilikyan Hayastani
arafin tagaworni harc’a (Michael talicos’s "Panegyric™ and the 1ssue of the first
Armenian king of Cilicia), Patmia—Banasirakan Handes, 4, 1984, pp. 216-229
{in Armenian).
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n the region was interrupted for a while, According to the By-
zanting author prince Levon proclaimed himself a king by means of
putting a crown (a diadem) and red shoes on himself, an act which
could have been equal to Cilicia’s declaration as an independent
state. Moreover, Michael Halicus called Levon a king and his
country a kingdom. Exactly this “boidness” could have been the
reason for John Komnenos’s punitive campaign into Cilicia,

The scrupulous work of the publisher and translator shows
that despite its adulatory nature, the Panegyric is based on
storical fucts and is an authentic source. Though the date of
Levon’s sclf-proclamation is not mentioned, it might be 1132,
firstly because that year the Rubenids established their controt over
Lower Cikicia. It 1s true that the conquest had been initiated by
prince Toros, brother of Levon, who significantly expanded his
boldings, turning Armenian Cilicia into a regional state: but the
latter still continued to recognize the Byzantine supremacy.
Meanwhile his junior brother and successor Levon did break off
relations with the Empire for good— capturing Adana, Mopsuestia
and Tarsus from it. Probably soon after these events he proclaimed
bamself king of 1be land over which he ruled for barcly five years.

Telling about the campaige of John Komnenos another By-
zantine historian Niketas Choniates named Levon “the ruler of
Armenians”, writing: “...after that the king (empcror John Kom-
nenos) declared his campaign into Cilicia, for the purpose of taking
vepgeance upon Levon who ruled over the Armenians becanse he
not only capturcd a number of fortresses belonging to the Romans,
but threatened to seize Scleucia too."’

Still another Byzantine historian, Joha Kinnamos named the
country Cilicia but mentioned Toros 11 without any titles, noting

"' Nikity Xoniata Istorija (Niketas Chaniates’s History), vol. I, Saint Peters-
baurg, 1860, Ryazan, 2003, p. 27 (in Russian),
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only that fleeing from Byzantine captivity and arriving in Cilicia he
“treacherously convinced the local cities” to secede from the
empire”™. [n another passage the author wrote this about the same
Toros H: “and Toros who was then ruling over Armemans had
meanly taken many Isaurian cities from the king."®*

Thus our hypothesis, already sufficiently cotroborated by the
evidence in Arabic sources, finds additional proof in the informa-
tion provided by Byzantine authors (especially Michael Italicus).

Why Levon [ and not Levon J1?

The study of the 12"-14" centuries’ historiography and the
way various historians responded lo events taking place in Cilician
Armenia and assessed its political leaders who played a decisive
rale in history, leads to the conclusion that we are dealing with an
example of controversial evaluation of these state leaders’ roles
inside and outside the country. As we know, Armenian historio-
graphy contains no information or even a hint about the coronation
of Levon I or the declaration of Cilicia’s independence. Mean-
while, as we observced, it is reflected in the Byzantine panegyric.

Levon I was highly regarded and praised in Armenian histo-
riography though he was in no way considered the founder of a
dynasty or the Armenian statehood. Meanwhile in Arabic historio-
graphy the entirc royal dynasty is named Levonid after Levon L
One might say that Anmenians had traditionally estimated Toros’s
activity much higher than that of his father Levon. Levon I was
outstanding as a daring political figure and apt leader. As a result
he broke ties with Byzantium and conquered Lower Cilicia but

* Joann Kinnam, Kratkoe obozrenie carstyovanijz Ioanna i Manuila Koamninov
{(John Kinnamos, The Brief Revue of the Reign of John and Maavel Komnenos),
Saint Petersbourg, 1859, p. 133 {in Russian).
* Ibid, p. 251.
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susltained it for only five years (1132-1137). Then despite fierce
resistance the Byzantines re-conquered Cilicia, Levon and his
family were captured and the Rubenid principality was terminated.
Meanwhile Toros II fled captivity and, returning to his homeland
not only resiored the Rubenid rule (which was equal to establishing’
2 new principality) but also crushed the Byzantine army (led by
general Andronikos) and successfully withstood the Seljugs and the
Crusaders. Finally during the campaign of Manuel Komnenos
against Cilicia and Antioch, Toros II displayed his diplomatic skills
through cautious steps and sustained peaceful relations with the
Byzantines and the Crusaders, Naturally this success was also
conditioned by a favorable international situation. Howevet, it is
clear that if Levon I's activity led to the termination of the prin-
cipality, the long rule of Toros I resulted in a situation where the
establishment of a full-fledged state and proclamation of a kingdom
was just a matter of time (it was not accidenta] that the nineteenth-
century Armenian novelist Cerenc® dedicated his historical novel
“Toros, son of Levon” to Toros 1] Rubenid).

. Ome of the most outstanding historians of the time, Kirakos
Ganjakec'i, called Teros I a “grand prince”™ or “grand prince of
princes of Armenians,™ while Levon I was simply called a prince.
The years of his rule were mentioned somewhat in passing and his
name only in connection with his sons, whereas Ganjakec‘i dedica-
ted many pages to the events that happened in the days of Toros II:

And the Holy Catholicos sent the woman (the widow of
Frank nationality who gave her fortress in Sophene to be the seat of
the Catholicosaie) to the country of Cilicia to the great prince of

8
* Kirakos Ganjakec'l, Patmut’iwn Hayoo', asxatasirut'yamb K. Melik'-
Dhanj!anyam (History of Armeniz publisked and commented by K. Melik-
Ohanjanyan), Yerevan, 1961, p. 154 (hereinafier Kirakos Ganjakec’i)
o5 . '

Ibid, p. 109.
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princes of Armenians T'oros, and bhe gave her wvillages and
farmlands, and other estates and made the woman very happy and
then sent her to her country. This prince Toros and his brother
Step'anc were the sons of prince Levon, son of Costantine, son of
Ruben, the great grandsons of the latter, kin and descendants of
Gagik Arcruni. They expanded the fronticrs of the districts and
cities of the land of Cilicia and Syria and many others; thcy
captured the famed cittes of the land: Tarsus, Sis, Adana, Seleucia,
and the districts and towns surrounding them. When the emperor of
the Byzantines, Alexios by name, heard about it, he sent numerous
troops headed by Andronikos against the Armenian princes
Stephaneh and Toros. And he scizcd Stephaneh by treachery and
killed him, while Toros took his ncphews Ruben and Levon, put
them into a strong fortress and then took revenge for the blood of
his brother from the Greek inhabitants of the land, as he destroyed
the violators and expelled the rest of them from the country,
and he ruled over all the districts with great might™.

Vahram Rabuni also confinms that priority was given to the
son and not the father, and the country was given his namc:

Bravely he ruled

And loved any nation

That dropped using the name of Cilicia,

Using in its stead “‘the country of Toros.

See also further:

The emperor went to Anticch,

Called Great Toros with him,

Who accomplished great deeds of courage

»wi?

% Kirakos GanJakec'i, pp. 109-110.
¥ yahram Rabuni, Yolanavor Patmut iwn Rubeneanc’ (Versified Histery of
the Rubemids by Vahram Rabuni). Paris, 1859, p. 195 (heremafier Vahram
Babum}.
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Worthy of utter admiration®,

Finally: “He took possession of the entire Cilicia, mastered
it from end to end.”*®

An unbiased assessment of Levon I's activity was given by
the Armenologist Yervand K'asuni in his monograph “The Cilician
Armenian Principality in Near Eastern Political Context (1080—
1137y

Bold and expcrienced in warfarc Levon I who managed to
expand the borders of the Cilician Armenian principality up to the
Mediterranean in such a short time, became himself the eye-witness
of the collapse of that principality. As good a strategist and military
commander as he was, Levon [ lacked diplomacy, so much needed
by a newborn principality emerging in the Near East'®.

Retrospective application f “Ibn Levon™ in respect of the
earfier period

Notably, “Ibn Levon” used in the 12%-13" centuries with the
meaning of “Levonid™ acquired a retrospective application in the
works of Ibn al-Athir or in the Arabic version of lbn al-"TbiT (Bar
Hebraeus). It was used with reference to rulers from the end of the
11" to the beginning of the 12% centuries when there was no prince
or king named Levon in Cilicia. Speaking about the First Crusade
and the conquest of Antioch Ibn al-Afir wrote:

Year 491 (Dec. %, 1097 — Nov. 27, 1098). About the
capture of Antioch by the Franks... When thc Franks decided to
assault Syra (Shim) they went to Constantinople, to enter the

* Ihid, p. 205.
* Toid, p. 207.
" K*asuni Yervand, Kilikioy haykakan iixanapemt yuna Merjavor Arevelk'i
k'alak’akan holovoyt'in mej (1080-1 137) (The Cilician Armenian Principality in
the Near Eastern Political Conkext {10801 137V Beirut, 1974, p. 212,
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Muslim lands through the strails and then over land, which was
casicr... When they arrived Kilij Arslan withstood them with his
troops and put a barrier but they fought and wen in the month of
Raban of the year [four hundred] minety (July 4-June 3, 1098).
Passing through his country they entered the country of Ibn [_.:113:il|1
al-Armani and crossing it approached Antioch and besieged it~ .

According to Ibn al-"IbrT (Bar 1lebracus): “.. that year (1112)
Basil thc Armeman, Lord of the Gorges, the country of Ibn Levean,
nicknamed Kag (Thief or Robber) Basil had died.”"™ This piece of
information expands the boundarics of “the country of Ton Levon™,
stretching the barders of the Rubenid principality or Cilicia proper
to include the lands of Got Vasil, i.c. the Euphratensis. In other
words, this expression refers to the entire “Armenian world” sha-
ped in the last quarter of the 11" century. Notably, the toponym
“Gorges™ corresponding to Cilicia (known for numerous mountain
passes) did not quite correspond to Fuphratensis. But the thirteenth-
century historian retrospectively uses the cxpressions “the country
of Ibn Levon™ and “Gorges™ reterring to both Cilicia proper and
Euphratcnsis of the end of the 11¥ century.

Let us consider the names and toponyms used by the same
Bar Hebraeus in the Syriac version of his History:

Then the Armenians, who from the days of Pilardos (Phila-
retos) had heid certain places, and one Khoj (i.e. lord) Basil, that is
1o say thief, who held Khishum and Raban, and the sons of Rufin
(Ruben) who held places in Armenia, being afvaid lest the Franks
;vould become their masters, and expel them from their places, sent
secretly 1o fsmail, the son of Danishmand, asking him to make an

ambush for the Franks'®

“* Lbm #l-Asir, p- 229; 1bn al-Adr, al-Kamil fi-l-tarth, yol. VIII, p. 136.
" 1bm al-"1bsT, p. 346,
" Bar Hebracus, Chronography, p. 237.
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Then after ten pages he writes: “Now in Cilicia there were
two brothers (Toros and Levon), the sons of Constantine, the son of
Rufinus (Ruben) ... And in Kishum (Kesun), and Rabarn, and in
Beth Hesne, and in Kal'ah Rhomaya (Iivomkla), Gol Vasil "™ It is
clear that the historian used the toponym “Armenia” only to denotc
the Rubentd lands, whilc the domain of Got Vasil is clearly dis-
tmet. Mcanwhile in the Arabic version written by the same anthor
Got Vasil is named “the lord of the country of Ibn Levon™.

As we have shown above “Ibn Levon™ has the same meaning
as “Rubenid™, thus the country named “Bilad Tbn Levon™ might be
petceived as even wider than the “country of Rubenid's" or Cilicia.
These words actuelly include both Cilicia and Euphratensis along
with the entire neighboring regrens populated by Amenians, or
otherwise, the “Armenian world” newly shaped in the last quarter
of the 11™ contury'®, Chrenologically both “Ibn Levon™ and “the
cotmtry of Ibn Levon™ were used in conjunction with events star-

ting from the cnd of the 11" century and continuing to the *20s of
the 13" century.

For how long were the expressions “Iba Levon™ and
“the country of Ibn Levon” in use?
It 1s known thal the enthronement of Het'um I was not quite
percerved as the establishment of a new royal dynasty, i.e. it was

" Ihid., p. 246.

"™ To be fair we should note that the Armepian historians too were not always
precise itt mentioning the exact houndaries of Cili¢ia, Isauria or Euphratensis and
these toponyins were often used interchangeably; eg. Mxit'ar AyTivanec’i
vonsidered that Cilicia was the principality of Ged Vasil: “The Armenian princes
strenglhened in Cilicia and rook Xavataneq and Marash, and Behesni™, ur “Vasil
and other princes went with entreaties to His Holiness Catholicos Grigor™; see
{(Mxit'ar Ayrivamee’i, Parmut’iwn Hayoc', i loys ancaveac” Mknit' Ewmin
(History of Armenia by Mkhitar Ayrivanetsi), Moscow 1860, pp. 60-61).
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not considered that the Rubemds were succeeded by the Hetumids,
but rather as a union of the Rubenid-Hetumid houses (ithrough the
marriage of Het'um and Zabel) or as continuation of the Rubenid
dynasty. Meanwhile, following the application of “Tbn Levon” in
the Arabic histonography one may conclude that the Arab histo-
nans had becn clearly discerning between the ruling dynasties of
Cilician Armenia, though without attnbuting a scparate dynastic
name to the Hetumids'™. This may be showe by the fact that
beginning with the *20s of the 13™ century the Arabic sources stop
using the expressions “Ibn Levon™ and “the country of [bn Levon”
and employ instead only such forms as “king of Ammenians”,
“Armenian country”, “the country of 815", “the king of the country

of Sis”, “lord of Sis”, which were earlier applied in parallel with -

“Ibn Levon™.

Let us cite but a few of many examples from certain passages
of the fourteenth-century historian al-Dahabi’s “Book of Islamic
Dynasties”, containing valuable information about Cilician Arme-
nia. Notably the author, who used the expression “Ibn Levon™ with
regard to Mleh or Levon the Great, did not apply it while speaking
about the events of the Hetumid period. For nstance, tclling about
the relationship between Mleh and Nir al-Din in 568 AH (1172~
1173 AD) he wrote: “Malih ibn Lawun al-Arman7 al-Nasrant”, i e,
“Armenian Christian Mleh Levonid”'”. In the same paragraph
Cilicia is named “Bilad Sis” (country of Sis) in one case, and
“Mamlakat $15” (kingdom of Sis) in another'™.

Speaking about the first siege of Antioch by king Levon (600
AH /1203-1204), al-Datiabi applied the expression “sahib S15” (the

1% Similar 1o “Ibn Levon™ there could be, e.g., “Ibn Het'um™ or “1bn Kostandin™,
197 Al-Dahabl, Kitab duwal al-Eslam, vol. 2, Beirut, 1999, p. 73 (hereinafier al-
Dahabi).
"™ Ibid.
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Jord of 8is)'™. Speaking about the events of 602 AH (1205-1206)
and the Armenian raids on Aleppo headed by Levon he called the
king “sahib Sis Tbn Layin” (Lord of Sis Ibn Levon)''™. In several
other sections relating to the end of the 13" and the first decades of
the [4™ centuries al-Dahabl mentioned, among the cvents of 692
AH (1292-1293), that the sultan of Egypt demanded Behesni’s
submission by the lord of Cilicia (named here “sahib S1s™). The
latter preferred to withdraw from the city'”. Among the events of
697 AH (1297-1298) the same al-Dahabi mentioned the Mamluk
assautt and siege of the “Sis fortresses”, contimiing that they “took
away the fortress of Maras. "2 Relating the events of 699 AN
(1299-1300) Al-Dahabi told about the Tatar invasion of Damascus
and the king of Cilicia coming with them, They set the Big Mosque
of Damascus on fire; Al-Dahabi used the expression: “the lord of
Sis and infidels” (s3hib Sis wa-lkafara)''? a5 if to emphasize the
sacrilegious act. Mcntioned among the events of 722 AH {1322} is:
“'.I‘h?hycar they captured Ayas, set on fire and looted the couniry of
Sis™ ", Finally the capture of another Cilician fortress is mentioned
among the events of 736 AH (1335-1336) as: “And captured the
fortress Nafir (sic) in the country of Sis.”"'®

The fourteenth-century author Ibn Battiita, who had becn

" Ibid., p. 107,

" Ibid., p. 109.

1 Ibid., pp. 217-218.

'? Al-Dahaby, vol. 2, p. 261. As we know Mara$ was located outside of Cilicia
proper and was mcorporated into the province of Euphratensis. It is clear that
mrespective of the fact whether or not geographically it was Cilicia, Arab
h:'ﬁtu:l'ims named any area conquered by Asrmenians, including even the
poncipality of Got Vasil, “the country of Sis™,

‘" Ibid., p. 229

™ bid., p. 261.

Y3 hid., p. 281.
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traveling in Cilicia and described his trips in a book (commonly
named “Rihla™) informed: *The fortress (Bagris} is firm and
invincible. There arc orchards and comfields ncarby. From there on
you enter the country of Sis, Le. the country of kdfir Armenians.
They are the subjects of Malik al-Nasir and pay taxes to him.”''®

The cxpression “the country of Sis” is apphed by Arab
historians since the end of the 12% ccatury, when Sis became the
capital of the Rubenid principality. The importance of the capital
city rosc with its turning into a trade center, cqual to or even sur-
passing the traditional Cilician cities of Tarsus, Adana, Mopsuestia
and Anavarza. Finally, at the end of the 13™ century (afier the fall
of Hiomkla in 1292} Sis became the residence of the Catholicoi,
becoming a mighty political and religious center. Perhaps thai was
the reason for the increased application of the expression “the
country of Sis” by Arab authors and naming Armenian kings “the
lord of the country of Sis” or simply “the lord of Sis”, Historians of
the later periods used that expression more frequently than “Ar-
menia”, “the country of Armenians”, while altogether dropping the
use of “Ibn Levon™ or “the country of Ibn Levon™.

“Bayt Levon” or “the House of Levon™

The thirteenth-century historian Ihn al-Dawidari adds a
very important detail to the material in question. In the 8™ volume
of his extensive work relating to the events of 673 AH (1274-1275)
and Cilician Armenia he makes a digression to familiarize the
reader with more detailed information concerning century-long
events of 568 A1l {1172-1173). He enters into details of an alliance
between Mleh and Niir al-Din, the successful struggle of Mleh
against the Byzantines and Crusaders and his taking control of

U [bn Batuta, transiated by Ilraé'ya Aclefyan, Yerevan, 1940, p. % (in
Armenian},
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entire Cilicia. Certainly Ibn al-Dawadari had used other sources
including those that have not reached us, but most important for us
is his application of a new term — “Bayt Lawun”, or the “House of
Levon”. Notably this concept is implied in the title of the chapter
relating to Cilicia, which may be translated as: “Let us Recall
[how] the House of Levon became the Lord of Sis {or turmed to rule
over Sis)."""

The voluminous work of Ibn al-Dawadar was written at the
turn of the 13"-14" centuries, i.e. when the concept of “Ibn Levon”
was out of use: being substituted by such expressions as “the lord
of Sis”, “the lord of the country of Sis”, *king of Sis”, Mcanwhile
the historian uses the expression “the house of Levon™, which
substitutes and at the samc time fully explains the meaning of the
term “Tbn Levon”, met further in the following context: “... and
Malib Tbn Lawun ruled over his country.!® Actually the four-
teenth-century Arab historian chose this term because the narrative
referred to the events of 1172-1173. The historian made a very
important remark here when introducing the concept of the “House
of Levon” to readers, he added: “that House of Levon is that very
house of the takfiir (t ‘agaver = king)™'"’, i.e. he explammed that the
Levonids were the royal dynasty.

Conclusions

* To demote the state existing in the 11"-14% centuries in the
northeastern corner of the Mediterranean, at the borders of Asia
Minor and Syria, the medieval sources applied two roain approa-
ches: naming it after the ethnos constituting the majority of the

""" Ibn al-Dawidari, Kanz al-durar wa-gami * al-gurar, vol. VIII, Cairo, 1971, p.
180

"8 Ibid.

1'% Ibid,
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population, i.e. “Armenia”, the “country of Armenians”, etc., or

used the ancient toponym Cilicia denoting the entire region as

was customary in the Roman and Byzantine periods. The latter

was used by Armenian, Syrian, Latin {narrating also in Ofd

French) and Byzantine authors, though both designations had

been used to some extent. Although the Arab histontans gene-

rally followed these two approaches, they started using some

specific toponyms differing from the others. Applied along with

“the country of Armenians” was the descriptive naming “Gor-

ges”, “the couniry of Gorges™” and, especially later, *Sis”, “the

country of Sis”, terms which were not perceived as the name of
the city, but rather as the country of Sisvan — Cilicia,

The term “Ibn Levon™ was widely used in Arabic historio-

graphy, which literally meant the “son of Levon”, in the sense of
“thc sons of Levon”, “"Levon’s offspring”, or the “Levonid™.

Whilc applying it the Arab historians did not imply any specific
individual but simply indicated rulers belonging to a certain dy-
nasty generally accepted as “Rubenid”.

The name of the dynasty originated from prince Levon I under
whom the Armmenians first captured Lower Cilicia with its large
cities and, fully breaking relations with the Byzantines, made the
first attempt to establish a fully independent state. These circum-
stances and the fact that in the 7"-10" centuries Lower Cilicia
was included within different Arab states and was perceived by
the Arabs as part of Sham, i.e. Greater Syria, made Levon I even
morc significant in their cyes. He was perceived not only as a
brave commandcer, but also as the founder of a new Armenian
statc and ruling dynasty.

Among historical treatises written 1n other languages, the works
of Synan historians that provide intcrpretation of a number of
words, concepls and even obsolete terms, are exceptionally im-
portant for the purposes of this article. Most important of the
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Syrian authors that played the role of mediators between the
Christian and Musltm environments was Bar Hebracus whose
narrative {existing both in Syriac and Arabic} provided an
opportunity toe compare the two versions of his history thus
greatly belping us bridge the approaches of Arab historians.

The application of the mame “Ibn Levon”, especially its
retrospective use in the description of events relating to the late
11" and early 12" centuries, where “the country of Ibn Levon™
was applied for the period when nonc of the princes was named
Levon in Cilicia, is a phenomenon limited to Arabic histo-
riography.

The same term was used in respect to Got {Gogh) Vasil's
principality, which, as we¢ know, was located in the
Euphratensis. It shows that any Armenian state formation in the
region (whether in Cilicia, Isauria, Euphratcnsis or Cappadocia)
was perceived by Arab historians as “the country of Ibn Levon”,
Beginning with the ‘20s of the 13" century Arab historians stop
using “Ibn Levon”, thus creating a kind of divide between the
Rubenid and the succeeding perieds, after which they apply “the
country of Armenians” (formerly in use), “the country of Sis” or
“Sis”, and accordingly “the king of Armenians”, “the king of the
country of Armenians”, “the king of the country of Sis” or the
“lord of Sis” with respect to its rulers.

The expression “Bayt Lawun” (the Housc of Levon/ Tumn
Levoneants) is an additional confirmation that Ibn Levon is a
dynastic name. 1t denotes that the progeny or successors of
Levon were implied, not just his son{s), and with that the clear
implication that Levon I was the founder of the dynasty,

The information by Yaqat al-HamawT that Cilicia has been taken
away from the Byzantines by Levon the Armenian, whose
offspring hold the country, provides an answer to numerous
questions. It is beyond doubt that “Levon the Ammenian” is
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grand prince Leven I (1129-1137) from whom the Levonids,
according to Arab hjstorians, descend.

It 15 worth noting that the name of Levon is difficult to
reproduce in Arabic script because classical Arabic lacked —¢, -
o and--v. That is why it is met in Arabic sourccs in a number of
variants, namely: “Lawun”, “Lawiin”, “Layin and “Lifun”. In
any case the letter - clearly and consistently distinguishes che
name from the Latin Leo. At the same time the majority of the
vaniants contain the letter “waw™ corresponding to Armenian
“17, thus differing from the Greek Leon and approximating the
Armenian spelling of Levon.

If - or rather since - the name “Ibn Levon™ means “Levonid”,
which is equal to “Rubenid”, then how should the translator or
scholar dealing with the works of Arab historians translate or
quote them? It seems that short of employing the adjectival
suffix -id to denote the dynastyc implication, the expressions
“Ibn Levon” or “the country of Ibn Levon” should be left intact,
that 1s to say they should be preserved in the text as historically
received expressions and provided with applicable CONUNENtary.
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3. THE TITLE T'"AGAVOR / TAKFUR IN
MEDIEVAL MUSLIM HISTORIOGRAPHY
GAGIK DANIELYAN

The history of the Armenian Principality and then Kingdom
of Cilicia, whilc onc of the most important chapters of Armenian
history, is almosi cqually valuable within the context of Near
Eastern political and cultural history. The ncarly three centuries of
its existence were marked not enly by the creation of abundant
matenia) and cultural beritage, but also by a unique footprint i the
history of political interrelations in the Levant. For the in-depth and
complex analysis of these relations the preserved historiographical
material is of vital importance not merely as major source of
information; the examination of nomenclature, titulature, termino-
logy and even the separate study of obsolete words and borrowings
cncountered in it, can also add a lot to our perceptions. A sound
cxamnple of this is the Armenian titlle “#"agavor” widely ytilized in
medieval Mushim historiography.

The word “f'agaver” is cbviously of Armenian origin. It
consists of the root word “t'ag”, (of persian origin, i.c. “crown™)
and the formative suffix “(a)vor”, which has a passessive meaning,
as in"t'agakir'" — t'ag-bearer, the one who wears a crown, a king.
This ctymological derivation was suggested by the renowned
scholar of Armenian studics H. Hibschmann in the 19™ century'.
In the “Cilician cra” the word was borrowed into Svriac
(takawor'takpir’), Arabic (takfsir), Turkish and Persian (with

' H. Hiibschmunn, drmenische Grammatik: | Teil, Armenische Ernmologie,
Druck und Verlag von Breitkopf & Hirel, Leipzig, 1897, 8. 153
* CI. A. Ciancaglini strangely considers that rrkdwor (interpreted as “king of
Armenians™) was borrowed by Svriac from Persian and not directly trom
Armenian. See: Cl. A, Cinncaglini, franion Loanwards in Syricc, Dr, Ludwig
Reichent Verlag, Wieshaden, 2008, p. 267.
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variants tekfir, tekir/takwar, tekir, teker)'. However, this version
of the word’s etymological interpretation was not the only accepted
one for a long time’. For instance, J. Zenker ct al. were of the
opinion that the word “fekfir "originated from gradual distortion
(nilgtir=tadfir) of the Byzantine emperor’s name {Nicephorus 11
Phocas, r. 963-969)° “becanuse these two letters/symbols differ from
each other in Arabic only by definite number of diacritic points. ™’
In fact, this etymology is absclutely crroncous as thc cmperor’s
name was tranliterated in Arabic sources as Nigfiir and not Nikfinr®.

While answering the question whether the word £ agaver
penetrated into the Turkish uwsage directly or indirectly, Fr.
Kraelitz-Greifenhorst stood for the dircct borrowing, because the
title was surely well-known to the Scljuq Turks of Ram from the

? For instance in his “Hisrory " Bar Sawnna {d. 1294}, a Nestorian monk, (raveler
and diplemat, called the king of Cilician Armenia, Het'um 17 {1289-1307 with
interruptions), simply f2kpir while telling about the efforts of the Armenian king
to release the Nestorian Catholicos Mar Yahballaha [rom the persecutions of the
Maongol emir Nawrliz: “Then King Kheiam (or Hathom), Tokpur (Takawor) aof
the Arimnaye {Armenians), came down into that church which Rabban Sawwma
had built, and by mears of the greatness of kis gifts (ie. bribes), and by his
saoldiers, saved it from destruction”. See The Monks of Kublai Khan, Emparar of
China ur The History of the Life and Travels of Rabban Sawma, Envoy and
Plenipotentiary of the Monge! Khans 1o the Kings of Europe, and Markos Who
as Mar Yahbh-Allaha {1} Became Fatriarch of the Church of Eost in Asia, tr.
from Syriac E. A. W. Budge, Religions Tract Society, London, 1928, pp. 103-
104,
Y Hr, Alatyan, Hayeren armatakar bararan (Armenian Etimological
Dictionary), vol. 11, Yerevan, 1973, p. 136 (in Anneman).
* See for other etymological variants, see ibid., pp. 135-136.
* J. T. Zenker, Tirkisch-Arabisch-Persisches Handwarterbuch, [1efi 1, Verlap
von Wilhelm Engelmann, Leipzig, 1862, 5. 304,
" Fr, fon Krelic*-Grayfenhorst, Hayersng p'oxafeal barer t'urk ergni mgj (The
Armenian loanwards in Turkish ), Hondés Amsoreay, Venice, 1911, p. 262,
¥ Ibid., p. 264; Nr. Alaiyan, Hayeren armatakan bararan, vol. 11, p. 136.
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inscriptions on Armenian-Seljug bilingual coins. However, in
keeping with this point of view, it seems that it is an carlier
borrowing that passed into the Turkish language as a result of
Armenian-Seljuq contacts immediately after the establishment of
the Cilician Armenian Kingdom, i.e. at the beginning of the 13"
century, Through the Turkish factor in the Near East and Asia
Minor the title £ '‘agavor was extended to the cmperors of Trebizond
as well as the region’s other Christian rulers’. In addition to
hlstonography it penetrated into Turkish folkloric (epics, legends)
terminology'’, as opposed to Arabic - where the word was
employed exclusively in historical literature and was applied to
Armcnian kmgs of Cilicia, as well as to Greek cmperors of
Byzantium'' and Trebizond. It is worth neting that the word tekfir

ct o, Vil'devskij [review], Kniga moego deda Korkuta. Oguzskij peroieski)
¢pos (The Book of my grandfather Kerkut, The Oghuz heroic epic), Sovelskaja
énagrafija, 1963, Ne 5, p. 173 {in Russian). The connotations of the meaning of
the title fagavor for Byzantine-Turkish and gemerally Byzantine-Muslim
relations are beyond the scope of this study; moreaver they are thoroughly
studied by A, Savvides (On the origins and connotation of the term “relgfar " in
Byzantine-Turkish relations, Buzantion, vol. 7132, 2001, pp- 451461 and
“Tekfur”, in: The Encyclopaedia of Islum (New edition) thereinafter EF), vol. 10
(T-U), Brill, Leiden, 2000, pp. 413-414) and R, Shukurov ( Vefikie Komniny i
Vm.!ok (1204-1461), Aletejja, St. Pelersburg, 2001, pp. 48-50) (in Russian).

" See for example: Kniga moege deda Korkutn, Qguiski Beroileski} épos, per.
v. v. Bartol'da, Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nank SSSR, Moscow- -Leningrad, 1962,
pp. 48, 50, 73, 95 (in Russian); A. Savvides, On the origins, pp. 456457, See
bcl{m for another narrative reflecting the oral traditions of the Owuz Turks.

"' Aceording to another opinion in circulation in the 19" century the word takfir
was horowed by Muslim chroniclers from the nearly homophonous fagfir
{bagbiir), by which the Mushm historians denoted the Chinese emperars ( Takffr,
the great infidel king in the West, Fagfiir, the great infidel king in the East), See:
The buok of Ser Marce Pofo, The Venetian, concerning the Kingdoms and
Marvels of the East, vol. 2, tr. and ed. by C. H. Yule, London, 1871, p- 110, note
l. On a specific case of usage of the term, see: Travels of Ibn Baftifa, A. D,
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is preserved in a number of Turkish toponyms (c.g. Vekirdag,
Tekir-gali, Tekfur-saray, etc.).

The tille "#'agavar Hayots " was ane of the most widespread
and traditional titles given to the secular rulers of the state since the
Arsacid and Bagratid dynastics. The titulature of the Bagratid
dynasty included also such other titles as “ark 'a hayoc ' (“King of
Armmema”™), “Sahfajnsah” (“King of Kings™) and “rtezerakal”
{“Master of the Universe™). In terms of Aram Ter-Eevondyan, the
Arab chromiclers, simply copied the forms of “ark’a hgyoc™ and
“t'agavor havoc'”, and called Bagratid kings “mafik al-arman V3
*If during Ashot | or Smbat I's reign, when Armecnia was a cent-
ralized, wvnited and powerful kingdom, Bagratid rulers used the
titles of “ark’a havoc ™ and “t'agavor hayoe’ ev vrac”” {“king of
Armenians and Georgians™) as well as as '“Tiezerakal™ from the
“20s of the 10" century till the middle of the 11% century. When the
Armcnian kingdom was less centralized, “Sahfafnsah” also
cntered into common usage. The primary reason for this was that
the provincial lords also started to use the title ¢ agavor™'®,

Nevertheless, the title “f‘agavor-takfur ™ was nol applied by
Arab chroniclers to the Bagratid kings, or to any other provincial

1325-1354, ed. by H. A. R, Gibb, Hakluyt Society, Londen, 1958, p. 488; A,
Savvides, O the crigins, pp. 455-456; Hr. Atafyan, Huaperen armataian
hararan, vol. 2, pp. 136-137,
2 Thid., p. 136; A, Savvides, On the origins, p. 453.
AL Ter-Levondyan, Hathati araberen arunapnet’yuns ev  Bagratuni
t'agavorneri tittosnera (The Arabic inscription of Haghbat and the titles of the
Bagratid kings), Lraber hasarakakan gitdyurneri (Hevald of the Sccial
Sciences), 1979, Me 1, . 75; idem, Armenija i Arabski Xedifort {Armenia and the
Arab Caliphate}, Yerevan, 1977, p. 238, 248, K. Judbadjan, Armjanskic gosu-
darstva époxi Bagraridov i Vizamija (X-Xi vv. {The Armenian states of the
Bagratid era and Byzantium in IX-X] cc.), Moscow, 1988, pp. 70-71 (in Rus-
sian).
“ A. Ter-Eevondyan, Hathati araberen aganagrut yuna, p. 76.

154

|

king. It remains to be presumed (hat the title was imcorporated into
the vocabulary of the Middle Eastern diplomatic relations guickly
after the formation of the Armeniun Kingdom in Cilicia.

Recetving a ncw legal status after the coronation of Leven I
in 1198, the Cilician Armenian state cntered into a new historical
and political phase. Immediately after his coronation king Levon
(1198-1219), whether by means of royal edicts, official [etters or
coir legends, put inlo circulation the title “f ‘agavor amenayn
Hayots"", “which contained a precepi’, according 1o L. Ter-Pet-
rossian, “directed both to the cuter world and the inner Armenian
environment.”™ Hercinafter the title “r ‘agaver havoce'” bhecame
onc of the means of acknowledging and identifywng the Armenian
statc i the internationat political arena. Of course, we are speaking
about one of the traditional namings of the country accepted in
Arabic-Islamic historicgraphy: “bilad takfiir” (the country of the
t'agavor(s)’king(s)) to be discussed below.,

To call the Armcnian king fakfir, however, the Muslim
aulliors might have had much more serious and - from the
viewpoint of Islamic ideotogy — much more legical reasons. Due to
its important stratcgic location Cilicia appeared to be an “apple of
discord” for both Arabs and Byzanlincs who had been fighting for
the region for some five hundred ycars. From time to time by re-

** The opinion that this title appeared by analogy with the already existing title
"Amenayn Hayoc' Kof'viikes™ is quite correct. Sce A, Bozoyan, Kat ohikos
hayoc” tittosi norovi ankaluma Bagratunyac't' agavorut'yan ankumic’ heto {The
new perception of the title “Catholicos of Armeniuns” after the fall of the
Bagratid kingdom), in: Hayasiana ev K'ristonva Arevelk's {Artneniz and the
Christian Lastl), ed. by P. Muradyan, Yerevan, 2000, pp. 160-161 (in Armenian);
L. Ter-Petrossian, Yo ukirners ev hgvers (The Crusaders and the Armenians),

vol. I, Patma-k'alak agitakan hetazotuyun (Nistorico-palitical study), Yerevan,
2007, p. 196,
" [bid., p. 196,
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conquering this land, and espessially assuming control over the
barely passable gorges and passes of Mountamous Cilicia in
particular, one or the other got definite advantage over its rival. In
this sense, it is not surpnsing at all that Arabs called these regions
“bildd al-durib” (literally, “a country of mountain passes“]”. To
protect arcas adjacent to the Byzantine Empire ( “dawahi al-Riim ™)
elongated lines of fortifications {(awdsim) were crected along the
borderline, which were called “tagr” (pl. “mugdar™. It was
especially important for Arabs to keep the frontier line of foriresses
called “fugiir al-Sam" (the Syrian line of fortifications) safe, which
protected the southern pass of the Taurus Mountains as well as the
Cilician fortresses of Tarsus, Msis (Mopsuestia) and Adana.'®
Hence, having been the possessors of Cilicia in the recent past, the
Muslims could not be reconciled with the overlordship of the
Armenians in a region that was once considered to be an integral

' See, for example, Yaqlt al-HamavA, My 'am al-huldan, vol. 2, Dar Sidir,
Beirut, 1977, p. 447. Ibn al-Atwr, ARKamid ff al-farth, vol. 10, ed. by
Mubammad Yiisuf Daqqaq, Dar al-Kutub al-'Timiyya, Beirut, 2003, p. 469, Al
‘Umdd, Kitgh al-Ta vif bi-musiaiah al-5artf, Matba'at al-* Asima, Cairo, 1894, p,
40; Ibn Haldan, Al- Fhar wa-diwdn al-mubtada’ wa-l-habar fi 1drih al- " Arab
wa-i-Barbar, vol. 5, ed. by Halhl Eihéda and Suhayl Zakkar, Dar al-Fikr, Beinut,
2000, p, 480; Al-'Aynt, fgd al-guman {i tarth ahi al-zaman, vol. 2, ed. by
Mahmid Rizq Mahmiid, Dar al-xutub wa-l-watd'iq al-qawmiyya, Caro, 2007, p.
179 (hereinafier, ‘fod-MRM).

" 1bn Hurdadbih, Ai-Masalik wa-I-mamdalik, Brill, Leiden, 1889, pp. 99-100;
Qudamat ibn Ga'far, Kitab al-Harag wa-3ina’at al-kitdba, ed. vy Mubammad
Husayn al-Zubaydi, Baghdad, 1981, p. 186; YaqOt al-HamawT, Mu ‘dam, vol. 2,
p- 79, also Kitah al-Multarik wad 'an wa-muftarig saq 'on, Beirut, 1985, p. 87;
Abo al-Fidd’, Tegwim af-bulddn (Géopraphie d'Aboulféda, ed. M. Reinaud et
W. Mac Guckin de Slane, Pans, 1840), pp. 234-235; al-Dimadql, Mubbor ol-
dabr fi ‘egd’ib al-barr wa-l-bahr (Cosmographie de Chems-ed-Din Abou
Abdallah Mohammed ed-Dimichqgui, ed. M. A. F. Mehren, Saint-Petersbourg,
1866}, p. 214.
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part of Dar al-fsiam (*Home of Islam™) and its defensive outpost
against the infidels™.

The following passage by an Arab historian al-"Uman (d.
1349) theroughly reflects the attitude of the Muslims towards the
Armenian kings: “And finally their (Armenians) allegiance was to
the rest part of the Seljug kings of Rim (li-bagiyyat al-mufik al-
satagiga bi-I-Riim), and and there was well established poli-tax
(gizya) and well-kmown obedience on them, and there were gover-
nors/overseeers (al- ‘ummdal wa-I-Sihant ‘ai@ al-bilad) appointed by
the Seljug king until the [Seljugid] siate weakened ... this was what
the cursed (the Armenian king) was serving and his birdie furned
into an eagle, and his perjuries became frequent ... and he
conguered these countries and took possession of them and,
gradually veducing the Seljug inheritance. possessed it™. In ad-

'" The region had similar importance for the Byzantines too. For detailed
information on berder fortifications see C. E. Bosworth, Al-Thughur; L. In the
Arab-Byzantine trontier region, £F, vol. 10 {T-U), E. 1. Brill, Leiden. 2000, pp.
446-447, also The city of Tarsus and the Arab-Byzantine frontiers in Early and
Middle ‘Abbasid times, Oriens, vol. 33, 1992, pp, 208-286; M. Bonner, The
naming of the frontier: "Awdsirn, Thughir, and the Arsb geographers, B50AS,
vol. 57T/k, 1994, pp, 17-24; 5abir Muhammad Diyib, A/-Muslimin wa-
gindduhum idda al-Rim fi Arminya wo-f-ugir al-Gazariyve wa-t-Samiyva
hildla al-garn ol-rdbi’ al-higri, Maktabat al-Salim al-' Alamiyva, Cairo, 1984, a3
well as H. Nalbandyan, drchakan aifvuyrneras Hayastani ev harevan erkmeri
masin: Yakut al-Hamawi, Abul-Fida, [bn Shaddod, Yerevan 1965, pp. 151-152
{in Armenian); A. Ter-Gevondjan, drmenija, pp. 153-154; idem, Arabakan
sahmanayin amsut’'yunneri gotin  (sulur) (The Zone of Arab Frontier
Fortifications(sulur)}, Parma-banasirakan  handes  (Hisworical-philelogical
jeurnal, hereinafter HPJ), 1981, Ne 2, pp. 134-149 {in Armenian) and Sa'id ‘Abd
al-Fartih ‘ASAr. Buhir wa-dirdsar S rarth al-usir al-wusia, Caire, 1977, pp.
225227

" Al-'UmarT, Al-Ta'rif, pp. 55-56. Full Gtle of the narration is “Ai-Ta'rif bi-
mugialah al-Sarff™ (“Instruction on the noble terminology™).
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ditton, al-Qalgashandi {d. 1418), calling a spadc a spade, clearly
explained the reasons for this kind of attitude: “fn the days of the
caliphs it (Cilicia) was called a “Country of border fortifications”
{hilad al-tugiir wa-l-"awdsim), and it was in the hands of the
Muslims”. The historian begins his speech with these words and
sums up with the following:™ ... and he was called mutamaliik
Sts (“ruler of Sis") and not malit S5 (“king of Sis”) first and
Joremost hecause it (the country of Sis} had initially been in the
hands of the Muslims, and only after a while the aforementioned
Armenign ruler rushed and congucred it from the Mustims. {All]
praise is fdue] to AllGh, that he retwrned it to the Muslims and

i 22

strengthened it within the Istamic kingdoms ™.

! Al-QalgalandT, Subh al-a'$a fi sind ar al-insa", vol. &, Cairo, 1915, pp. 29-30,
2 fbid., p. 33, Cf,, ibid, vol. 4, pp. 130-131, Fven in cases when the Arb
chroniclers talk about the strenghlening of the Cilician Armenian state in the
context of Artnenian-Mushm cooperation, as it was in the case of Mleh {1170-
1175) and Nur al-Din Zankt (1146-1174), they write about it either wilh great
regret or try to justify the atabek by all means considering his position as
foresight, a step dictated by the politcal situation, which was, in fact, lrue to a
considerable extent, For instance, Ibn al-Dawadan (d. 1335} and some other
authors quoting another historian lmad al-Din al-1sfahant, whose work “ai-Barg
al-Sami " reached us only through al-Bundan’s (d. after 1226) abridgement, talks

about the events of the lime in the following way: “"This country {in the past]

used o he under the domination of the ruler of Riam. buwt Malth ibn Liwun
{Lewon's son Mieh) conguered it This happened due to the the fact that al-Malik
al-Adit Niir ai-Din ai-Sahid was relving on him and assisiing him to achieve his
goals. Nir al-Din, Alah have mercy upon him, thereby imtended to give
authority to infidels i fight agamst dishelievers” {zaflata al-kafara 'ald al-
Jfagara). He was making him strong ugainst the neighbouring Franks. And when
Malth ibn Lawun strengrthened his country, ihe king of Rim sent one of his
relatives named Andrmigis with a mussive army against him. Maith mer him {in
a hanie] and defeated him utterly fasarabu kasratan fant'atan) and captured
thirty of their commanciors. This battle took place ai the end of Rabi™ al-Ahir (20
November 1172-19 Decomber 1172) af the year 368 A H. When Nir al-Din al-
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These Arab historians’s remarks come to prove that, from the
viewpoint of denying the legitimacy of Armenian king’s power in
Cilicia, it was much more advantageous to call Armenian sove-
reigns in any way but not “malik”™. Here, in fact, the title takfir
came to help the Muslim chroniclers as a proper term. Figuratively
speaking, served as aunique kaleidoscope to depict the false image

Sahtd learned abuut it, ke sent gifis 1o Malth. Then he sent a letier fa Buagidaed,
praising his deed o the Caliph and telling that Malth was one of the subjects of
Nitr al-Din al-Sahid. Thereafier the house of this Talfur grew stronger i this
couniry mstead of Nir al-Din of-Sakid”, Sce 1bn ab-Dawadart, Kanz af-durar
wa-gami” al-gurar, vol. 8, ed. by Ulrih Harman, Caire, 1971, g 180. Cf, Aba
Sama, Kitab ol-rawdarayn, vol. 2, ed. by Torahim Sams al-Din, Beirur, 2002, p.
174; Thn "Abd al-Zahir, Af-rawd al-zahir fi sivat al-Malik al-Zahir, od. by " Abd
al-"Aziz al-Huwaytir, Riyad, 1976, p. 440; Thn al-Gaearl, Hawdadit al-zaman /
al-Muhtdr min t3r7f 1y of-Gazari, ed. by lladir' Abbas Muhammad Halifat al-
Munsadawi, Dar al-kitdb al-"avabi, Beirut, 1988, p. 276; Al-Dahabl, Tarik a/-
istam, val. 39, ed. by 'Umar "Abd al-Salfm Tadmin, Reirut, 1996, P 4546,
Mufaddal ibn AbY al-Fada'il, A2-Nuhg al-sadid wa-durr al-farid fimd ba'da’
tarth Tbn al-'4mid (Moufaz-zal ibn Abil-Fazail, Histoite des Sultans Mamlouks,
Texte arabe publié ct traduit en frangais par E. Blochet in: Patrologia orientalis,
tomg 14, paris, 1919), pp. 230-231 [394-395]; Ibn al-Furdit, 737 al-duwal wa-
l-micddk, vol. 7, ed. by Qustantin Zurayq, Beirut, 1942, pp. 27-28; Ibn al-.§l]_ma,
Al-durr al-muntahab fi tarih mamiakar Halab, ed. by "Abd Allah Muhammad
Darwil, Damascns, 1984, p. 182, Al-Dahabl wrote: “When Adick defeated Rum
and became sironger, he strenghtened Sis, and this was considered one of the
mistakes by Nir al-Din”. See al-Dahabl, 7arih duwal al-Fsldm, vol. 2. cd. by
Ilasan [sma‘1l Marwa, Dar Sadir, Beirut, 1999, p. 73, CL. the evidences by 1bn al-
Athir (d. 1233) and 1bn al-Adim (d. 1262). Sez 1bn al-Agir, 41-Kamil, vol. 10, p.
46, as well as Ibn al-Asir, (har albyurnere Hayasiani ev haveri masin, 11 (Tbn
al-Agir. Foreipn sources about Armenia and Armenians, vol. 11), trans. iniro. and
comments by A. Ter-Levondyan, Yerevan, 1981, pp. 262-263 (in Armenian)
and Ebr al-"Adiin, Zubdar ai-halah min tarth Halab, ed. by Halil Mansar, Dar
al-Kutub al-"Ilmiyya, Beirat, 1996, p. 356.

= CFAgdr, Bubit, p. 239.
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of the official attitude towards the Armenian kingdom {and other
Christian countries of the region), to show the feigning loyalty and
tolerance and in fact to conceal the emaotional side of it, in other
words, its discriminatory and subjective nature.

As indicated by al-'Umart in his “al-Ta'nf”, the title rakfiir in
diplomatic documents and official correspondence was cquivalent
to *malik” and could bc applicd in its stead. Specifically he noted:
“And their kings are called takfir that has been attributed to them
up untill now. ! In his other work “Masalik al-absar” the same
author wrote: “The king of Trebizond like Armenian kings is called
takfiar. % In 1bn Haldiin's (d. 1406) “History” we read: “dnd their
king is called by the title takfir and their king was the lord of these
gorges (durith) yet in the times of Al-Malik al-Kamil and Salah al-
Din....”* Badr al-Din al-Ayni (d. 1451) in his biographical work
dedicated to the Mamluk sultan al-Mu'ayyad Sayh (r. 1412-1421)
wrote: “The Slavonic kings are called magak, the ruler of the Hlat
region — Suhramdn and the Armenian kings - tagfur (sic). e

The fact that tekfizr was onc of the official names for the king
of Cilician Armenia during the reign of Tlkhans is verified by the
Persian chronicler of the 14" century Muhammad Nabgawani in his
administrative and chancery manual called “Dastier al-katib”. "Io
the Christian takfirs of Sis ... it shuuld be written (in this way):
“To the takfiir of Sis, that is the leader and the head of this com-
munily, the great, honorable basileus, the glory of the Alexandrian

 Al-'Umary, Al-Ta rif, p. 55.
¥ Qee ibid., Masdlik al-absar ff mamdlik al-amgdr, vol. 3, ed. by Kamil Salman
al-Gubiir, Dar al-kutub al-"ilmivya, Beirut, 2000, p. 238.
% Ihn Haldin, Af- Thar, vol. 5, p. 444,
¥ See al-' Aynl, Af-Savf al-mubannad f7 sirar al-Malik al- Mu'ayyad “Sayh al-
Mahmidi ", ed. by Fahim Mubammad Saltit, Dar al-kutub al-Mistiyya, Cairo,
199%, p. 100, CL. ibid., fyd, vol. 3, ed. by Muhammad Muhammad Amin, Cairo,
1990, pp. 150-152 (hereinafier ‘fgd-MAA).
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Samily, the Christians’ shelter, to the talfiir of Sis, may the power
of whom be permanent”™, ,

Contrary to this, and despite al-'Umiri’s observation ahout
the coquivalence of both titles in the Mamluk official correspon-
dence and siate documents, as the official title of the Armenian
king malik appears 10 be more frequently used. This can be shown
by thorcugh examination of al-'UmarT's, al-Qalqafandi’s and Ibn
Nazir al-Gay$’s manuals on (he Mamluk chancery: notably the
formula of the letters addressed to the Armentan kings as well as
the preserved texts of the Armenian-Mamluk treaties™, As an
cxample al-"UmarT brings a formula of a letter sent to the king of
Cilician Ammenia Levon IV (1320-1342). It begins with the follo-
wing inscriptio {rasm al-mukatabay. “This letter is addressed to the
honorable king, brave, cowrageous, valiont, bold man, the lion {al-

% Muhammad ibn Hindo¥ah Nahgawanl, Dastir al-katib fi tavin al-mardtib |
Muxammad ibn Xindutax Nax&lvani, Rukovedstvo dlja pisca pri opredelemi
stepenej, ed. by A, A, Ali-Zade, Moscow, 1976, p. 321 {in Russian). CF, R.
Sukurov, Velikié Komniny, pp. 49-50. On the contrary, an anonymous author of
a persian geography titled “'Ag7%h ol-Dunpd” (“Marvels of the world™),
composed presumably im the twenties of 13% century, is mistaken in applying the
title tedmirrtakwar to “the milers of Abhaz {Georela) and Franks”. Sce AdZaib ad-
danjd (Cudesa mira), knt. tekst, per. s pers., komment. | ukazateli L.P.
Smimovaj, 1993, p. 223, 519 (in Russian). The other usage of the tenm in this
work is also peculiar and most likely refers to the ruler of the Armenian
prcipality of Xat'en: “fits inkabitants] are Armerians. The people of Abhdz
used 1o cail thew ruler telgiritakwar ™. Thid,, p. 199, 503, CI, N.In Mikluxo-
Maklaj, Geografieskoe sefinenie X1l v. na persidskom jazyke (novyy isiodmk
po istoriCeske] peoprafi Azerbajdfana i Armenii), Udémye zapiski instituva
vostpkovedenifa, vol. [X, 1954, pp. 204-205. See zlso A, Yakobean, Xat“en-
¥oxanaberd amroe’a ev nra i¥xanatohms X-XIIT darcrum (The Tortress of
Aa&'en-Koxanaberd and its Frincely Dynasty in the 10™-13™ centuries), Handés
Amsoreay, 2010, pp. 105-107.

# A similar treaty will be disenssed below,
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dirgam al-gadanfar), Lifiin ibn Usin, the glory of Christian belief,
the shelter of Christian community, the pillar of baptized people
(banii ma'midiyya), the friend of sultans and kings"*®. Even on the
brink of the Armenian kingdom’s destruction, the formula of a let-
ter addressed by the Mamluk authorities to the king of Cilician
Armenia recorded by Ibn Nazir al-Gay$ in his manual “Tatqif al-

ta’rif”, is no worse than the previous onc in the diversity of

honorable titles applied to the monarch of Cilician Armenia. Of
course, this was just a protocol requirement in following “dip-
lomatic comrespondence ethics”, Thus: “This letter is addressed fo
the honorable king (hadrar al-malik), the respected meritorious,
courageous, brave Kustandin ibn Haytiim, the power of Christian
belief, the head of Christian community, the pillar of baptized
people, the friend of sultans and kings...”". In the Arabic chro-
nicles, histories and biographical encyclopaedias of the 13%.14%
centurics this title appears mainly in formulas of malik al-arman
(king of Armenians)™ and malik Sfs (king of Sis)™,

* See A UmarL, Af-Ta rif, p. 57 and elso ak-QalqaSandt, Subf, vol. 8, p. 31

* See Ibn Nagir al-Gays, Tagqif of-Ta rif bi-l-musialah al-sarif, ed. by Ridulf .

Fasili, Al-Ma'had al-"[Imi al-Faransi li-l-atir al-$argiyya, Cairo, 1987, p. 44. As
the title indicates, this work of Tbn Nizir al-Gay? is an amended edition of al-
"Uman’s work,
2 Yaqot al-Hamawl, Mu 'gam, vol. 4, p. 391; AbQ al-Fid#’, Tagwim, p. 251,
257; al-Dahabl, Tarth al-fsidm, vol. 45, p. 15; tbn Katlr, Al-Bidaya wa-I-
nikaya, val. 15, ed. by Abd Allih ibn Abd al-Muhsin al-Turki, Dar Hagar,
1998, p. 265; 27); al-"UmarT, Masaiik, vol. 3, p. 258 and vol, 27, p. 124; Ibn al-
Furat, gi-Duwal, vol. 5.1, ed. by Hasan Muhammad al-Samma , 1970, Pp- 199-
191; al-MaqrIzl, Kitdh al-sulik l-ma'rifat duwal al-mulak, vol. 1.2, ed. by
Muohammad Mugtaffi ZiyZda, Matba'at al-ta'[if wa-l-tarfama wa-l-nagr, Cairo,
pp. 510-511.
7 Baybars al-Mangr, Muhtar al-ahbar, ed. by ‘Abd al-Hamid $ilih Hamdan,
al-Dar al-Misryya al-Lubnaniyya, Cairo, 1993, p. 33; Ibn Haldan, al- fhar, vol.
3, p. 635; al-Maqrld, of-Sulik, vol. 1.2, p. 552, 568,
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Let us pause for a while on an interesting casc of Arabic
historians” wsc of the title mafik for the Armenian king of Cilicia
Het'um I. The royal scribe of Baybars Ibn ‘Abd al-Zzhir while
writing about the Armenian king in his “4LRowd gl-zahir” named
him al-malik al-mugir Haytim ibn Kustanfin ibn Basak’*. This
naming of Het'um by Ton 'Abd al-Zahir was directly or indirectly
borrowed by Mamluk chroniclers of the mext generation: al-
Nuwayri®, al-Magqrizi*® and al-Aynt", Literally translated from
Arabic, al-malik al-mugir means “the protector king” ( “Het'um,
“the protector king”, son of Costandin, son of Vasak™), which at the
first glance leaves an impression of an honorary title. Yet in
another passage the Muglim chronicler, who had bestowed such an
honorable title on Het'um, characterized the encroachments of the
Armenian king on Muslim lands as murawaga (the text has
murawagat al-takfiir, that is “the king’s cunnings”). *® This gives us

* See Ibn “Abd al-ZAbir, A7-Rawd, p. 269.
* See al-Nuwayrt, Nihdya, vol. 30, p. 185.
* Natably instead of Ibn "Abd al-Zahir's expression ai-malik af-mug in the
corresponding passage of “Kirdb al-sulik” al-Maqrizi uses the title al-fakfir: see
al-Magrizt, 41-Sufitk, vol. 1.2, p. 551. $till in ancther passage relating 1o the
death of Het'wn al-Maqrizi as well as Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir used the expression ai-
malik af-mugir. See ibid., p. 590 and ¢f Ibn "Ahd al-Zahir, Al-Rawd, p. 374
Notably in the French translation of that passage of “Kitgh al-sulik” M.
Quatremére, heving not understood the meaning of the expression al-malik al-
mugir, left it without translation {Melik-Moudjir-Haithoum (Haithon) fils de
Constantin, roi de Sis). See Histoire des Suitans Mamlouks, de I'Egypte écrite en
Arabe par Taki-Eddin-Ahmed-Makriz, tradvite en Frangais par M. Quatremére,
1. 1.2, Paris, 1837, p. $4.
"7 The editor of al-" Ayni’s ** Tgd al-guman™ Muhammad Amiin fefl a blank place
between the words almafik and Haypgm in the publication of the work
Obviously, the illegible word in the manuscript shoud be af-mugir. See al-'AynT,
Tgd-MMA, vol. 1, p. 422,
* Ihn ‘Abd al-Zahir, ai-Rawd, p. 269,
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reason to look for an Armenian background to this title. Quile
probably, the envoys sent by Het'um to Baybars presented (heir
king with thcsc words and the chief secrctary of the Sulian’s
chancery thought it necessary to record it as the component of his
titulaturc or an alias. As shown by L. Ter-Petrossian, the Armenian
medicval sources bestowed various honorary titles on Het'um,
known for his devoutly religious way of life, and “the pious” was
thc most widcspread of them. Hence, it's not surpnising that Bar
Hebraeus called him “pious” and “faithful king"™.

That mugir atiributed to Het'um was really considered an
alias by Muslims is confirmed by Muslim chroniclers. Specifically
al-Dahabi in his “Iistory of isiam” presented “Het'um, son of
Costandin™ as “al-kalb, al-mafik al-mugir, Sahib Sts” (“the dog,
the protector king, the lord of Sis™). Obviously, al-malik al-mugir
alongside the insult is perecived exclusively as a nickname and not
an honorary titic*’.

Returning to the title £ agavor / takfur we have to note that
while speaking about Cilician Armenia the Muslim historians
sometimes referred (o the country by means of the royal title: bilad
takfar'. We find some cases of this naming’s use in the works of

¥ L. Ter-Petrossian, Xad'akirmera, vol. [I, p. 290; Bar Hebraems, The
Chronography af Gregory Abu'{-Faral, The som of Aaron, The Hebrew
Physiciun, The first part of his Pelitical History of the World vol. [, trans. Ernest
A. Wallis Budge, Oxford University Press, London, 1932, reprinted by Gorgias
Press, 2003, p. 446: This passage is missing in the Arabic version of the work,

Y Al-Dahabi, Tarik al-Isiam, vol. 49, pp. 297-298.

* See Ibn 'Abd al-Zahir, Tairif alayyam wa-i-usir fi sirat al-Malik al-
Mansir, ed.by Murad Kamil, Caira, 1961, p. 256; A" UmarT, Musalik, vol. 3, p.
197; al-QalgaZandl, Subh, vol. 4, p. 373 and vol. 5, p. 365; al-Maqrizi, a/-
Sutak, vol. 2.1, p. 229; idem, Kitdh al-Mugaffa al-kabir, ¢d.by Mubammad
Ya‘aliwd, vol. 2, Dar al-Garb al-Islami, 1991, p. 250; al-'Aynl, Tgd-MMA, vol.
3,p. 152, Besides the above-mentioned namings bilad al-Durith, bilad al-arman,
bildcd talfiir m Muslim hisworiography Cilician Armenia was also named bilad
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the Persian historians, for instance, in Hamd-Allih Qazwini's (d.
1349) peographical treatise “Nuzbat al-Qulab” (“Entertainment of
Hearts™y; "The Ast river (i.e. Orontes), penefrates into the fand of
Takfiir and into Sis, that is Lesser Armenia (the same as Cifician
Armenia), eventually flows into the Mediterranean sea’™.

§is (scc, tor instance, lbn al-Dawadar], Kanz, vol. %, p. 10; Aba al-Flda , Kirab
al-Mufitasar ft ahbar al-basar, vol. 4, al-Matba'a al-Husayniyya al-Migniyya,
Cairo, 1907, p. 46, 139, lon Katir, al-Bidiys, vol. 18, pp. 10-1]; al-Maqria, o/
Sufizk, vol. 1.3, p. 923} and hildd fbn Lawan (e.g. in Ibn Saddad, al-Newadir ai-
sultaniyva wo-l-mahdsin al-Yisufiyva, ed. by Gamal al-Din Sayyal, Caito, 1994,
p. 98, 125; Ibn al-'Adim, Zubda, pp. 447-448; Aba ak-Sama, Kidh of-
Rawdatayn, vol. 3, p. 39; AbD al-Fida', Tagwim, p. 257; al-"Umart, Masaiik,
val. 27, p. 133; al-"Aynl, Tqd-MRM, vol. 3, p. 66, 223. Notably the Arab
historians were not unfamiliar to the name Cificia. Singular application of this
topotym can be met in “al-Rawgd al-za@hir” by lbn "Abd al-Zahir, the private
secretary under Mamliik sultans Baybars, Qalawiin and Asral’ Halil There,
before presenting the abave-mentioned report regarding Mieh and the events of
the Mamluk campaign of 1275, he makes a brief historical-gcographical
digression about Clilician Armenia. The next generation historians al-Nuwayir,
Ibn al-Dawidan, the Coptic Mufaddal, Fon al-Furat, et al., recorded this report of
Ibn "Abd al-Zahir with some additions or abridgements. “Tarsds, Adana and
their adjoining territories are nomed Cilicia fbn al-Dawidari adds: “in
Armenian language” - bi-Ilisan al-armani). Msis is the country of the physician
named Hippucrates (Abgardt ol-hakim) (text has balad, ie. “place of birth™ G.
D), while some say Homs, but God fnows best”. In the original 12xt of that work
published by "Abd al-'Aziz al-Howaytir the topenym is transliterated with 2
scribal error, as (Mfigd. Meanwhile other authors comectly wrote (ffigya. See
1bn "Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, p. 439 CL al-Nuwayrl, Nihdva, vol. 30, p. 218;
Ibn abDawhdary, Kanz, vol. 8, p. 179; Mufaddal, al-Nakg (i4), pp. 228-229
[352-393); Ibn al-Furdt, ai-Duawai, pp. 25-26; Ibn al-gil_mx_. al-Durr, p. 180; a5
well as '1zz al-Din ibn Saddad, Tarth al-Malik al-Zahir, ed. by Ahmad Hutayt
{Die Geschichte des Sultans Baybars von '[zz ad-Din Muhammad b. "AlT b.
{brabiin b, Saddad (st 6%4/1245)), Franz Steiner Werlag, Wieshadea, 1983, p.
109

“ Hamd-Allab Mustawfi Qazwint, Kitah Nuzhat al-Qulih, Bumbay, 1894, p.
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Evident in non-officiat titles attributed to Armenian kings is
the discriminative, even close to insulting attitude towards them,
For example, the formulas such as mutamallik ai-arman”, muta-
maltit Sis™ and bakim Sts {governor of Sis)”’ contain shades of
manifest offence or at least emphasize inferiority since they ques-
tion the legitimacy of the Armecnian king’s power. Perhaps, the
same cannot be said about another titfe given to the Armcenian king
— sahbib {in the forms of sahib Sts “Lord of Sis " and sahib al-arman

218. The English translator of the work misread rakfiir as Nikfiir repeating the
above-mentioned error. See The geographical part of the MNuzhat-al-Culib
composed by Hamd-Allah Mustawfi of Qazwin in 740 (1343) (EJ.W. (iibb
memorial series, vol. XXIIL, tr. by G. Le Strange, E.J. Boll, Leiden-London,
1919, p. 210, However, llamd-Allah Qazwini was nor righl thinking that the
Crontes was passing through the territory of Ciliclan Armenia. Cf Yiaqft al-
Hamawi, Mu gam al-buldin, vol. 4, pp. 6708, Ab0 al-Fidda'. Fagwim al-
buldan, p. 49; Al-Dimaiql, Nuhbar al-dakr, p. 107,
“ gee Ibn ‘Abd al-Zshir, al-Rawd, p. 191, 196; Baybars al-Mangaei, Zubdat
al-fikva I t3th al-higra, ed. by Dunald Ritfardz, Beirut, 1998, p. 8% al-
Nuwayri, Nihaya, vol. 33, p. 46; al-' UmarT, Masalik, vol. 3, p. 235,
* See Baybars al-MangtrT, Mupiar, p. 106, al-Nuwayr®, Nikaya, vol. 33, p. 46;
al-éaza.ﬂ, Hovwddit al-zaman wa-anba uhy wa-wafayd al-akabir wa-af-a’yén
min abnd'ihi, ed. by 'Umar "Abd al-3alim Tadnmri, vol. 2, al-Maktaba al-
"Agrivya, Deitut, L1998, p. 941; al-"Umarl, al-Ta rQf, p. 55 idem, Masalik, vol. 3,
p. 238; al-Qalga¥andl, Subh, vol. 5, p. 365; al-Magqriz1, ¢l-Sufak, vol. 3.2, p.
471; 1bn Tagrl Birdl, al-Nugim al-zahira /i muliak Misr wa-1-Oahira, vol. &, ed.
by Muhammad Husayn Sams al-Din, Dar al-Kutub al- ilmiyya, Beirot, 1992, p,
122.
¥ See al-Maqgrizl, al-Sulitk, vol. 3.2, p. 471, 1t is worth to specity that here by
“hakim St al-Maqiid refers to the last dethroned king of Cilician Armenia
Lewon ¥V Lusignan (r. 1374-1375), who was impnsoned in Caire [or already
seven years. The chromicler writes: “fn Gumada al-@hir of the year 784 A.H. (11
august 1382-9 seprember 1382), a letter was received from Alfuns (Alfons), the
ruler of Seville (muramallik Asbiliyyal, asking to set Talfiir, the governor of Sis,
at Jikerty, and it was answered”.
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~“Lord of Armenians™}*, which is neutral, devoid of any ncgativc

subtext, and was atiributed to Muslim rulers as well. The humi-
liating attitude of the Arab chroniclers is also evident in the men-
tions of Armenian monarchs without titles {particularly concemning
the Rubenids)- simply Ibn Lawin {or Ibn Lifan and / or [bn Laytn’
- “Son of Levon”, “Levonid“)”. All these titles werc often used
alongside the title takfir (e.g. al-takfur mutamallik Sts, al-takfur
malik al-arman, af-takfur sahib Sis, al-takfur sahib al-arman, al-

* See 1om al-Dawddart, Kanz, vol. 8, pp. $4-95; Baybars al-MansirT, Muhear,
p. 50; al-YanInl, Dow Mirdr al-zamdan, vol. 2, Matha'at Da'wrat al-Ma'arit al-
‘Utrnaniyya, Haydardbad, 1953, pp. 191-192; Abil al-Fid&', al-Mubtazar, vol. 4,
pp. 34, 54, 99; al-Nuwayrl, Nihava, vol. 30, pp. 98-99; al-Gazari, Hawddit,
vol. 1, pp. 149-130; al-Dahabi, Tarif al-Islam, vol. 49, p. 6, 19; lbn al-Wardi,
Tutimmat ai-Mubiesar ff ahbdr al-baiar, Dar al-kutub al-'ilmiyya, Beirot, 1990,
po. 218-219; Ibn Katir, af-Biddva, vol. 17, p. 467; al-Maqrlzl, ai-Suldk, vol.

7 See Ibn al-'Adim, Bugyar al-paleh ff tdrik Halab, vol. 1, cd. by Suhayl
Zakkar, Beirut, p. 175; Ab#t al-83ma, Kitgh wl-rawdatayn, vol 5, pp. 79-80; lbn
al-Furdt, af-Dwwal, vol. 5.1, p. 82; al-Maqria, af-Swikk, vol. 1, p. 275; al-
*Aynl, fgd al-guman, vol. 2, p. 215, As the Arab chroniclers pccasionally call
the last prince of Cilicia (r. 1187-1198) and the founder of the Kingdom (r. 1198-
1219}, Lewon, by the name {bn Lawdin, it follows thal by “Lewon's son’ they
used fo mean hix grandfather, Lewon I, buron of Cilician Armenia. Moreaver,
the passage concerning Mleh, cited above, is titled "On the conquest of Sty and
the gorges (fugir) by Lewon's house”” ammong the Arab historians. “The fact that
in some cases the historians call the prince Lewon [1 (the king Lewan 1) by the
name “Lafan, son of Stepane, som of Layviin” (Lafiin ibn Istifarar ibn Lavan),
alsn proves this. For cxample, see: 1bn al-AfTr, al-Kamul, vol. 10, p. 194; al-
Muwayrl, Mihayat al-arzb, vol. 28, p. 284 (cites Ibn al-Adr), lbn Whgil,
Mufarris vl-kurab fi ahbar bani avyab, vol. 2, ed. by Gamal al-Din al-Seyvl,
Cairo, 1957, p. 319, See also V. Ter-Levondyan, Kilikyan havastani artak’in
k'atak”akanut"yuns X11 dari verjin (*The external policy of Cilician Armenia at
the end of the 12th century™), HRJ, 2010, Na L, p. 119, 0. 13. Ci., Sa'rd "Abd al-
Fattah "A3Gr, Bubiip wa-dirasat, p. 239,
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ke e Lawiin, otc.).

The most respectful Gitle used by the Muslim chroniclers for
Armenian kings is su{tdn, but only several cascs of its application
can be found. This title, attmbuted mostly to Muslim rulers, is used
once in the “Gevgraphical Dictionary'” by Yiqit al-Hamawi in the
article on “Stsiyva” (1.c. Sis): “Wa-bi-hd maskan Ibn Laviin sultgn
tifka al-nahivat al-armani™ (©... and there fin Sis] is the residence
of the Armenian suftan of that country Ibn Layun’)®. Tt seems we
would be right to suppose that this mention of the geographer’s
mention is ool mercly informative; on the contrary, it hints of a
ltle.

The Persian historians of the 13™-14" centuries are somewhat
mote “gencrous” 1n this respect and it is not surprising, as we are
speaking of historians who were also high-ranking officials in the
Mongol [lkhanate. Thercfore, their loyal stance towards the Ar-
menian kingdom and Armenian kings may wholly fit into the logic
of the Armenian-Mongol “alliance”. Cases of Persian chroniclers’
bestowing the title switdn on the Arnmenian king are found in the
works of Guwaynf (d. 1283) and Hamd-Allzh Qazwini. In his ver-
sified chronicle, entitled “Zafarnama” (“The Book of Victoies™),
the latter even called the Armenian monarch sultan takfir. Here's
the reference: “When sultan takfiir joined the battie, the colour left
the faces of the enemy. There was no escape for enemy heads from
the urm of the battle-tried Ya uldar. ™

* Yaqat al-HamawT, My ‘gam al-bulddn, vol. 3, Beirut, 1977, pp. 297-298.

* This liule known work by Hamd-Allah Qazwind has survived in thres ma-
nuseripts, only one of which has been studied and published in facsimile in two
volumes {Hamd Allah Mustawll, Zoarndmah, vol. 1-2, Osterreichische Aka-
demie der Wissenschaften, Vienna, 1999): See on it: Ch. Melville, Hamd Altah
Mustaufl, Frcyclopaedia Iranica, vol. X1, Fasc. 6, p. 633). The last chapter of
the ariginzl dedicated o the Moogol history that is hitherto unpublished, has
been translated to Eaplish by [. Ward in his doctoral dissertation. See L. J.
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fied with Het'um, as mentioned by Bar Hebraeus

Much more interesting is Guwayni’s usage of the word in his
“Tarih-e Gahan-Guid” (The History of the World-Conqueror).
Particularly, while describing the great gurultai (assembly) con-
vened 1n Qara-Qorum and the gucsts arriving to the capital to
attend the ¢oronation ceremony of Guyik Khan (1246-1248} and
other events, he twice uscd the cxprcssion sulfgn-¢ Tékavorm, 1.c.
the chronicler named the Armenian monarch not only suffan but
used also takuvor in toponymic scnse. Here the complication is
caused by the fact that the king of Cilician Armenia Het'um could
not have been present at the coronation of Guyik since he undoub-
tedly only lefl for Qara-Qorum only in 1254, That was Smbat the
Constable who lcft for Qara-Qorum in 1247 insicad of the
Armenian king and informed the Khan on behalf of Het'um about
their “obeyance” and received a yarlik (cdict, tmperial decree).
Could it be that the author of “The History of the World-Con-
gueror” meant Smbat when saying sultdin-e Takavor?

Quite recently, A.-Cl. Mutafian could hardly give a clear
cxplanation conceming this phrase in his recent book “'L 'Armenie
au Levant (Xie-Xive siécle)”: “The word Tagavor”. writcs the
scholar, “synonymous to Armenian “ark’a”™ (king) may be identi-
e supgesting
finally that by saying “Tagavor’s sultan” Guwayni implied the Za-
karid prince Avag, grounding his suggestion on the testimony of

Ward, The Zafar-namah of Hamd Allah Mustaufi and the il-Khan dvnasty of
{ran (Ph.D. diss ), University of Manchester, 1983, vol. 3, p. 500 {Persian text -
vol. 1, 658hb).

* See 'Ald’ al-DIn ‘Ata’ Malik ibn Muhammad Guwaynl, Kitdh Tarih-e
(rahan-Gusa, ed. by Muhammad Qazwini, vol. 1, Baril, Laydan, 1919, p. 205,
212. In anether passage the editor of the work, basing on two above applications
of the term, considered Ilyar Halr of the original texi a scribal error and
corrected it to Takgvor: See ibid., p. 205,

"' Bar Hebraeus, Chronugraphy, p. 411.
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the Anonymous Georgian chronicler. “The dates correspond”, he
continues, “although Avag was not a king but the so called “prince
of princes” in Greater Armenia, we should suppose that | Guwayni]
had just him in mind and just he was representing the Armenian
authorities at Guyiik's coronation ceremony. ™™ The fact that Avag
really attended the Mongol Khan's capital is indisputable -
witnessed not only by the Georgian Chronicler but also by Kirakos
Ganjakec 1. Bul this relates to Atabek Avag’s firsl visit to Great
khan Ogedei {r. 1229-1241) which took place supposedly sometime
between 1240-1241. Anmemian sources arg silent conceming his
sccond visit implicd by Cl. Mutafian, and thc unccrtainty and
vagucness of the Georgian Chronicle’s acount docsn’™t give any
ground to makec a definmite claim basced on it. For according to the
testimonics of Guwayni, Rasid al-Din and Plane Carpini, envoy of
the Pope of Rome, the succession dispute between two Davids for
the Georglan throne was resolved by Giyuk Khan, whercas the
Georgian Chrenicler insists thut Batu Kban sent both Davids to
Mongke khan, and not to Guytk, and that the reigning disputc was
resolved by Qubilaj khan’s intercession “afler many years™*, The
testimonics of the Georgian author show that the latter had a very
vague idea of the cvents of that penod. Anyway, im this confusion
of facts the second wvisit of Atabck Avag mentioned by the

O Mutafian, L'drmenie dy Levant (Xie-XIVe sigcle), Les Belles Lettres,
Paris, 2012, p. 137 Cf 8, Der-Nersessian, Western iconographic themss in
Armenian manuscripts, Gazente des Beaux Avrs, vol. 26, 1944, p. 87,

* Kirakos Ganjakec®i, Patmut'iwn Hayoc' (History of Armenia), ed. by A.
Melik'-Ohanjanyn, Yetevan, 1961, pp. 262-267 {in Amnenian).

* Vrae' famanakagratyun (1267.1318) (Geogian chronicle), transiation, intro-
duction and annotations by aruyt Muradyan, Yerevan, 1971, pp. 96-97 (in
Armenian). CE, Step’annos Orbélesn, Parmut’twn nzhangpin Sisakan {1listory
of the Province of Sisakan), ed. by K. Sahnazareanc', vol. 1. Paris, 1859, p. 167
{in Armentan).
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Georgian chronicler inspires little or no confidence in its trust-
worthiness. **. Still if we believe his data we do not think that the
atabek could be honored by the high title of suifan, which in the
Muslim historiography was bestowed on Christian rulers in rare
cases only,

The hypothesis suggested by Cl. Mutafian for Sultan-e Taka-
vor i3 not alone in scholarly literature. This expression has caused
controversies since the “30s of the past century. The first to discuss
tt in detail was Muhammad Qazwini, the chief editor of Guwayni’s
Brill edition (1912-1936), He provided, in our opinion, a rather
convincing solution of the issuc. Then J. A, Boyle in the English
translation of Guwayni’s work fully agreed with Qazwini’s opinion
on Sultan-e Takavor®'. Since the *80s of the past century, a number

* Before Mutafian, A. Sahnazaryan had also temarked about Avag atabek’s
second visil o Qara-Qorum (See A. Sahnazaryan_. Hay-vrac'akan ev monlola-
kan haraberutyonnera (1236-1240) {Armenian-Georgian and Mongolian rela-
tions (1236-1240)), Lraher havarakakan gituf'vunneri, 2004, Ne |, Yerevan, pp.
3-22). Besides the ¢vidence of the Georgian historian, he considers it useful to
bring the reports of the envoy of Pope Innocent [V, Ascclin, about a high-
ranking official Apgutha found in 1247 at the military camp of Batju Moyan. The
scholar suppeses that it is about Avap, whose arrival from Qara-CQerum was
awaited for impatiently at Baiju's cncampment. Sahnazaryan has used the
incomplete Russian translation of the account of the mussion (D.1 Jazykov,
Sobranie putesestvij k tataram | drugim vosiocmym naredam, S. Petershurg, 1825
{in Russian)). The examination of the report was fully produced by J. Richard {J.
Rickard, Simon de Saint-Quenin: iistolre des Toriares, Paris, 1963). For other
views on the identification of Angutha, see T, Pellint, Les Mongols et la
Papauté, Revee de Chrienr, Tome VIIT (XXVIL), 1931-1932, p. &7 [155); .
Richard, Siman de Saine-Quentin, p. 110; P, Jackson, Eljigidel, Frcyclopaedia
franica, vol. VIII, ed. Ehsan Yarshater. Mazda Publishers, Costa Mesa, 1998, pp.
366-367.

* Guwaynl, Gohdn-Guid, vol. 3, pp. 484490,

" J.A. Boyle, The History of The World-Congueror by ‘Ala-ad-Din Ata-Malik
Juvaini (Fho3 ). tr. from the text ol Mirza Muhammad Qazvini, vol. 1, [larvard
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of Byzantinists circilated another mnterpretation of Sufidn-e Taka-
vor. As a matter of fact it was first expressed in Bruce Lippard’s
Ph.D dissertation, in whose opinion the Sultan-e Takavor, present
at the coronation ceremony of Gliyiik khan, was none other than the
Emperor of Trebizond, the Grand Komnenos Manuel T (r. 1238-
1263)"%, A similar vicw was cxpressed by A. Bryer’ in a separate
article dedicated to that issuc. Lately, J.S. Langdon, considering
that hypothesis proven, concluded that Suitan-e Takavor was simp-
ly somec specific naming of the Trebizond Empire expressed
through the title of its lord™. Representatives of the Russian By-
zantine studies R. Shukurov® and D. Korabeinikov® are also incli-
ncd to share this opinion.

Notably, Bar Hebraeus left two principal historical works, the
Synac “Chromcle” cited by Cl. Mutafian, and an Arabic chronicle

University Press, 1958, p. 250, note 6.
" R, G. Lippard, The Mongols and Byzantinm {(Ph.D diss), 1933, pp. 179-130.
¥ A, Bryers, The Grand Kommenos and The Great Khan at Karakorum in 1246,
Res Orientules, 1994, vol. 4, pp. 257-261. This opinion is shared by French
scholar M. Kursanskis. See: M. Kursanskis, L'empire de Trébizonde et les
Tures au 13e siécle, Revie des éiudes byzantines, v. 46, 1988, p. 121, note 42
According to him Manuel ! Komnenos began mitting his own silver coinage
mamly with the intention to pay fribute to the Mongol khan, See idem, The
Coinage of the Grand Komnenos Manuel i, Archeion Ponteu, t. 35, 1979,
pp- 23-37.
* See J. 8. Langdon, Byzantium's initial encounter with the Chingissids: An
introduchian to Byzantino-Mongolica, Fiaror, vol. 29, 1998, p. 120, n. 140.
“ R, Sukurov, Velikié Komniny, p. 162; idem), Trapezundskajia imperija | Vostok
{The Empire of Trebizond and the Easl), in 8.P. Karpov, Istorife Trapezundviof
imperii (History of the Empire of Trehizond), Aletejja, S. Petersburg, 2007, p.
370 (in Russian).
 D.A.Korobe|nikev, Mivail VIif Palevlog v Rumshom sultanate (Michael VITI
Palaiologos in the Sultanate of Rum), Fizantiizkif vremennik, vel. 64 (89), ed. by
1.5. Citurov, Moscow, 2005, p- 87 {in Russian).
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titled “al-Muhtasar fi {tarth] al-duwal” {The Abridgement to the
History of the Dynastics), which is based upon the first part of the
Syriac Chronicle. The key source of the part concermning the history
of the Mongols was undoubicdly his Persian contemporary’s work
“The history of the World-Congqueror”, about which Bar Hebraeus
tells us himself*. The comparison of the corresponding passages of
Bar Hebraeus's and Guwayni’s works clearly shows that they were
speaking about Smbat Sparapct, whom GuwaynT confused with the
Armenian King,

Cruwaymni | Bar Hebraeus
a. “From ROm came sultin | b, “And from Rim [came] sultin
Rukn al-Dm and [came] the Sul- | Rukn al-Din, and from the Armenians the

tin of Takavor; from Cieorgia, | Gundstable, Taklir [let'um's brother

two Davids; from Aleppo, the | came, and from Georgia the senior and
brother of the lord of Aleppo..."™ | the junior Davids came, and from $3m
the brother of the Jord of Aleppo ..."™

a. “And yorligs were given | b,

“And he wrote varligs (yaralig)
to the sulting of Takavor and | and certificates for Takfiir and the lord of
Aleppo and to the envoys... ™ Aleppo al-Malik al-Nasir™.

Moreover, the Syrian historian’s use of the word gundstable
dispels all doubl about his reference. Judging by the authenticity of
information ca the Armenian Kingdom provided by Bar Hebracus
we bave weighty grounds to trust hirn, Furthermorc, we know that

* Bar Hebracus, Chroncgraphy, p. 473,
* See Guwaynt, Gahdn-Gusd, vol. 1, p. 205.
** thn al-'\b¥, Tarip muhtasar al-duwal, 2% ed. , ed. by Anthn Salibani al-
Yasli'T, Dar al-Ra‘id al-Lubn3ni, Beirut, 1994, p, 448,
44 (v;uwayni, Gahan-Gusa, vol. 1, p 212,
*T See The al-'Ihit, Muhtasar, p. 540, 3ee also Muhammad Qarwini's
comparative study. Seec Guwaynl, Gahin-Guid, vol, 3, pp. 484-445.
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he had been personally acquamnted with Armenian king Het'um
and, as he wrote in his “History of Dynastics”, had numerous
chances to taik with him®,

Surprisingly enough Smibat himself was cxtremely laconic in
his “Chronicle” while speaking about that visit”. A letter sent by
Smbat to the king of Cyprus Henry [ Lusignan (r. 1218-1253) dated
Feb. 7, [1247] when he was in Samarkand, on the way to Qara-
Qorum, contains much more useful information concerning his
mission’”. It means, as Cl. Mutafian estimated, Smbat reached
Qara-Qorum presumably at the end of 1247 (or at leasi at the
beginning of 1248)"". Therelore, he could not have atlended the
ceremony of Giyilk’s coronation, 1lowever, it should be noted that
in the opinian of the Mongol scholar 1D. Bayarsaykhan, he amved
at the Khan's court after the coronation ceremony, when the Papal
envay Plano Carpini and other delegations from Georgia, the
Sultanate of Rim, Alamit, Sirvan and Lir were still in Qara-
Qorum continuing negotiations with the Mongol authoritics . This

* Ihn al-1bri, Miktasar, p. 460, Although A, Galstyan was unaware of this

controversial expression in “The History of the World-Conqueror”, he knew

about Bar Hebraeus's report oo diplomatic visit of Smbat the Constable ftom the

Latin traoslation of his work, See A, Galstyan, Hay-monfolakan atajin

banake"ut’ yonnera (The First Amenian-Mongol Nepotiations), /1P, 1964, ke 1,

n. 103 The atticle was published also in English translation by R. Bedrossian.

Sec A. (G, Galstyan, The first Armena-Mongol Negotiations, drmenian Review,

v. 29, 1976, p. 35 *

“ Sen Smbatuy Sparapeti Taregirk’ (The Chronicle of Smbat Sparapet), ed. by

[Father Serovbhd Agolean, Venice, 1956, p. 228 and idem, Taregirk’, ed. and

annot. by Karapet Sahnazarean®, Paris, 1856, p. 124,

™ See Richard J., La lettre du Connétable Smbat et les rapports entre chrétiens

et Mongols au Milieu du XIII*™ siécle, in Armenian studies in memaoriom Haig

Berbérian, Lisbon. 1986, pp. 633-096,

' Mutafian, £ Arnenic du Levand, p. 135

™ D, Bayarsaikhan, The Mongofs and the Armenions (1220-1335), Bril,
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could well explain the historiographers” confusion’.

Thus, the expression “sultan of Tagavor™ seems to be a mis-
takc on the part of the Persian historian, corrceted shortly thersafter
by Bar Hebraeus in his “Abridgement to the History of the Dy-
nasties”. This assumption may be corroborated by Guwayni’s men-
tioning, among others guests arriving at Qara-Qorum, “the sultan of
Erzurum” (Sultan-¢ Arz-e Rom)™ — which had been conguered (in
1201) and included into the Seljuq Sultanate for a few decades (in
1230y, The hypothesis concerning Munucl I is similarly uncon-
vincing and completely based on assumptions. W. Rubruk’s
evidence that during Mongke khan’s reign the Emperor of Trebi-
zond was subject to thc Mangols and thus a tributary to them'’®, 1s
not sufficient to identify the emperor Manuel Komnepos with
“sultin-¢ Takavor” (furthermore, in the form of tdkavor and not

Leiden, 2011, p. 83 and idem, Submissions 1o the Mongo! Empire try the Arme-
nians, Mongelian & Tibetan Ouarterfy, v. 183, 2009, p. 8. Compare with the
cvidence of Kirakes Gamjakec'i, accoerding to whom Smbat returned from
Qara-Qorum with Rukn al-T3g, son of the sultan of lconium, Kay-Khusraw 11 (1.
1237-1246). See Kirakos Ganjakec'i, Patmut 'iwn Havoe', pp. 317-318.

 This expression of Guwayni, perhaps bewildered also another state historian of
the Maongal Llkhanate, Radid al-din {d. 1318). One of the key sources of his
“Gami® al-Towdriy"” was “Tarth-e Gahdn-Gusa™ where “sultan of Takavor”
was omitled from the list af the guests who were present at (iliylik’s coronation
cercrnony. See The Successors of Genghis khan, trans. from the DPersjan of
Rashid al-Din by J. A, Boyle, Columbia University Press, New York-London,
1971, pp. 181, 183-184 and Radid-ad-Din, Shornik letopisef (Compendium of
Chronicles), vol [I, per. JuP, Verxovskogo, Moscow-Leningrad, 1960, p. 118,
120 (in Russian).

" Guwaynd, Gakdn-Guia, vol, 1, p. 305,312,

5 See Bovle, The Histury of The World-Congueror, p. 250, note 10,

" PuteSestvija v vostolnye strany Flano Karpini i Rubruka {Travels of Plano
Carpini and Rubruck (o the Eastern Countries), Moscow, 1957, p. 89, 223, note
21, 22 (in Russian).

175



takfiir} mentioned by Guwayni' .

The next historical work that presents special interest for the
study of the title ¢ ‘agavor 13 Ibn BibT's (Ibn Bibt al-Munaggima, d.
1285) “Salgugnamah” or “Al-Awamir al-'ald’byya fi-l-umiir al-
ald’iyya”™ which deals with the Sefjuq rulers of Iconium during
the peniod of 1192-1280. Notably, the author wrote his work on the
instruction of the Guwayni whom he praiscd at the very beginning
of his book. In his work Ibn Bibi uscd the title sakfiir/ takwar not
only in respect to the Armenian king (c.g. Lewon [ - Lilun Tak-
far)” but also of the rulers of other Christian states neighboring the
Seljuq state, like, for instance the founder of the Empirc of Tre-
bizond Alexius I Grand Komnenos (r. 1204-1222)%.

7 See Bryers, The Grand Komnrenos, p. 260,
™ Ibn Bibi's chronology has reached us in two versions, one of which is a
complete and ihe other an abridgment (Muhtasar). Ter-Potosyan separated and
translated mto Armenian the pardy concernmg the Armemans (H. TEr-Polesean,
tiayastan Ibn Bibii hamemat (Armenia according to [bn Bibi), Handés Am-
sdreay, 1960, Ne 4-6, 10-12, 162-177, Ne 10-12, 482-492) from the German
wranslation of the brief version (W. H. Duda, Die Selischukengeschichre des fhn
BibT Munkspaard, Kopenhagen, 1939, We didn't have the complete versien of
the work at hand (Ibn-i BibY, Ef-Eviamirg -4 Twe fif-umbri't-413've, ed. by
A, 8, Erzi, Tiirk Tarih Kurutnu Basimevi, Ankara, 1936-1957) and only "Mufitg-
sar' was available for vs in Houtsma’s edition {Recucil de Textes Relatifs &
L'Histoire Des Seldjoucides par M. Th. Housma, vol. TV, Histoire des Seld-
joncidesd Asie Mineure d'aprés I'abrégé dn Seldjoucnameh d'Ibn BibT, E. .
Brill, Leide, 1902,
" For example, ibid , p. 40.
*“ Ivid., p. 54; Ter-Potosean, Havasian, pp. 162-163, n. 2. Anather application
of expression malik al-arman takfiir is found in the work “Musdmarar al-ahbdr
wa-musdyarat al-ahvar” (Conversation of reports and conformity of benefits) by
another historian of the Seljug sullanate al-Agsardy1 (d. between 1323-1327).
See Kerimuddin Mabwwad Aksarayi, Misdmerct Wl-ahbar, Mogollar zamanin-
da [lirkive selfeukbulorf rarihi, ed. and aonot. by O, Turan, Tirk Tarih Korumu,
Ankara, 1944, p. 311,
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The Armcnian monarch was also called takfier by the highest
authority among the Ilkhanid historians Rasid al-Din in his com-
peudium of chrenicles “Gami' al-tawdrih”. In his “Hisfory of
Franks” (Tarth-e afrang) the author wrate: "On account of the fact
that the inhabitants of this country are Christians, Muslim troops of
Egypt and Syria constantly attack the country of the Armenians.
Takfitr. who is the king of Lesser Armeniq, departs from the
country and leaves for the sea aboard a ship_..."®" In anotber part
of Rafid al-Din’s history called “Tarih-e¢ Ogdz ", which is the semi-
legendary namative of the life, conquests and descendants of Ogilz,
the ancestor of the Opiz tribes, the term takfir (tekdir, takflr-hin),
in all likelihood, is used several times to denote Armenian rulers of
Cilicia. Here is one of those references: “Then he separated vne
hundred men from each unit of thousand soldiers of his army und

sent them with his six sons to Takfir-hdn whom we nowadays call
Takfiir.

811 Pap‘azvan studied the historico-geographical information about Cilician
Armenia in this work of Ra¥id al-Din and translated the comesponding passage
into Armenian {H. P*ap"azyan, Ralid-&d-Dina Kilikyan Hayastani masin {Ra&id
al-Din on Cilician Armenia), HFJ, 1978, Ne 2, pp. 129-139). Papazyan used Karl
Jahn's edition of the work (K. Jahn, Dic Frankengeschichte des Rafid ad-Din,
Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademic der Wissenschafien, Wien, 1977, 5. 44,
45, Tafel 42, as well as Tarfh-e Afrang, Papdn wa-Oapisera, ed. by
Mchammad Rowdan, Mitdl Maktib, Tehran, 2005, vol. 1, pp. 41-42). Another
reference (0 the expression “talg@r ST worth of mention is found in Begum-
Hitin's {the wife of Qara-Qoyunln Gahan §ah) edict addressed to Catholicos
Hovhannes (John) of Ganjasar in 1462: “Since the ancienr timex und vccording
to the notes of the takfiir of 5%, the leadership and rule of uil the places of
Alvank belong to Catholicos Matteos”. See 0. Prap'azvan, Matenadarani
parskeren vaveragrera, { (Hrovariukner), Yerevan, 1956, p. 45, 248,

¥ K. Jahn, in his German translation of “Histery of the Oguzes” armived to the
same conclusion. See K, Jahn, Die Geschichte der Opuzen des Rafid ad-Din,
Wien, 1969, p. 31, n. 6, also pp. 32-34. Opposite to it, an Azerbaijani scholar R
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Amnother histerian of the Mongol Tlkhanate, Abi al-Qasim
‘Abd Allah Kagaot (or al-Qasant, d. 1337/1338) also uscs the term
takfiir (spells tagfiir a few times) to refer to the Armenian king of
Cilicia in his chronicle of Olgayta’s reign. He telis us about the
vicious murder of the young Armenian king Lewon 111 (r. 1306-
1307} and his uncle the regent Het'um (r. 1289-1307 with interrup-
tions) by a Mongol commander named Balargn (Balargi), who had
treacheously summoned them with a number of Armenian nebles
in their entourage 1o his encampment near Anawarza {Anazarbus/
"Ayn Zarba), He wnites: “As a winrer station of his mifitary forces
he [Biilargit] chase the land of Takfur, Sis and Ayas that are part of
Syrign and Egyptian tugir™. Then describing the scene of the
assassination, the Persian author states that when Takfur together
with his grandson the junior Takfur { “Takfur-e kahin” by which
Lewen I11 is evidently mceant) and their thirty servants were already
at the court, the Mongoel chief, feigning that he was going to pray,
“unsheathed his sharp sword and proclaiming takbtr (ie. “Aligh
akbar”- God is fthe] greatest) in a loud voice, cut off Takfir's
head by a single stroke. As soon as his (Béalargii's) servants heard
the proclamarion of takblr, they pur his (Het'um's) attendants to
death and the junior Takfar was killed too. "™

Historical works certainly are not the only source for stu-
dying the title ¢ ‘agaver/fakfur since data provided by numismatics

Shukjurova, albeit without any evidence or argument, insisted that implied ender
the term talfir “are evidently the Byzontine emperors”. See FazlaMax Ra3ld
ad-Din, Oguz-name, tr. by R.M. Sukjurovoj, Baku, Elm, 1987, p. 44 and also
Ra§id al-Dim, Farif-¢ omiz, ed, by Mohammad Row§an, Tehran, 2003, p. 27 and
also pp, 28-34.
% AlQa¥ani, Tarih-¢ Ulgaveiz, ed. by Mahin Hambli, Tehran, 2005, p. 77.
¥ Ihid., p. 80. See the detailed discussion of these events in: A, Stewart, The
Assassination of King Het'um II: The conversion of the Ilh@ns and the
Armenians, Jowraal of the Royal Astatic Society, vol. 15,1, 2005, pp. 45-61.
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are of no lesser intercst. We have already mentioned about Ar-
meno-Seljug bilingual coins and their influence on the spreading of
this title among the Secljugs. The thing is, that in the Mamluk terri-
tory the money of the necighboring countries — among them the
silver coins of Cilician Armenia — was in circulation together with
Mamluk silver dirhams, Thosc coins, that used to be called "7 ‘ag-
vorin” among Armenians, arc called rakfirivya (i.e. royal) in Ara-
bic historiography. 11 is remarkable that in the times ol silver shor-
tage in thc Middle East, silver coins continued to be the main
currency of the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia. The Mamluk autho-
nitics filled the gap of the lack of silver coins through the taxes and
tributes from the subjcet countries™. Thus, the Armenian f‘agvoring
appcared alse in the treasury of Bahri Mamtiks and were later
released into circulation due to large annual tributes paid by the
Armenian kingdom of Cilicia. “Silver was sifver, after all, regard-
fess of country of origin”', remarks W. Schultz in this respect™. In
Z. Bedoukian’s opinion, the Armenian kingdom probahly exploited
silver mines in the Taurus Mountains, but, unfortunately, we cannot
prove this by facts. However, he didn’t deny the idea that a great
part of silver reserves camc to Cilicia from the West in the form of
taxes and customs of the goods passing through its ports™".
Available numismatic material suggests that the Armenian
takfirriyya was circulated not only directly without any alteration,
but also after being restruck or overstruck with Mamluk inscrip-
tions. Moreover, the overstriking of #'agvorin coins was not always

** For ather explanations of the shortage of the Mamluk silver resources see: W.
Schuitz, The circulation of dithams in the Bahri pericd, in: The Mamluks in
Egyptian and Syrian politics and society, ed. by M. Winter and A. Levanoni,
Brili, Leiden-Boston, 2004, pp. 242-244,
* Inid., p. 241,
¥ p.Z. Bedoukian, Some Armenian coins overstruck Arabic, in: Armeniaca,
Saint Lazare, Venice, 1969, p. 147,
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done carefully and consistently. A number of overstruck coing with
still-legible Armenian inscriptions on one side prove it™. On these
Armenian coins, “highly inflated because of way tributes™, there
is also some data 1n Venctian sources of that period, The Ttalian
merchants called these Armenian silver coins “faccoling” in their
trade contracts”™, which is the distorted form of ¢'agvorin and the
equivalent to the Arabic takfiiriyya.

As far as wc know, the only case of usage of the term
takfarivya is by an Arab histonan Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir (d. 1292).
Speaking about the rcsults of the sultan’s military campaign to
Cilicia and about the annual tribute to be paid by the Armeman
Kingdom to the Mamluk sultanate, he cited the full text of the Ar-
menian-Mamluk treaty, including a passage that 15 of special
interest to us. “King Lewon, king Het'um’s son, undertakes io our
lord sultan al-Malik al-Mansiir...after signing this truce and up to
its expiration to pay each vear the tribute fixed for him, his subjects
and the country. And the annual tribute that is to be paid in ad-
vance in the first year, comprises 500.000 dirkams (payable) in sil-
ver takfliriyya-dahekans (al-talagam al-takfurivya), caiculated by
weight, the half of which comprises 250.000 dirhams, as well as

% p. Balog, The Coinage of the Mamluk Sultans of Egypt & Syria, New York
(The American Numismatic Society), 1964, pp. 146—47; Bedoukian, Some
Armenian eoins, p. 147, Notably, the #ogvorin coins were smaller in diameter
(see Schultz, The circulation of dirkams, p. 141), than the Mamluk dithams - a
fact that prevented full overstamping of the Armenian silver coins in the Mamluk
mint-houses, See E. Ners3sean, Kilikean hayastani arabergnov krknadrodmuac
dramoera (Cilician Armenian  coins  overstruck in  Arabic), Havkazean
hayagitakar kandés, Ne 20, Beirut, 2000, p. 161 (in Armenian).
* Characterization by Y. Nersesyan: See ibid., p. 155
* For the Venetian documents representing interest in respect of the Armenian
coinage see: A. Stahl, Ttalian sources for the Ceinage of Cilician Armenia,
Armenian Numismatic Jowrnal, vol. 15, 1989, pp. 59-66.
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fine horses und mudes..,. "™

This certainly underscores the importance of the Armenian
kings® title 7 ‘agavorftakfiir in international refations of the 13™-14"
centuries. After the [all of the kingdom and especially after the
death of the last Armenian king of Cilicia, Lewon V in France in
1393, and when the last hopes of restoring the kingdom with the
help of Western European countries vanished, the uile #‘agavor/
takfar ccased 1o be the main symbol of monarchical power and
statchood 1n the Armcnian cnvironment once and forever. From
then on the title of “The king of the Armenians” was included in
the aitulature of the kings of Cyprus by “hereditary right” and was

*' See Ibn Abd al-Zahir, Tasrif al-uyyém wa-l- usiir Jf sirat al-Malik al-Man-
sir, ed. by Murad Kamil, Cairo, 1961, pp. 98-99. The text of the treaty together
with 1ts French translation was first published by E-M, Quatremere (ffistoire
des Sultans Mamelouks de VEgypte, ecrite en arabe par Taki-Eldin-Ahmed
Makrizi, tome 2.1, Paris, 1845, 166-171, pp. 201-212), later by ¥. Langlois (Le
irésar des chartes & Arménie ou Carnulaire de lu chancellerie rovale dex Rou-
penides, Venise, 1863, pp. 217-231) and M. Canard {Le royaume d'Armchie-
Cilicie et les Mamelouks jusqu'au traite de 1285, Revee des Efudes Arméniennes,
M2 4, 1967, pp. 217-259}. The tesit of the truce was also translated into Armenian
by Bakuran (Dainagir andmej Lewon G Tagavori ev Egiptosi Mamluk ean
sult an Galauni, knk uac 1285 mayis 7in (Peace treaty herween king Leven 111
and the Mamiuk sultan of Egypt Galaun conciuded on the 7% of May, 1285),
Banaser, 1902, Ko 3, pp. 69-79) from Quarremete’s French translation. See the
English translation in: Seott R. J., Mamlik-Armenian relations during the Rahri
period to the fall of Six (1250-1375), McGill Univemsity, Montreal, 1931
{unpublished MA thesis), pp. 184-196 and P. M. Holt, Early Mamjuk Diplomacy
(1260-1290). Treaties of Baybars & Qaldwim with Christion Rulers, E. ), Brill,
1995, pp. 92-103 Thus, it should be added that up to now any Armenian eoin
overstuck in Arabic minted by Lewon LI has not hesn discovered. So, Nersésean
assumed that the Mamliiks probably melted down those coins with Armenian
inseriptions and minted their own dithams. There is 2 misprint in the pagination
of the article: it should be pp. 155-156.
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imprinted on the coms minted by them™. Afer the collapse of the
Kingdom of Cyprus the title passcd to the dukes of Savoy, then to
the kings of Piedmont and Italy”. However, the title f'aga-
vor/takfir still preserved its value in international pelitical and
diplamatic relations of the region for another century or two (14%-
15™ centuries). It continued to be atiributed to the Greek emperors
of Constantinople and Trebizond as well as to small byzantine
lords/gavernors in Asia Minor and Thrace®™.

Thus, summing up the main results and the cutcome of stu-
dving the issues included in this rcscarch, we should state the
specific importance of the title f'agavor/iakfir. It gives a clear
picturc of and understanding of the sublctics of the political-dip-
lomatic relations between the Christian and Muslim states of the
Eastern Mcditerranean region — particularly between the Armenian
Kingdom of Cilicia and the neighboring Muslim states.

% See Melik S. Dawit -Bak, Lusineank, Mxit‘arean tparan, Vienna, 1900, pp.
20-22; K.Y. Basmajean, Lewon E Lusinean. Verjin !'agavar Hayec', Paris,
1908, . 163; Ter-Petrossian, Xad “akirnera, vol. 2, p. 465.
% ¢l Moutafian, Le Royoume Armeénien de Cilicie, Xlle-XiVe siécle, UNRS
Cditions, Paris, 1993, . 90, see also ibid., L' Armenie du Levani, pp. 394-395;
Ter-Petrossian, Xac akirners, vol. 2, p. 465; R, Hewsen, Armenis Maritima:
the historical geography of Cilicia, in: drmenian Cilicia, ed. by R.G. Hov-
hanaisian and 5. Payaslian, Mazda Publishers, Costa Mesa, 2008, p. 43.
% See Savvides, On the origing, pp. 457461,
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CHAPTER 3

THE CALIPH OF THE
ARMENIANS



ARABIC SOURCES ON THE HISTORY OF THE
ARMENIAN CATHOLICOSATE OF HROMKLA

Throughout the cntirc Christian period of Armenian history
spirifual leaders had been in strong contact with lay authorities.
Besides canng for the spintual and religious needs and the Chris-
tian education of the Armenian people, the Church had a very
imporiant role to play in the sustenance of the national identity and
cultural outlook. The role of the Church was even more conspi-
cuous in the ahsence of statehood, when it had to ensure the con-
solidation, social and economic structures and political interests of
the Armenian world.

By force of historical circumstances, seats of Armenian ca-
tholicod, like Armenian political centers (1.e. camtals), had often
been moved from one place to another. Up to the collapse of the
Bagratid state {1045) residences of the Armenian catholicoi were
located in the territory of Greater Arnmenia (Vatarfapat, Dvin,
ARt'amar, Argina, Ani). Aficr the fall of the Kingdom, the Arme-
oian catholicoi were compelled to give preference, while choosing
a place for a religious center, to provinces close to Cilicia and
Northern Syria, Cappadocia and Euphratensis. As a result of disp-
lacements and immigration, increasing the increasing Armenian
population had created there small but gradually strengthened and
expanding principalities that could ensure favorable conditions for
the spiritual authorities’ regular activities. Thus already in 1066
Catholtcos Grigor {Gregory) II Vkayaser (Martyrophile, 1066-
1105) moved his residence to the forress of Camndav in the
Cappadocian domains of Gagik-Abas II of Kars'. Presumably in

' Ormanean M., Azgapatum: Heav ullap af vekelec vov anc'k'era skizbén
mind v mer orera yarakic' azpavin paraganerov pamieac (Hislery of the [Ar-
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1105, following the invitation of another Armcnian prince Got
Vasil {Vasil the Robber), Gregory II transferred the catholicossal
see 1o Sulr — to Karmir Vank® (Red Monastery) of the Black Moun-
tain, near K'esun”. His successor Catholicos Barsel {Basil) of Ani
(1105-1113) after a desperate altempt to establish the throne of St.
Gregory the [lluminator in Ani was soon compelled to find refuge
“among the mountains called Suir.’”” In 1116, Catholicos Gregory

menian] Nation: Passages of the Armenian Orthodox Church from the beginning
to our times natrated in the context of the national circumtances), vol. 1,
Canstantinople, 1912, columns 1277-1278 {in Armenian).

* According to Michael the Syrian “Gol Basil (Vasii), Basi! Tla and the wife of
Gol Basil. who was the wet nurse of Basil Tla and not his mother. seitled in
Keskum (K ‘esun), Raban and mount Zubar. He had o guardian named Kurtig -
a cruel man who hated the Syrians. He exerted pressure on the wife of Gol Basit
and usurped the Red Monustery (Karmir Vank') located near Keshum whick
belonged to our Syrian nation for generations. Expelling the Syrian clergymen,
she gave that manastery with five other monasieries of Bet Kenaya situated on
mouni Zubar with mimerous manks there to Catholicos Grigoris (Grigor) and
the Artmenian monks.” See: Chronique de Michel e Syrien, patriarche jacobite
d'Antioche (1166-1199), ed. et trad. en frangais par J.-B. Chabot, t. 3, Emest
Leroux, Paris, 1905, p. 199; also The Syriac Chronicie of Michael! Rake (The
Great): A Universal history from the Creation, eng. trans. and introduction by
Mathi Moosa {hercinafter - The Syriac Chronicle), Beth Antioch Press, 2014, p.
628. Cf. Bar Hebraeus, The Chronagraphy of Gregory Abia'l-Faraj, The son of
Aaron, The Hebrew Physician, The first part of his Political History of the
World, vol. 1, trans. Ernest A, Wallis Budge, Oxford University Press, London,
1932, reprinted by Gorgias Press, 2003, p. 246. See also Ka¥dan A. P., Armyarne
v sostave gospodrofuldeyo klassa Vizanrivskof fmperti (The Armenians in the
ruling elite of the Byzantine Empire), Yerevan, 1975, p. 17 (in Russian) and
Didéyan G., Les drméniens entre Grecs, musulmans ef croisés: étude sur les
Fouvoirs arméniens dans le Froche-Orient méditerranden (1068..1130), v. 2: De
I'Euphrate au Nil: Le réseau diasporique, Lishonne, 2003, pp. 1067-1069.

* Nersesi Snarhalwoy Bank ¢ apaw (Versified words) Venice, 1830, p. 550 {in
Armenian).
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HI Pahfavuni (1113-1166) chose as the site of the catholicosate the
castle of Covk’ in Tuk’ province (until 1150). In 1150, the same
Gregory 11 moved his seat to Hromkla {(“Roman Castle™ or “Greek
Castle™), which became the constant residence of Armenian pat-
riarchs for about a century and a half untit it was captured by
Mamluks in 1292, Describing the wandermgs of the Armenian
patriarchs Vardan Arewele't (Vardan the Easierner) wrotc in his
“Ilistorical Compilation™ “Ar that time the Armenian See wan-
dered to numerous places and afier moving to Karmiv Vank™ and to
Sy, and to Covk’', it stopped in the castle named Hromkla after a
Greek hieromonk who settfed there...." It was a residence of ten
patriarchs: Gregory 111 Pahlavuni, Nerses IV of Kla or Nerscs
Snorhali (the Gracious - 1166-1173), Gregory TV Tia {1173-1193),
Gregory V K'aravez (1193-1194), Gregory VI Apirat (1194-1203),
John VT of Sis {1203-1221), Constantine I of Baryrberd (1221-
1267), Jacob T of Kla {1268-1286), Constantine IT of Katuk (1286~
1289) and Stephen 1V of Hiomkla (1290-1293).

Hiomkla {meationed in Armenian sources as Hromklay,
Hotomklay, also Hfom-K'ar, Klayn Hroméakan, Klayn Hofoma-
kan, Romeliosi klay or simply Klay, in Latin Ranculat, Qal‘at al-
Rim in Arabic, Qal'dh Romaiitd or Hesna de Romaye in Syriac
sources, Rumkale in Turkish)’ was an impregnabie fortress on the
right bank of the Euphrates, at its confleence with the Merziman
{or Marzuban) river. The fortress, situated on a cliff-top, washed on

* Howak ‘umn patmutean Vardanay Vardaperi (Historical compilation of Vardan
Vardapet), ed. by L. Aligan, Venice, 1862, pp. 127-128 (in Armenian).

5 The 14-15" century German traveler Johannes Schiltberger called the fortress
Lirumlzla, See: Reisen des Johannes Schiltbherger aus Miinchen in Europa, Asia
tnd Afrika vor J394 bis 1427, Hrsg. Karl Friedrich Neumann, Minchen, 1859,
5. 74, as well as: The bondage and travels of Jvhann Schiltberger, o native of
Bavaria, in Evrope, Asia, and Africa, 1396-1427, 1. and ed. by K. F. Neumanp
and |. B_ Telfer, Hakluyt Society, London, 1879, p. 22,
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three sides by the waters of the Euphrates and the Merziman. It was
surrounded by walls with towcred gates®.

Speaking about (hat fortress the medieval historians always
stressed that it was invincible. The Armenian chroniclers always
qualified the residence of the Armenian pontiffs with the epythets

f On the geopraphical Iocation and wopography of e fortress see: Inditean L.,
ASxarhagrat twa ¢'oric” masane' asxarhi, vol. |, part 1 (Asia) (The Geography
of the Four Parts of the World: Asia), Venice, 1806, pp. 339-141{in Ammenian);
Alidan K., Snorkali ew paragay iwr (Shnorhali and his times), St Lazarus,
Venice, 1873, pp. 226-232 (in Armeqian); Rey E.. Les colonies frangues de
Syric aux XI™ et XII™ stécles, Paris, 1883, p. 318-320; | Gulamiryanc” A,
Kilikia, P'orj ofxarhagrut'ean ardi Kilikioy (Cilicia: Geographical essay on
modern Cilicia), 31 Petersburg, 1894, pp. 372-178; Kyuleseryan B., Covk'-
Thik'-firom-Klay. Patmakan ew felagrokan usumnasivutivn  (Covk ~Thek -
fifam-Klay. A historical and topographical studv), Vienna, 1904, pp. 61-36;
Lawrence T. E., Oriental Assembly, Williams and Nortgate, Londen, 1947, pp.
28-37; Hellenkemper M., Burgen der Krevznitterzest fr der Grafichaft Edessa
und im Kinigreich Kieinurmenien (Geographica Historica), Band |1, Rudolf
Habelt Verlag, Bonn, 1976, S. 51-61; Sinclair T. A., Eastern Turkey: an
Arokitectural and dArehacelogical Survey, vol, TV, Pindar Press, Londen, 1990,
pp. 166-172;, Honigmann E~| Beswerth €. E.], Rim Kalesi, Encyelopaedia of
{slam {(New Edition, hereinatter EI°), vol. § (NED-SAMS, E. I. Brill, Leiden,
1995, pp. 606-607. Raphael K., Musiim Fortresses in the Levant: Between
Crusaders and Mongols, Routledge, London & New York, 2001, pp. 185-193, as
well as Ho Nalbandyan, Arabakan aliwurners Hayastani ev harevan erkrneri
masin: Yakur al-Hamawi, Abul-Fida, 1bn Shaddud, Yerevan, 1965, pp. 191-192
(in Armendan); The Clfician Kingdom of Armenia, vd. by Bease T. 8. R.,
Scottish Academic Press, Edinburgh & London, 1978, pp. 166-167; Stewast A,
Qal'at al-Riam/Hromgla’Rumkale and the Mamluk Siege of 6%1 All/1292 CE,
w Muslim Military Architecture in Greater Syria, ed. by H. Kennedy, Brill,
Leiden, 2606, pp. 273-275; Mutafian CL, L'drménie du Levam (Xle-XIVe
siecle), Les Belles [eres, Paris, 2012, pp. 604-606.
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“unassailable™, “impregnable”™®, “strongly built™®, “forbidding™'’,

“unconquerahle™’ and “invincible”'?, The “forbiddingness” of the
castle was emphasized also by Arab and Persian historians and
geographers. For instance, Yaqht al-Hamawi {d. 1229) in his geo-
graphic dictionary “Mu'gam al-bulddn” wrote: “Hromkla {Qal at
al-Rilm) is a strong fortress on the western side of the Euphrates —
just in front of al-Bira, between it and Samosata (Sumaysa;)"”. The
same authar in his other dictionary of geographical homophones
repeated: “Hiomkla is situated on the Euphrates, near al-Bira and
Samosata, and is very impregnable {hasina g"fddan).””

Abu al-Fida’ (d. 1331) in his “Tagwim ol-buldan” characte-
rized the fortress as follows: “Hfomkla has suburbs, orchards and
fruits (fruit trees) as well as a river named Marzuban that flows
down the cliff under the walls of Hiomkla into the Euphrates. The
Fuphrates passes at the foot of the castle. 1t is forbidding, one of
the strongest among fortresses. It was scized from Armenians by

" See, for instance, Hayeren jefugresi hi¥atakaranner (Colophones of Armenian
manuscripts, hereinafter “HIH™), X111 ¢, ed. by AS. Mal'evosvan, Yerevan,
1984, p. 175, 284, 676, 68K, 731 (in Armeman); Girk” T ac’ (The Book of
Letters), Tiflis, 1901, p. 530 (in Armenian}; Nerses Snorhali, Bank & apaw, p.
224.
" See, for instance, HJH, X1 c., p. 190, 250; Novsep'yance® G., Yifatakarank'
Jeragrac’ (Colophones of the Manuscripts), Antelias, 1951, column 428 {in
Armenian).
? See for instance ibid, p. 240, as well as HJH, Xl c., p. 272,
e See, for instance, FJH, X1 c., p. 242,
' Nerses Snarhali, Bunk ¢ apaw, p. 225.
1 Patmut'iwn aghangin Sivafun arareal Step'annosi Ovbelean ark yepiskoposi
Siwneac' (llistory of the Province of Sisakan}, ed. and annor. by K.V,
sahnazareanc*, vol. 2, Pans, 1859, p. 140 {in Armenian),
" Yaqae al-liamawl, Me Gam al-buldan, vol. 4, Dar $adir, Beirut, 1977, p. 390.
“ Yaqut al-Hamawt, Kitgh al-Mustarik wad'an wa-muftarig sag av, *Alam al-
Kutub, Beirut, 1986, p. 357,
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sultan al-Malik al-Agraf, son of al-Mangiir Qalawtn, God bless
him. It is in the southwestern side of the Euphrates, west of al-Bira,
at the distance of about one marhala (one day’s journcy - G.D.),
cast of Samosata, south of Edessa (al-Ruha), but all of them are
near it.™’

The fifteenth-century Persian historian Hifiz Abru almost
fully repeated Abil al-Fida': “Iifomkla has many orchards and fruit
trees. It is situated to the east of Sumaysat (Samosat) at the bank of
thc Eupharates. The river known as Marzubdn (lows down the
hillside and falls into the Fupharates. The Euphrates flows at the
foot of the rock, on the eastern side of the fortress. It is a well-
knowmn stronghold and they say that capturing it is very hard. It is
located in Syria (belad-e 53m),”"®

Additional information on the fortress lecation and distance
from nearby towns is provided by al-Qalgasandi (d. 1418) writing
in particular: “In the past it was called Qal'at al-Rim. It is a
fortress of the military district {(gund)'’ of Qinpasrin (Qinnasrin) at
the southwestern bank of the Euphrates. it is northeast of Aleppo,
at a distance of about five marhala, and west of al-Bira, at a

' AbD al-Fid%’, Tagwim ol-buiddn (Géographie d'Aboulféda, cd. M. Reinaud et
W. Mac Guckin de Slane, Pans, 1840, p. 269,
" Gografiya-ye Wifez-e Abri, vol. 1, ed. by $ideq Sajgadi, Tehran, 1997,
p. 369.
" After the Islamic conguests the military districts that provided truops for
regularly held campaigns were called “gund”. Syria, for msiance, was initially
devided into four “funds™ — Jardan, Damascus, Palestine and Hims. Later under
the Abbasids the fifth gund - the military disirict of (innassin was added. On the
Qinnesnin fund see: Elisseeff N., Kinnasrin, £, vol. V (KHE-MAHI), E. J.
Brill, Leiden, 1986, pp. 124-125; A. Ter-Levoadyan (largmarut’yun bnagric',
neracul’yun} (ir. from original. Introduction), Arabakan afbyurner 3 (Otar
atbvurners Havastani ev haveri masin, hater F6) {Arabic sources 3, Foreign
sources about Armenia and Armenians, vol. 16), Yerevan, 2005, pp. 314-315 (in
Armenian).
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distance of onc marhala. The LFuphrates passes by its side. It is
situated in the fourth igfim (district). According o some astro-
logists (ashab al-azyag) it is located at the longitude of 62720 and
latimade 36750, It is a firm and impregnable fortress with suburbs
and orchards. A Over named Marzuban that 13 flowing nte the
Euphrates passes ncurby "

Another valuable description of the fortress 15 contained in
the congratufatory letter (hasiara or buira) sent by the viceroy of
Damascus (#d’ib al-seltana) emir ‘Alan al-Din al-3ugga‘i, who
played a decisive role in capturing Hromkla in 292 to the supreme
judge of Damascus (gad? al-gudat — the judge of the judges), which
will be discussed below. The letter has survived in the works of
Mamluk historians al-Gazari, al-Nuwayri, Ibn al-Dawadai and a
XI-X1V century anonymous chrontcler, as well as Ibn-al Furat:
"It is g fortress on the flat plane on top of a rock with steep grades.
The passerby may put his foot here only upon passing those rocks.
You could hardly see it (literally: “the heart comes 1o vour throat
until you can see it”), as an ambush in the middle of the rocks, kills
remaining in disguise, controifing the environment, heing hidden.
Sky-scraping mountaing cover it with their hair and the clouds
seem to have thrown their veils on it .. The Euphrates passes along
its eastern side as a sword stuck into the shoulder of an avenger
(talib al-ta'r), and another river winds from the west making a wall
around it. There is a rock towering over its top, which closes the
view almost fully, and the glance gets lost imagining i1s cape, and
the right way leading to his castle carnet be found without a hint.
This is how it lvcks both from rhe east and west, and even the
sunlight or moonlight do not penetrate {through the castle walls]
whether at dawn or twilight. It is surrounded with gorges and tren-

" See: al-Qalgadandi, Subk al-4'53, vol 4, al-Matba'a al-Amiriyya, Cairo,
1915, p. L19.
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ches (hanadig), where the half-moon is known only by description,
and the sun is scen only by half its size. "’

Another Mamluk dignitary and historian, Baybars al-Mans@irr
{d. 1323), who was an eycwitress to the seizure of Hromkla, wrote
i his “Zubdat al-fikra™ “That year (691 A H.} the sultan hcaded
trom Aleppo to Hiemkla, which was one of the strongest fortresses,
onc of the mightiest by its altitude and forbiddingness. It might be
reached only through the rocky roads, difficult (o pass, full of
obstacles. Because of ruggedness of its roads and the difficulty
presented by them the horseman could reach it only on foot. And
the river Euphrutes flows beneath leaving no space for siege.”™"

Beferc passing to the discossion of information in  medieval
Arabic historiography about the Armenian catholicoi of 1Ifomkla
we would like to make a briet digression into the early history of

' Zetterstéen K. V., Belirdpe zur Geschichte der Mamigkensulone in den
Jahren 690-74} der Higra nach arabischen Handschrifien (hereinafier will be
conditionally referred to a8 af-Ma 'alfif al-maghil, i.e. ¥ Anonymous author™), E.
1. Brill, 1919, p. 14. Cf. al-Nuwayr§, Nihdvar al-arab ff funiin al-adeb, vol, 31,
Dar al-Kutub al-'Timiyya, Beirut, 2004, p. 148, 1bn al-Furat, Tarih ol-duwwval
wo--mut@l, vol. 8, ed. by Qustantin Zuravq wa-Nagl3 ‘1zz al-Din, al-Matba'a al-
Amirkaniyya, Beirut, 1939, p. 140; al-Gazarl, Hawadif al-zaman wea-anbd whu
wir-waiayat al-akabir wa-al-a 'yan min abnd’ihi, ed. by “Umar "Abd al-Salam
Tadmurl, vol. 1, al-Maktaba al- asriyya, Bein, 1998, pp. 106-107; Ibn al-Da-
waddrl, Kan ul-chiror wa-gami' af-gurar, vol, 8, ed. by Ulnh [{irman, Caira,
1971, pp. 229-230.

* See also: Baybars al-MansDyT, Zubdar alfilra fi tarih al-higra, ed. by Dunaid
Ritdardz, Beirut, 1998, p. 288. Cf. idem, al-Tudfa al-mufikivva 7 of-dawle af-
turkiyya, ed. by "Ahd al-Hamid $3lih [amdin, al-Dar al-Misrivyz al-Lub-
nzmyya, Cairo, 1987, pp. 130-131. Baybars al-Mangiri’s narrative almost fully
repeats that of al-Kumbi {1363). Theugh only 2 sma)l part of his veluminous
chromele " 'Uyiin al-zerwdrih” is published the photocopy of the manuscript
2922422 of the Topkapi Palace Collection of lstanbul was available to us, See:
al-Kutubl, ‘Upidn af-Tawdarik (4 2922, vol. 22,1 27.

131



the fortress and the circumsiances of its tuming into the residence
of Armenian painarchs.

There (s no exact information about the foundation of
Hriomkla. It is often identificd with the fortress Urema or Uremna
mentioned in ancicnt sources®'. Still there are some data relating to
its owners untll becoming the residence of catholicol. Dunng the
Byzantinc domination Hfomkla was most probably an important
fortress guarding one of the fords of the Euphrates and controlling
the road down its right bank®. In the first half of the 12™ century, it
constituted a part of the holdings of Go/ Vasi/ and later of his
adoptive son Vasil Tla™. In 1116 the fortress was captured from
Vasil Tla by the count of Edessa Baldwin de Bourg and was inclu-
ded, until the middle of the 12% century, into that Crusader state”®,

% See: Cahwn CL., La Syrie du Nord & 'épogune des Croisades et la principauté
Sranque d'dnnoche, Geuthner, Pars, 1940, p. 122; Nalbandyan, drabakan
albyurnera, p. 191; Mutafian, L'drménie, p. 604; Honigmann E.-[Boswarth C.
E.], Riim Kal'esi, p. 606,
2 Stewart, Cal'ar al-Ram, p. 271,
?* See Taregirk” Smbara Sparaperi (The Chronicle of Smbat Sparapet), Paris,
1859, p. ¢L. Cf. ibid,, 1956, p. 135; Semudl Anec'i ev Sarunakolner: Zamana-
kaerutiwn (Samuel Anec’t and his continuators: Chronicle), ed. by K. Mate-
vosyan, Yerevan, p. 204 (in Armenian); Bar Hebraeus, Chrorography, p. 246:
According to Michael The Symian, 1lfomkla was under the control of Kurtig, the
abavementioned subordinate of Got Vasil. See; Michel le Syrien, Chronigue,
tome [, p. 199, as well as Michael Rabo, The Syriac Chronicie, p. 628,
¥ gee Matt'eos Uthayec'i, Zamanakagrut iwn (Matthew of Urha, Chronicle),
grabar bnagira M, Melik'-Adamyani v N. Ter-Mik'avelyani, afxarabar t'arg-
manut'yuna H, Bart"ikyani, Yerevan, 1991, pp. 406-407 (continuation of Grigor
Yeree') {in Armemian). See also the evidence by the Anonymous Edessan
chronicler about the siege of Pir by Nur al-Dm in 1144 where Hiomkla i
mentioned. Ananun Yedesac'i, Zamanakagruf 7wn (Chronicle), tarpmanut yun
baagric”, afajaban ew canot’agrut’ yynner {translated ¥rom the onginal, foreword
and commeniaries by L. Ter-Petrosyan),Y erevan, 1982, p. 95{n Armenian).
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In 1150 (he county of FEdessa agonizing long bcfore finally el
under the blows of Niir al-Din Zanki, Count Joslin Il was taken
prisoner to Aleppo where he died a few years later. According to
William of Tyre, in conformity with the agreement with the count’s
wife Beatrice, all fortresses remaining under the Christians’ control
(Turbessel — Tall Basir, Hamtab — Ayntab, Ravendel — Rawandan,
Ranculat — Hromkla, Qal 'at al-Riim, Bile — al-Bira or Fir, Samo-
satum — Samosata, Sumaysat) surrendered 10 the Byzantine empe-
ror Manuel (r. 1143.1180)*. Nevertheless, not a year had passed
when all possessions in Buphratensis except Hromkla were con-
quered by the unilied forces ol allied Muslim state entitics — the
Zengids of Aleppo, the Sultanate of Iconivm, and the Artuqids. An
cyewitness to these events histonian Ibn al-Azraq al-Fangi (d. after
1168) wrote: “"Fafhr al-Din Qara Arsian took Hisn Mansir and
Babali from the possessions of Joscelin’s son (Ibn Giislin), seizing
also the citadel of Gargar’® from the Armenians and Sultan Qilig

5 See: Recueil des historiens des croisades {hereinalter RHC), Historifens occi-
dertaux, Tome 1.1, Academie des msenptions et belles-lettres, Pans, 1844, p.
786, as well as William of Tyre, A hisiory of deeds done beyand the seq, vol. 2,
tr. and annot, by Emily Abwater Babcock and A. C. Krey, Columbia University
Press, New York, 1943, p. 209,

M An Armenisn prince named Vasil was cstablished in the fortress of Karker (in
Arm. sources Karkad). He was the brother of Armenian catholicos Grigor 101
Pahlavuni, According to Gnigor Yere¢', the Artuqad amir Fahr al-Din Qard Ars-
Ian agreed to spare his life, and the lives of his family and the soldiers in retarn
for sumendering the fortress. Moreover, “he took prince Vasil with him 1o his
countey with great glory and gave an estate as if to his befoved brother”. Sce
Matt*eas Uthayec'i, Zamanakagrut'iwn, pp. 438439, See also Michel e
Syrien, Chroniyue, tome 111, p. 295, as well as Michael Rabo, The Syriac Chro-
nicle, p. 633 According to Smbat, prince Vasil with the assistance of 400
soldiers of Joscelin tried to deliver bread to the papulation of Karkar but “X1i&-
Aslan (sic., should be Kara Aslan), the lord of Haayir’, attacking him arrested
everybody.” See, Smbat, Taregirk®, 1956, p. 167).
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Arsian took Mar a§ and Kaysiom and its environs. Thereafter not a
single place remained in the hands aof Joscelin’s son, other than
Qal 'ar ai-Riom, which if al-Sa td Husam al-Din had lived he would
have taken it too”.*" The thirteenth-century chromicler Vardan
Arevelc't wrote in respect of those events that [rom the Greck
hieromonk (**hofom abela™) “the fortress was taken by the Tajiks
(1.e. Turks} and from them — by Vasil, the Armenian prince, and
from the latter — by Franks., During the bunt the prince (i.e.
Joscelin) was deceittully betrayed into the hands of the Tajiks, who
took him 1o Aleppo, where he dicd.”®® Beatrice, the wife of the
captured couni, continued Vardan, decided to bequeath Hromikla
{rather to give on ¢custody) to the Armenian catholicos on condition
of retumning it Lo her son whencver he recovered his lost power
“since he was not confident, that he could live among the
foreigners because the Turk took heold of all surrounding
provinces.™” While in one of the Armenian redactions of Michael
the Syrian’s “Chronography” we read: “Only Hromkla was lefi,
where his wife along with daughters dwelled and by God'’s
providence she gave it over to Ter Grigor, Catholicos of Avmenians
and it became their eternal seat.”™® This is how Catholicos Grigor

" Ibn al-Azraq al-Farlql, Tarth Mayydafarigin wo-Amid (C. Hillenbrand, The
history of the Jaziva 1100-115) The contribution of fon al-dzrag al-Farigi. vol.
L, p- 255, vol. 2, p. 57). Misinterpreting this information by Ibn al-Azrag, Claude
Cahen wrote that Hiomkla was also captured by [lusim al-Din Fimurtas. See CL
Cahen, Le Divar Bakr av temps des premiers Urtukides, Jowmnal Asiarigue, 1ome
CCXXVI, Paris, 1935, p. 254, n. 1, aithough he corrected that mistake in
another work. CF. idem, La Syrve, p. 386
* vardan, Hawak ‘unm patmutean, p. 128,
" Tbid.
* See: Zomanukagrut'iwn tearn Mixay@li Asorwoe’ Patriark i (The Chronicle
of Michael, Patriarch of the Syrians), Jerusalem, 1871, pp. 423424 (m Arme-
nian). The edition continues and adds: “And the catholicos came and was there
until the son of Joscelin arrived, and had him agree to seftle for money and had
124

with his relatives and the whole clan and attendants and all the
property of the Holy See’’ maved to Hiomkla, which being located
out of the borders of Cilician Armenia became the Sce of the
Armentan Patriarchs, a peculiar enclave surrounded by Muslim
territories. The geographer Yaqit al-HamawT paid allention 1o that
fact: “This castle is amid the Muslim countries and the only one
remaining in the hands of Armenians, while all other lands have

him depart from there because he himself did not believe he could hold it amid
the Turks...”. Sez: Teurn Mixuyeli Patriark i Asorwec Zamanakagrut 'iwn [ The
Chronicle of Father Michael, Patniarch of the Syrians), Jerusalem, 1870, pp. 429-
430 {in Armenian). On yielding the fortress in exchange for money, see also
Yardan, Howak wmn patmutean, p. 128 (in ortginal “ind s yelov”); Step‘annos
OrbElean, Sisakan, vol 2, p 193 (in original “ganjagin arareal”), Smbat,
Faregirk’, 1956, p_ 169 {“far 15 thousand dahekun against renvuncing the rights
provided by Joscelin’s will in respect of the foriress” Cf. Der Nersessian 8., The
Kinpdom of Cilician Armwenia, in: A History of the Crusadey (hereinafter - 11C),
vol 1l: The Later Crusades 1189-1311, gen. ed. K. M. Setton, The University of
Wisconsin Press, 1969, p. 642, Interestingly, the Syriac original of Michael the
Sytian represents the submission of the lortress quite differently: “Joscefin had
uppoinied o Qul'a Romaytd an Armenian named Michael Learning abour
Joseelin's death the latter demanded from his wife and son, who was yet in Tel
Bashir, to tell Grigar, the Armenian catholices who was then in Covi’, ie. Pok'r
Lig, ta come to Qal'a Romayid o kix felp. But the catholicos acted treache-
rausly towards him. He conight bim, subjected fo torinves, ook away everything
he had ond expelled him. Catholicos Grigor established himself in Qal'a
Romaptd himself”. See: Michel le Syrien, Chronigue, tome [11, p. 297, as well as
Michael Rabo, The Syriac Chronicle, p. 686. This narrative of the Syrian Pat-
riarch is reiterated almest verbatim by Bar Hebrasus. See: Bar Hebraeus,
Chrenography, . 277, Meanwhile Dulawricr correctly observed thal this *tale™is
a reflection of ¢oncealed hatred of the Syriuns and Jocobites towards the
Armenians, the proofs of which are numerous in Synan history. See: RHC:
Documents arméniens, tome |, Academie des inscriptions et belles-lettres,
Faris, 1869, p. 154,

* Sce: Hovsep'yanc', Yisatakaronk', columm 425,
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been occupied long ago. The reason for this is first of all its
uselessness, hecause it vields no profit at all, and secendly the
circumstance of its being the residence of their patriarchs (rabb al-
milla), who are wsually exempt like the monasteries and churches
are set free in the countries of Islam. "™

Trying to cxplain the reason of the Muslims™ mdifference and
toferance towards thc Armenian catholicosate, A. Stewart supposed
that “pethaps the catholicos was nol identified as a threat fo the
Zengids or Ayyubids; perhaps Qal’at al-Rim was no lenger so
strategically significant, with the increased importance of the cast-
west route crassingthe Euphraics at al-Bira”™ [n Sinclair’s opinion
that “exiraordinary circumstance ... scems to be explicable anly by
the distance of Rum Kale from the most {requented roads and
tracks and by its formidable defences."™ However, this situation
changed with time, Under the conditions of strengthening and
cooperation of the Armenian kingdom with the Moengols, the
capture of the patriarchal sce was a matler on the Mamluk sul-
tanate’s agenda. In the congratulatory letter of emir “Alam al-Din
al-Sugpa'i we read: “For the frontier line of fortifications the
mentioned fortress was the same as a bone stuck in the throat
anxlior a [sudden] moral decline, or thirst suffocating the breast,
and/or the impending cclipsc of the full moon, when somebody is
plolting against you but pretends being weak and [obedient], when
he is disguising his treason and displays apologics. His people have
[always] hoped on deceiving the neighbors and military alliance
with the Tatars.”*

Y yaqat, Mu Fam, vol. 4, p. 390.
¥ Stewart, (af 'at al-Rim, p. 270.
¥ Sinclair, Eastern Turkey, vol. 4, p. 215,
¥ See: al-Mu'allif al-maghil, p. 14 Cf. al-Nuwayri, Niidya, vol. 31, p. 147;
Tbn al-Furdt, ak-Duwal, vol. 8, pp. 139-140; al-Gazarl, Hawadit, vol. 1, p. 106;
Lbn al-Dawddart, Kanz, vol. 3, p. 229,
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The author of the colophon of “Vark' srboc'™ (“Lives of the
Saints”) written in Skevra, upsct about the instable state and the
wanderings of the catholicossal scat, states: “Adfter the kingdom of
the Bagratid dynasty collapsed and owr nation dispersed to serve
as staves to alien nations, the Patriarchy also left its homeland and
the Arvmenian cities, and there was no one to inherit the native
throne of the House of T'orgom, but being orphaned of their heri-
tage the patriarchs wandered in different places under the rule of
lawless {smaelite people. "® Nerses Snorhali in his encyclical letter
addrcssed to all Ammcnians, writes about the wandenings of the
[lluminator’s throne and Hfomkla’s 1solation from the major parts
of thc Armenian people with deep sorrow: “Our nation hasn't got a
rayal and populous city, where we could sit on the chair of the
Patriarchs and the Christian doctrine and tcach our people the
comntandments of Ged in accordance with the first patriarchs and
vardapets. And we arc now like gazelles fleeing from hunters and
hourds to reside in thesc caves.”™’

The modern scholarly opinions on the reasons for cstab-
lishing the Catholicosate in Hfomkla, outside the country, vary, In
A. Bozoyan's opimion, the Armenian clergy pursuing “‘all-Arme-
nian” political goals and trying 1o preserve its autonomy from civil
authoritics and from merging with the state, prefened to stay in a
foreym enviromment “wnder the protection of the Hromkla castle
subject to Muslim states *** According to Cl. Mutafian, the answer
to the question of establishing the Catholicosate in isolated Hromk-

*% See: Hovsep®yanc', Yifarakarank', column 551
* Andhanrckan 'k’ . Nersisi Snorkabwoy {Encyclical Letters of St. Nerses
Shnorhall), Jerusalem, 1871, pp. 6-7 (in Armenian).
¥ See. Bozeyan A., Bvuzandiavi arewelvon k'aloh chamut vune ew Kilikpan
Havastana XIT dari 30-70-ckan t'vakannerin (The Byzantine Eastern Policy and
Cilician Anmenia in the *30-%70s of the 12* century), Yerevan, 1988, p. 17 (in
Armenian).
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la instead of Armenitan Cilicia is clear: “The spiritual authorities had
no desirc 10 depend on the sccular rulers, consequently they
preferted to conserve their autonomy as much as possible. So, its
location within the Muslim and Frank covironment was the most
secure way to achieve that objective.”™ Contrary to both opinions
acceptable for uws, G. Harut'yunyan thinks that transfemng the
Patnarchal chair to Hromkla was the imitiative of the Rubenids. Ac-
cording to hum, thus they were solving the problem of liberating the
Armenian Church from the influence of the Patriarchate of Cons-
lantinople on the one hand, and “establishing direct and effective
control” over it on the other hand. “Even though Hiomkia was out of
the administrative borders of Cilician Armeniu, - continues G. Ha-
nit 'yunyan, - it was not a condition sufficient for the Armenian cat-
halicosate to be able to maintain independent policy. "™

Owing to the llfomkla catholicei, the Armenian Church
entered into the field of inter-Church relations and received wide
recognition. The catholicosate established active contacts with the
Roman, Byzantine and Syrian churches®'. Within a very short term,
the Catholicosate became a real center of Armenian culture and

® Mutatian, La Cllicie au carrefour des empires, 1. L, Les Belles Lettres, Pais,
1984, p, 380,
¥ Harut'yunyan G, Ditoduc'yunner Kilikiayum havkakan  petakanutyan
afajac'man hare'i urj (Observations on the wsue of emergence of the Armenian
statehood in Cilicia), in. Hawoe™ pagmur van hare'er (Issees of the Armenian
history), val. 6, Yerevan, 2003, p. 242 {in Armenian),
' Active pegotiations with the Pawiarchy of Constatinople on ecclesiastic-
dogmatical issues and church union were held especially in the “60-5 of the 12
century during the reign of Emperor Manuel See Bezovan, Byuzandiayi
arewelvan k'alak 'akanut ‘yuna, pp. 218-252. To discuss the Armenian-Byzanting
church union and seme dogmatic-liturgical issues a larec council was convened
here in 1178 with the participation of high-ranking clerics from Cilicia, Greater
Armenia, as well as the Catholicos of Alwank’ and Patriarch of Syrans. See:
Nerses Snorhali, Sndbanrakan mir'k, pp. 198-199,
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science where the brightcst Armcnian minds of the time were edu-
cated and taught*’. The Armcnian Patriarchate was especially fa-
mous for its school of miniaturc painting {represented by Kirakos,
Vardan, Hovhannecs, T oros Roslin, et al.) that gave a new breath
and impctus to the deveclopment of medieval Armenian book art
and cnhanced the opening of new centers of miniatute painting.
Numerous cxceptional books were copied and illustrated in
Hromkla®.

During one and a half centurtes of the Armenian Patriarcha-
te’s activity in the fortress the catholicol undertook alse large-scale
building works. Grigor IIT Pahlavuni fortificd Hromkla’s walls and
built two magnificent churches of St. Gregory Illuminator and the

™ According to Bar Tlebraeus, a famous Syrian physician named Simeon,
appointed by llkhan Ililegii (1256-1265) as head of the court physicians, also
came fram Ilfomkla. [1e was rather influential and well reputed at the Ilkhanid
court. See Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 437, Simeon was executed in 1289
by llkhan Arghun {1284-1291} after being accused of participating in the
conspiracy against him. “Of the Taziks (1dzikan, Le. "non-Mongols "} rurdered
were emir AN Tomagadd, Flusdm al-Din Qazwind, Tmad al-Dim Munaggim
{astrologer), Sam'n famous by name Rim Qal'a and a Christian Bahd' ai-
Dawlg Abi al-Karam". See RaSid al-Din, Gami' ai-tawdrih, vol. 2, ed. by
Bahman Karimi, Eqbal, Tehran, 1960, p. 818, as well as Rafid-ad-Din, Shornik
feropisej (Compendium of Chronicles), tom 111, perevod s persidskoge AK.
Arendsa, Moscow-Leningrad, 1946, p. 121 (in Russian}. There is a separate
study on “Simeon of Hiomkla™. Sce Takahashi 1., Simeon of Qal’a Rumaits,
Patriarch Philoxenus Nemrod and Bar 'Bbrove, Hugaye: Jownal of Syriac
Studies, vol. 4, 2001, pp. 45-91,

% For the miniature school of Hfombkla and the tradition of Cilician miniature see
in detail: Yeremyan A., Manrankaric” T ores Rostin (Miniaturist Toros Reslin),
Fjmiacin, 1955, vol. 2, pp. 22-31; Azaryan L., Kifikyan manrankarc'ut v
XI-Xi5 darerum (Cilician Miniature painting of the 12-13% centuries), Yerevan,
1864 [especially pp. #R8-106); Der Nersessinn S., Miniature Painting in the
Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia from the Twelfth to the Fourteenth Cenlury,
Dumharton Oaks Studies, Washmgton D.C., 1593 (especially pp. 1-35).
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Holy Virgin. Later, by their side the St. Savior’s church was built.
“In a short span of time Hromkla thrived, became more glorious, -
g0 wrote Kyulcscryan, adding, - and the churches of the Catho-
licosate whether due to the new liturgy of Snorhali, or the buildings
of Grigor Tfa became really significant and famous.”™™ As we
know, by order of John V of Sis, the precious jewelry and omale
dishcs of the Scc were sold and all revenue was spent on the castle
fortification works**. The Mamluk historian Badr al-Din al-"Aynoi
(d. 1453) wrotc in his * 7gd al-guman . “In the past it (i.c. Hfomk-
la) had only threce monastery-fortresses (gif@" al-gawami’) stuck
into the rocks but then Armenians fortified it by walls.”™®

Evidence to the intemational fame of thc Hromkla Catho-
licosate is its mention in the romance “Parzival” by Wolfram von
Eschenbach (d. circa 1220): ... when he had reached the gate he
found the pedlar, whose booth was by no mecans cmpty. So much
lay for sale inside it that I'd be a happy man to have such rich
possessions! Gawan dismounted in front of him. He had never scen
such rich wares as it befell him to sce there. The booth was of
samitc, squarc, high and wide. What lay for sale within? 1t its value
were to be malched in money, even the Banxch ol Baldac (e
Baghdad) could not pay for what lay withip there, nor the
Katholikos of Ranculat (i.e. Catholicos of Hiomkla)."™"’

As we sce, von Eschenbach compared the Armenian Catho-

¥ Kyuleseryan B., Covk'-Tluk -Hrom-Kiay, p. 68.
* See Smbat, Taregirk', 1859, p 115, Ormanscun M., Azgapatum, vol. |,
columing 1561-1562.
* Sce al-'Avynl, Jgd al-guman fi tarith ahl al-zomdn, vol. 3, ed. by Muhammad
Muhammad Ammin, a]-Hay'a al-Misriyya al- &mma Li-1-kagb, Caire, 1950, p. 121.
** See Wolfram's von Eschenbach Parzival und Titurel, herausgegeben ven Karl
Bartsch, Theil 1, F. A. Brockhaus, Leipag, 1870, S, 248; as weill Wolfram von
Eschenbach, Purzival and Titref, trans, with notes by Cyril Edwards, Oxford
Utuversity Press, 2006, p. 237,
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licos with the Caliph of Bagdad. This comparison of the German
knightly-poet 1s a convenient departure point for passing 1o the
main part of this study, since in medicval Arabic historiography the
Armenian catholicoi were frequently bestowed the title “Caliph™.
Caliph {Arab. halifa - vicegerenl, vicar or deputy) was the
head of the Muslim wmma {community), its spiritual and secular
leader. The institution of “caliph” appearcd after the death of
Prophet Muhammad (Rasi? Aligh —the Prophet of the God) for the
purpose of defining the legal and conceptual essence of the power
of his successors (firstly as haiifar rasil Allah - “the vicegerent of
the Prophet of Allah”, then as hafifar AllGh - “the vicegerent of
Allah™). With the gradual weakening and splitting of the Caliphatc
over the course of time and also in parallel with the emergence of
new and more influential Mushm states (Buids, Sekjuqs) the title’s
perception changed. The functions and powers once reserved
exclusively for the caliphs were little by little restricted in favor of
the new institution — “sultan”. As a result, being deprived of the
attributes of the civic or secular power the caliph sustajined the
position of merely spiritual leader (imam) of the faithful Muslims
and the right 1o govem the religious affairs*®. The sack of Baghdad

* On historical evolution of the institution of “caliph™ and its correlation with
that of *sultan” see in detail: Bartel'd V,V., Xalif i sultan {Caliph and Sultan),
in: Sodipenifa, tom VI (Raboty po istori islama i Arabskoge Xalifata) {Works,
vol. VI) (Snudies on the history of Islam and the Arab Caliphate), Nauka, Mos-
cow, 1966, pp. 15-78 (in Russian); Gusejnov R.A, Sultan i xalift Iz istorii
spuzereniteta I vassaliteta na BliZznem Vostoke XI-XIE vekax (Om the history of
suzerainty and vassalage in the Near Fast in XI-XIT cc.), vol. 19 (82}, 1969, pp.
127-138 {in Russian}; and the articles on these two titles in the Encyclopacdia of
Istam. See Sourdel D., Lambton A., de Jong F., Holt P., Khalifa in: £7, vol. 4,
L. 1 Brill, Leiden, 1997, pp. 937-953 and Kramers J-{Bosworth C. E.],
Schumann O, Kane (3, Sulizn in: EF, vol. 9 (SAN-SZE), E. J. Brill, Leiden,
1997, pp. 849-854.
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by the Mongols in 1258 marked the collapse of the Abbasid calip-
hate. Nevertheless, not much later {in 1260) the Mamluk sultan al-
Zihir Baybars (1260-1277), with the intention of giving more
legilimacy te bis own power, selemnly proclaimed a representative
of the Abbasud dynasty named al-Mustansiv a caliph, and after the
death of the lalter — another contender named al-Ilakim. By taking
that step, the sultan actually restored the lost caliphate, which sur-
vived, though as an mstitution of merely symbolic and ritual-ce-
remonial nature, unni the conquest of Egypt and destruction of the
Mamluk sultanate by Ottoman Turks (1517)%.

Thus, it is clear that by naming the Armenian spirtual leader
a ‘vicar’ the Arabs implied the fact of his being the “vicar of God”
like their Caliph was the “vicar of Allah™. Indeed, as Yaqul wrote:
“There (in Hronikla) is the seat of the Armenian baprik (1.¢. Pat-
riarch) - the Vicar of Christ {halifat al-Muasih) for them, whom the
Armenians name “katdgikiss.”>® There is another simple explana-

¥ For the Abbasid caliphate in Caire sez Ayalan D., Studies on the Transfer of
The *Abbisid Caliphate from Bagdid o Cairo, Arahica, vol. 7.1, 1960, pp. 41-
59, Holt P. M., Some Ohservations on the "Ahbasid Caliphate of Cairo, BSOAS,
vol. 47.3, 1984, pp. S01-507; Heidemann 5.. Das Aleppiner Kalifar ¢A. D,
1261); Vom Ende des Kalifates in Bagdad tiber Aleppo tu den Resataurationen
in Kairo, E. 1. Brill, Leiden, 1994; and 1he latter’s review on Amitai-Preiss R.,
The Fall and Rise of the 'Abbasid Caliphate, Journafl of the American Oriental
Svcietv, Vol 116, No. 3, pp. 487-494,

“ Yaqat, Mu gam, vol. 4. p. 390. CF. Tbn "Abd al-Haqq al-Bagdads, Mardsid
al-itrila’ ‘ala asma' al-amking wa-f-biga’. vol. 3, [Jar al-gil, Beirut, 1992, p.
1118, It is worth quoting for comparison the testimonial piven by the same
Yagit to the Pope of Rome: “There (in Rome) resides the Pope (qi-hdhd) whom
the Franks ebev. He occupies the siams of imdm among them. Thase wha
contrucdict kim arc considered rebels and guilty and are punished by exile,
ustrucism or death. e is the one who prohibifts them 1o have relavios with
women, even fo wash, eat and drink and no one can oppase him. 7 See Yagit,
Mu gaem, vol. 3, p. 1T [t should be nuted that thongh there are singular cases in
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tion in the work of Ibn Wisil (1298} “Mufarrig al-kuriib™: “The
lctter of the Armenian catholicos (with a scribal error - kagilis in
the originaly, Lord of Hiomkla, whao is the same for Armenians as
the caliph for us, reached the suttan.”' While speaking about the
residence of the catholicos, a fourteenth-century Mamluk historian
al-" Umari (d. 1349} could not control his intolerance towards
Christian Armenians: “It is known under the name of Hromkla.
There was the 1esidence (maskan) of the Armenian caliph and the
refuge of the Devil {or idol) of infidelity (tagut of-kuf+).”>* In al-
‘Ayni’s “lgd al-guman’ we read: “Tts Armenian name is Hrom
Klayn, explained in Arabic as Qaf'al al-Rum. This forircss was the
seat of the Armenian Kingdom (kurst mamdakar al-armar), where
sat their caliph whose name is Kiagtkis, ™

The cases of naming the Armenian catholicos “Caliph” arc
not rare also in medieval Persian sources including those created in
the cuttural environment of the Seljug Sultanale of lconium. Spe-
cifically we mean a unique source recently eniered inlo circulation,
which will be discussed in more detail considening ils exclusive
importance for Armenology. The author of that work — Burkan al-
Din al-Andwr (i.e. of Ani, born circa 1142 in the city of Ani and
died after 1222) was in the service of Savf al-Dmnt Baktarair (1185-

Arabic historivgraphy where the Pupe of Rome is called baltfa (haftfat al-frang,
e, “the caliph of Franks ), see for instance Abd al-Fida', Kitdh al-Muhtasar ff
ahbar al-hatar, vol, 4, al-Matha'a ai-1lusayniyya al-Mistivyva, Cairo, 1907, p.
39; Ibn Wagil, Mufurrig al-kurab fi abbar bant Ayvib, vol. 4, ed. by Gamil al-
Din al—gayy;il, Cairp, 1957, p. 248; Ibn al-Furdt, a/-Drowal, vol. 7, ed. by
Qustantin Zurayq, al-Matha'a al-Amirkaniyya, Beirut, 1942, p. 33,
* See Ibn Wasil, Mufarrig, vol. 2, p. 320. Cf. 1bn al-Furat, 7ar al-duwal, vol.
4.1, ed_ by 1jasan Muhammad al-Sammé’, Basra, 1967, p. 216.
" See ANUMAN, Kidh al-Ta'vif bi-mustalob al-farff, od. by Muhammad
lusayn Sams al-Din, Dar al-Kutub al-'Tlanyya, Beirut, 1988, pp. 232-233,
AL AynT, fgd, vol 3, p. 121
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1193} of the $ah-i Arman dynasty of Ahtat, then moved to Rim
where he presented his poem “Aniks al-qulah"” (“Hearts' com-
parion” on the occasion of ‘Izz al-Din Kaykd'iis I's {1211-1220)
cnthronement. Thus, winning the trust of the Seljug sultan, he was
appointed a gadr (judge) of Malatya. “Anis al-qulith” belongs to
the genre of the so called “prophetic stories” {gisas al-anbiyd ).
After the account of Jesus's life, the author tells about the Chris-
tians of his time dedicating the most cxtensive passage to Arme-
mians among whom he was born and raised (and even probably
spoke Armenian). That passage is a real sample of anli-armentan
theological polemic representing a distorted history of Armenian
conversion and St. Gregory the Hlurninator {(named Tiyatis by the
author). The single manuscript of Burhan al-Iin’s work kept at Lhe
Suleymaniye Library of Istanbul is yei unpublished. Until lately it
has attracted the attention of one or iwo scholars and the vnly
passage related to Armenians was recently translated and brought
into circulation by Andrew Peacock™. As we already mentioned
the reason of the detailed discussion of Burhan al-Din’s poem is the
mention of Hromkla and the Armenian catholicosoi residing there.
According to Burhin al-I)in, after the death of Tiyatfis the “kings of
the world” began competing for getting his bone-relics and stealing
them from one another.

“When the body reached the barder of Rum, they hid i,

But at this time what 1 know is where it is, a right hand
remains of it.

There is a castle on the borders of Syna which is called the

* See A, Peacock, An interfaith polemic of Medieval Anatolia; Qadi Burhan al-

Dn al-Anaw? on the Armenians and their heresies, in: fslam and Chrivtianity in

Medieval Aratofia, ed. by ACS Peacock, Brune De Nicola and Sara Nur

Yildiz, Ashpate, 2015, pp. 233-26!. [ would like to express my deepest gratitude

to pref. Peacock for kindly providing the photocopy of Manuscript 2984 of the

Suleymanive Library. '
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castle of Hurram [Hurram-qal 'a) )

There is an arrogant and presumptuous priest (Aa$i§) there
who 18 the balifa in the Armenian mallat (miflat-f Arman?), he keeps
that hand next to himself, from which he gains a great status.

Armecnians in both ecast and west arc all subordinate to this
hand.

They come to him from all over the world, in scarch of reve-
rence and honour

For in every country he appoints a deputy to be the leader
{rakbar) there

Good and evil (had u-nik), unbelief (kwfr), and whar is licit
and illicit (haldl u-haram) they know completely from him™®.”

Summarizing the above we see that the most wide-spread
namings or titles of the Armenian patriarchs in Muslim historio-
graphy of the 127.16% centuries were batrik al-arman (patriarch of
the Armenians)’’ spelt also as hatrik al-arman’; distorted traslite-

¥ Text has Hrmkgal'a. Peacock has taken it literally and translated as the “castle
of Felicity™. Sce Peacock. An interfaith polemic, p. 242 Whereas, in our opinion
the Musliry author simply tried to transliterate the Armenian word [Fomkia and
the reason of Persian had’- instead of Armmenian sound *h' may be just a seribal
error (4aB » i el o jal
* See Burhin ab-Din al-Anawl, Anb ol-gulah, Siileymaniye Kitiiphanesi,
Ayasofya 2984, fol. 257a. See the full ranslation of the passage in Peacock, Ar
interfaith polemic, p. 260. “The right hand of the [lluminator” will be reverled
Ielow on other oceasions.
" See [or instance Yaqot, Mu'gam, vol. 4, p. 390; al-Nuwayrf, Nihaya, vol. 31,
n. 144; Baybars al-Manydr], Zubdo, p. 289; al-Kutubl, "Uyin al-Towarth (4
2922), vol. 22, fol. 27; 1bn " Abd al-Haqy, Marasid. vol. 3, p. 1118; al-Maqrizf,
Kitdh al-Mugafid al-kablr, ed. by Muhzmmad Ya‘aldwi, vel. 3. Dar al-Garb al-
[slami, 1991, p. 797,
" See Ibn al-Furat, al-Duwal, vol. 8, p. 137, 142; 1bn Haldin, 4/ ‘har wa-
divin al-mubtada’ wa-{-fabar T tarih al- ' Arab wa--Barbar, vol. 5, ed. by Halil
Zihada wa-Suhayl Zakkar, Dar al-Fikr, Beimt, 2000, p. 464, al-Maqriel, Kitah
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rations of the Armentan word “kat’olikos” (as karagikas, kitagikis,
kagtkiis kagilas, kindgilis)”; sakib Qal'at ai-Rim (Lord of
Hromk{a)®, and finally palifat ai-arman (caliph of the Armenians
or vicegerent of the Armenians). Each of these titles was frequently
uscd alongside another title. As regards the title *“Armenian vicar”,
there is a unique case in Arabic historiography when instead of
hafifa an altemative form mustehlaf with the same meaning “vi-
car”, “vicegerent” or “heir” was used. The tern mustahial af-ar-
man was applied by Imad ol-Din al-Isfahdni, the royal scribe
(katib) of Nir al-Din, in his work “Al-Burq al-Sami” (“The Syrian
Lightning™). It 1s worth noting that this is the first mention of the
Armenian catholicosate of Hiomkla in the medieval Arabic histo-

riography®'. However, the passage in question has come to us indi-

al-sulitk li-ma rifot duwal ad-muliik, val. 1.3, ed. by Muhammad Mustafd Zivada,
Matba'at al-talif wa-I-tarfama wa-l-nair, Clairo, pp. 778-779, Ibm Wasil,
Mufarrig, vol. 2, p. 320,
¥ See 'lmad al-Din al-Isfakant, Kiah of-Forh al-qusst i alfath al-Qudst
('imid ed-din el-kitb el-isfahdnl, Conquete de la Syie ed de La Palestine par
Salih ed-din, publié par le comle Carlo de Landbeerg, F. I Brill, Leide, 1888),
p. 262; AbR al-Fidd, al-Muhtasar, vol. 4, p. 27; Ibn al-Wardi, Tatimmat al-
Multasar fi ahbdr al-bafar, Dar al-kutub al- 1lmiyya, Betrut, 1996, p. 237; al-
Mu'allif al-maghal, p. 15, 17; 1bn ﬁadd:‘u:l, al-Newadir al-seltanivve wa-I-
mahdsin al-Yasufiyva, cd. by Gamal al-1in Sayyil, Cairo, 1994, p. 191; Aba
8ama, Kitah al-Raowdatayn ff akbar al-dawlatavs, vol. 3, ed. by Ibrihim Sams
al-Dian, Dar al-Kuwb al-"ilmiyya, Beirul, 2002, p. 77
“ ‘Imad al-Din, al-Fath, p. 216, 262, Ibn Wasil, Mifarrig, vol. 2,p. 320,
! We have discussed this information of Imad al-Din (al-Bundari} in a report
dedicated to prince Mleh. The report was published in a volume, corntaining the
proceedings of the conference. See Danlelvan G., Mlzh ixani gorcuneut’ yuna
XI-XV1 daren arab paunagirneri gnahatmamb (The activity of prince Mleh in
the the Armbic historiography of the 12%-15" centuries), in: {fayastans ew
arabakan asxarha, Poatmut vun ew ardi xndivner (Armenia and the Arab world.
History and modern isyues), Yerevan, 2014, pp. $9-91 (m Armenian).
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rectly since the full text of the original has not reached us. Part of
that work has survived in the abridgement of the thirteenth-century
suthor al-Bundar titled “Sowa al-barg af-Samt” (The Radiance of
the Syrian Lightning) as well as in partial quotations by the next-
generation historians®. The said information refers to controversies
arising in 1173 in connection with the succession of patriarch and
the role of Armenian prince Mleh (1170-1175) and Nir al-PAn
{1146-1174) in sctling that dispute. The thing is that Armenian
catholicos Nerses TV the Gracious (Snorbali} had proclaimed his
¢ldest nephew Grigor THa as his successor, but “the son of his elder
brother was not near the deathbed of his uncle and the son of the
yvounger brother took his rming and proclaimed himsetf a Catho-
licos.™ Having learnt about it Grigor Tla protested thal decision
and appealed for the recovery of his infiinged rights 1o his son-in-
law Armenian prince Mleh who was then participating in the
campaign against the sultan of Iconium Qilig Arslan. Mleh n his
turn applied to Nar al-Din. Finally, upon the latter’s interference
Grigor Apirat was dethroned from the patriarchal throne of
Hromkla and Grigor Tia was consecrated a catholicos. The same
cvents are described in one of the Armenian redactions of Michael
the Synan’s “Chronngraphy™ as follows: “dnd he went and ap-
pealed to his son-in-law, prince Mleh: and Mlek took him 1o Nora-
din (Nizr al-Din) and by his assistance he entered Hromkla and sat
nu the patriarchal chair of his paternal uncle under the rame of
Grigor. A

* Only the second and fifth parts of the work have survived. Their manuscripts
are kept at the Bodleian Eibrary in Oxford. See Richards B., 'Emad-al-Din
Kateb, in: Encyclopaedia framica, vol. VIII, Fasc. 4, pp. 380

® Qg Mixuyel Asori, Zamaﬂakagru.‘ wa, IRTL, p. ATZ.

* Ibid.. p. 472 and idem, 1870, pp. 471-472. Cf. Michel ke Syrien, Lhronigue,
tome I11, pp. 353-354, as well as Michael Rabo, The Siriae Chronicle, p. 704,
See also Vardan, Hewak'umn puteriitean, p. 129 (“and the son of his hrother
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There iz a scholarly opimon in Armenology shared also by L,
Ter-Petrossian that these events had been described primarily by
Syriac sources and Armenian authors just based on them®. Mean-
while, there arc several Arabic sources containing interesting
information about these cvents. As we mentioned, the first of them
was Imad ai-Dim whose cvidence with partial “corrections” was
reiterated by scveral historians of the succeeding generations.
Listing the leaders in Niir al-Din’s service, that participated in the
campaign against the sultan of Iconium Qilig Arslan, ‘fmad al-Din
wrote: “Then came the year [5]69 AIL (1173/1174) and Nir al-
Din had already captured Mor'as, Buhans (sic, should be Bahas-
nd), Arbtf (7} and Kaysiin (Kaysaim) fortresses and the Armenian
ruler (mutamaliik ai-arman) Malth [ilbn Lawian was in hiy service,
having pluced himself under his protection. Entered his service
also Dayad’™ al-Din Mas “4d ibn Qifgaq... that were honored even
greater awards (sarrahafum bi-l-"atd’ al-agzal). Then he revealed
that he was to campaign to Hromkla, which is at the Euphrates,
and the Armenian vicar (mustablaf al-arman) received him with in-
nocence (bi-l-bard’a), and he (Nir af-Din) took frve thousand

Grigor took the veil with the assistance of Noradin™).

“ L. Ter-Petrossian, Xoc 'okirners ev hayers (The Crusaders and the Arme-
nians), vol. I Patma-k'alak agitakan hetazonmyun (Higtorico-political study),
Yerevan, 2007, pp. 496497, Besides the Amenian redactions of Michael the
Syrian the role of atabek in the enthronement of Grigor Tia is mentioned also in
“Pannut’yun sthoc” hare'n meroe™™ (see id., pp. 521-522) published by L. Ter-
Petrossian, as well as in two or three small chropicles, such as a continuation af
the work of Samuel of Ant, written by Step'annos Orbelean. See: Manr Zama-
rakagrurvunner XilE-XVIH{ ce., (Small chronicles, hereinafter - MZ), ed. by
V. A. Hakobyan, Yercvan, 1951, p. 35; Samudl Anec'i ev $arunakolner, Zama-
nakagrut'iwn, p. 23; as well ag it the work of the 17Y cent. chronicler Davit® of
Bahig (See MZ, val. 2, 1956, p. 342). Cf. Bozoyan, Byuzandiayi arewelyan
Kalak chkanut yuna, pp. 119-120 (ref. 3) and Ter-Petrossian, Xaf akirnera, vol.
2,pp. 152-153 (ref. 17}
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dinars as gizya (poll tax) and a pledge of subordination, and retur-
ned to Aleppo, having succeeded in everything.™™

Abi Sima {d. 1267) and Tbn Katir (d. 1373) render this infor-
mation of ‘Imad al-Din al-Katib somewhat differently. Both of
them quote the amount of jizya received as fifty and not five thou-
sand®’. The wrong numeral might be a either a scribal error or an
inlentional exaggeration on behalf of the later Arab historians.
Another Arab historian of the 13" century Tzz al-Din Ibn Saddad
(d. 1285) (not to be confused with Salah al-Din’s biographer Baha’
al-Din lbn Saddad, d. 1234) probably misunderstanding the
cvidence of his predecessors provided a distorted explanation of the
obiectivc of NUr al-Din’s campaign against Hromkla. Writing spc-
cifically: *... after that no cgne campaigned to the Gorges (fam
yudrib) until 569 [A. H.]. That year sultan al-Malik al- "Adil Nor al-
Din campaigned to the Gorges and besieged the Armenian land fer
scizing it from them but its lord {(of the Armenians) donatcd fifty
thousand dinars, which Niar al-Din accepted with satisfaction,
granting him amnesty.”*® The last Arabic source mentioning the

" See ‘Imid al-Din, Sana af-barg wf-Samf (thtisar al-Bundari), ed. by Fathiyya
al-NabrawT, Cairo, 1979, p. 71. The editor of the work has erroneously identified
mustaklal af-orman with the Dantshmend emir of Sebastia (Sivas) Da al-Nin.
See ibid., ref. 11,

8 Moreaver, instead of mustablaf al-arman Abi 53ma uses musiahlaf al-ard
(Arab. “land™, "country’). See AblQ 8ama, Kitdh al-Rawdatayn, vol. 2, p. 176:
Cf. idem, 'Uyiin al-Rawdatayn, ed. by Ahmad at-Baysimt, Man3arat wizirat al-
taqifa, Dimadq, 1991, vol. 1, p. 333. See alsc Ibn Katir, A/-fiddya wa-l-nihayva,
vol. 16, ed. by "Abd Allsh ibn ‘Abd al-Mubsin al-Turki, Dar Hagar, 1998, pp.
471-472. Cf. Ekisseeff N., Nir ad-Din, Un grand prince musulman de Syriz au
temps des croisades (31 1-09H./1 118-1174), tome 11, Institut Francais de Damas,
1967, pp. 691-692 and Ter-Lewondyan ¥.A., Kifilyan flavastana ew Merjavor
Arewelk'i arabakan erkrners (Cilician Armenia and the Arab countrics of the
Near East in { 145-1226), “Gitut'yun™, Yerevan, 1994, p. 68,

%3 Gog ‘[72 al-Din ibn Saddad, 4/-4 fag at-hariva T dikr wmara’ al-Sant wa-I-
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“campaign” against Hromkla is Badr al-Din al-"Ayni. He refers as
a source of his information 10 an unknown abridgement of 4ba af-
Fida s Muhtasar, tilled al-Hada'ig wa-I-"uyiin. Specifically al-
Ayni wrote: “Sultan Nar al-Din al-Sabid® headed toward it in 569
[A.H.] and the Armenian caliph received him with a tax of 500
thousand (sic!} dirhams as gizya, then [Nur al-Din] returned to
Aleppo.”™

Thus, though the Arab historians do not give names, their
reports are enough to state thai the installation of Grigor Tix on the
catholicossal throne took place owing to the intercession of prince
Mleh and interference of Nor al-Din.

Grigor Tla ovcupied the catholicossal throne for two decades.
During the peried ot his patriarchy the negotiations on the Ar-
menian-Byzantine ccclesiastical union that started in the days of
Nerses of Klay continued. Being himsell a proponent of such
umon, in 1178 hc convencd 2 large ecclesiastical council at
Higmkla, Besides ruling the religious affairs and establishing inter-
church relations, Grigor Tfa displayed the abilities of an apt and
skilful polilician.

The second menlion of the Hiomkla catholicosate in Arabic
historiography is in conjuclion with the letters of the Armenian
cathohcos sent 1o the Ayyubid sultan of Egypt Saldh al-Din back in
1190, However, before passing to that correspondence we necd to
briefly turn back (o the complicated political situation existing in
the Near East in the ‘80s-*90s of the 12% century. After the death of
Nar al-Din in 1174, the founder of the Ayyubid dynasty Salgh al-
Din, who was already the actual ruler of Egypt since 1171, received
full freedom of action. Proclaiming himself a sultan Saldh al-Din

Gastra, vol. 1.2, ed. by Yahya Zakariya ' Abbara, Dimaiq, 1991, p. 337,
* Sahid means “a martyr” fallen in the name of Islam,
M Sec al- Aynl, fyd, vol. 3, p. 121,
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shortly established his rule over Damascus, Hami and other citics
of Syria except Aleppo. Continuing his victorious campaigns in
1180-1186, Salah al-Din conquered Aleppo, Gazira and Mosul,
becoming the strongest force in the region and an indisputable
standard-bearer in the fight against the Crusaders. Hfomkla as well
as a number of other regions also happencd to be in the zone of
Saldh al-Din’s contral. In 1187 the averstrained relations between
the Sultan and Franks ended with the crashing defeat of the Cru-
saders by the Muslim troops at the battle of Hittin. Caprured at
Hittin was the king of Jerusalemn Guy de Lusignan, a few months
later Jerusalcmn was compelled to surrender to Saldh al-Dmn’",

The fall of ferusalem was a heavy blow o the Franks. The-
refore, the king of France Philip II Augusts (1180-1223), king of
England Richard | the Lionheart (1189-1199) and the emperor of
the FHloly Roman Empire Frederick I Barbarossa (1155-1190) re-
solved to improve the catastrophic situation by organizing the
Third Crusadc {1189-1192). Two of the three initialors of the
crusade, Philip IT and Richard I, left for the Holy land by see and
landing in Palestine besieged Acre. Meanwhile, Frederick 1 decided
to lead the rest of the Crusader troops to Jerusalem by land roads,
However, he died on the way and the troops reached Acre under his
son’s command .

Considering the unpredictability of the Crusaders’ face-off
with Salah al-Din, prince Levon 11 of Cilician Armenia preferred
keeping neutrality and indemnifying his country againsl possible
retaliation of the Muslim riler. Sv abstaining from any personal
contacts with the German emperor and the latter’s persuasions o

" For the fall of the Jerusalem kingdom se¢: Balwdin M. W, The dechne and
fall of Jerusalem, 1174-118Y, in: HC, vel. |, The First Hundred Vears, pp.
590-625.
" For the crusades of Frederick Barburossa see: Edgar N, Johnsan, The Cru-
satles of Frederick Barbarossa and Henry V. in: HC, val. 11, pp. 87-122.
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participate in the Crusadc, the Armenian prince siill had 1o provide
food and shelter to the Frank soldicrs exhausted by the long pass
and famine™. Correspondence exchanged with the erperor in this
respect was maintained by Grigor Tla instcad of Levon but in coor-
dination with him. The Catholicos advised that he was impaticntly
waiting for the emperor’'s arrival in Sis’* Salah al-Din’s bio-
grapher, Baha' al-Din ibn Saddad described further relations of
Levon with the Crusaders as follows: “When Ihn Lifan heard about
their musfortunes and the famine, decath, fear and diseases that
struck them because of the death of their king he did not find it
expedient to join their ranks as he did ot know how would the
things go, besides they were Franks, and he — an Armenian and he
fortified positions in several of his invincible fortresses.™”"

The next step undertaken by the Armenian catholicos was
writing another letter to Salah al-Din. “At that period the Sultan,
God bless Him, received a letter from “Kagikils” that was the
leader of Armenians and the lord of Hiomkla on the Euphrates”,
wrote Ibn Saddad quoting the translation of the Ictter, where the
Catholicos warned the sultan about the approaching Crusader
troops, trying at thc same time to justify the Crusaders’ stattoning
and giving them safc passage as a forced step by Levon. Saying, for
instance, that the Armenian prince had sent an envoy Hitim

™ See 1bn al-Aflr, af-Kamit fi alaih, vol. 10, ed. by Muhammad Yisuf
Dagqqdq, Dar al-Kutub al-"limiyya, Beirut, 2003, p. 194; also lbn al-Asir, Otar
athyurnera Hayastani ev hayeri masin, 11 (Ton al-Atir. Foreign sources about
Armenia and Armenians, vol. 11), trans. intro, and comments by A. Ter-Be-
vondysn, Yerevan, 1981, p. 275 (in Armenian).
™ Vardan, Hawak umn patmmutean, p. 136,
" See Ibn Saddad, al-Nawadir, p. 191, also Nalbandyan, Arabakan afbyur-
fera, p. 29%; also Ter-Lewendyan V.A,, Kilikyan Hayastana, pp. 98-99. CF,
Sibf ibn ab Gawzl, Mirdt al-zaman i trif al-a ‘yan {ed. with introduction hy I
R. Jewett, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1907), vol. 8, p. 255,
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(Het'urn) by name to the emperor who was heading from the
Sultanate of Iconium to Cilicia, he added that the emperor was
advised to abstain from that undertaking and return to the land of
Oiig Arslan, *Your humble servant prowides this information
about the {present] sttuation and will additionally advise whencver
there are any news and if there is the will of the Almighty God.
This is the letter of Kagtkis, which means “Caliph’ whose namc is
Bar Knkur [bn Basil {Grigor Tia, son of Vasil)”, concluded the
historian’®. A little later Tbn Saddad informed about the second
diplomatic mission sent to the sultan, at whose receplion the his-
torian was personally present.

According to Ibn Saddad the Catholicos’s legate informed
about the number of Crusaders moving against the sultan and about
their low merale. Infcrestingly, the legate also told that “when Tbn
Lafon lcamt about their miserable state hc considered taking
advaniage of the king’s discasc and weakness and take hold of his
wealth.™"’

In V. Ter-Ghevondian’s opinion “"The letter of Grigor Catho-
licos Is mentioned by three Arab historians, The first of them —
Baha' al-Din ibn Sudddd mentioned it in his “Biography of Saldh
al-Din Ayyiibi. It is quoted aimost unchanged in the “History"” of
the fourteenth-century Exvptign historian Ibn al-Furat, while the
"Book of Two Gardens” of the thirteenth-century Damascene
historian Abii Sama contains only its brief summary. "™ However,

™ Ibn Saddid, al-Nawdadir, p. 193.
" Ibid., pp. 195-197. See also Aba Sama, Kitab al-Rawdatavn, vol. 4, p. 77
™ See Ter-Lewomdyan V.A., Kifikvan Hayastuni artak in k'alak akanut 'vuna
XIf dari verfin (The forcign policy of Cilician Armenia at the end of the 1z*
centwry), Patma-barasivakun handes (Historical-philological journal, hereinafter
HED), 2010, Ke 1, p. 125 (in Armenian); CF. idem, Kifibvan Havastana, p. 99.
See the passage in the works of Aba Sims and fbm al-Furat: Kitib al-
Rawdatayn, vol. 4, p. 77-78 and ad-Duwal, vol_4.1.pp. 216-219.

213



it 18 worth noting that there are much more mentions of this letter in
Arabic historiography. Thus, we find the first menticn of the
catholicos’s letter in Imad al-Kaub's work, who became the roval
sccrctary of Salah al-Din after the death of Naor al-13m. In his bc:rak
“ai-Fath al-gusst”, writen in rhymed prosc and dedicated to the
victorious wars of the sultan against the Crusaders, (he author
vividly related the content of the letier of the Armenian patriarch.
Hc wrote: “A letter came from Kayagikts, lord of Qul at al-Rim,
where he was terupting and ntimidating, thundering and striking
hike a lightening bolt, assuring and listing, slipping {or falling —
yz;da!zdi{{af] and threatening, showing that he is giving [sincere]
advice.”™ At ihe cnd, the author told about the panic caused by the
information provided by the “lord of Hfomkla”. “When these news
arrived the country was disturbed (idtarabat al-Diyar), fear filled
the plateaus and caves. They said it was no more possible fo resist
the [enemy] from this side, and wherever he tumed there would be
no obstacle for him. There was no doubt thal he was moving into
the depth ol Syria, crossing the borders of Islam.”™ Ibn Wasil (d.
1298)*" included the lcticr into his “Mufareig al-kurih ™ b01'r6m*ing
the text from Thn Saddad with slight changes. Then the the four-
teenth-century historian al-Dahabt (d. 1348) in his “Tarth al-fs-
Iam ™ quoted the letter referring to Ibn Wisil. Finally a ;)assage
from that letter was mentioned also by a fiftechth-century Mamluk
historian Al-Ayni® .

Notably the accuracy and authenticity of that letter had been
long doubted by scholars considering it a a forgery. That opinion

¥ Imad al-in, af-Fath, p. 262.
0 Ihid., p.264.
*! Tbn Wasil, Mufarrig, vol. 2, pp. 320-322.
%2 See al-Dahabr, Tarth al-Isiam, vol. 41, ed. by ‘Umar "Abd al-Salam Tadmurf,
Dar al-kitab al-'arabt, Beirat, 1996, pp. 50-32.
* See ul-'Ayni, 'Iqd. vol. 2, p. 144.
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was shared by L. Alifan and Toumebize: “Here the Arabs tell [the
story] differently and decenfully, - wrote Alian in this regard, -
showing the dissatistaction of Armenians by the artival and passing
of the Franks through their country. And all of this out of fear or
close friendship with Salah@ttin. Morover, they have fabricated a
letter on behalf of Grigor, son of Vasil, as il from the Catholicos
Grigor Tia to Salahgitin, reporting him as a spy about the number
of the Frankish army.”™ However, therough and mulufaceted
examination of the sources over the course ol time removed that
hypothesis from the scholarly circulation. Beginning with Gnigor
Mikaciyan® all scholars dealing with that issuc (H. Nalhandyangﬁ,
H. Kyurdian“, V. Ter-Ghevondian®™, A.-Cl. Mutafian™, ct al)
considered that the authenticity of the letter 1s undeniable, mo-
reover it is a “unique sample of Cilician diplomacy”. Having quick-
ly oriented in a complicated political situation, the Armenian prince
Levon and Catholicas Grigor actuaily dared to hold negotiations of
friendship and peacc simultaneously with hoth hostile parties. Clo-
sely following the development of cvents and insuring themselves

5 Aligan L., Sisuon: Hamagrutiwn Haykekan Kitikioy ew Lewon Mecugore
{Description of Armenian Cilicia and Levon the Magnificent), Venice, 1885, p.
447 (in Armenian). Cf. Tourncbize Fr.. !istoire palitique el refigicuse de
M'drmanie, depuis fes origines des Armdniens jusqu'a la mori de lewr dernier roi
(Fan 1393), Paris, [S10, p. 185,
¥ Mikaeljan G.G., Istorija Kilikifskogo Armfanskogo gosidarsiva {History of
the Cilician Armnenian State), Yerevan, 1959, pp. 145-147 (in Russian).
# Nalbandyan, Arabakan albyurners, pp. 302-303.
8 Ktiwrtean Y., Gricor Tiay ew Salah &d-Tin (Grigor Tlay and Saldh al-Din),
Bazmavep, 1975, Na 1-2, p. 172 {in Armenian).
¥ goe above Ter-Lewondyan V.A., Kilikvan Heavastani artak’in & ‘alak "aka-
nut yuna, pp. 118-128.
* Nutaliun, L'Arménie, p. 93, as well as idem, The brlliant diplomacy of Cili-
clan Armenia, in: Armeniun Cilicia, ed. by Richard G. llovhannisian and S.
Payastian. Mazda Pulishers, 2008, p. 99.
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agamnst any unpredictable oulcome of their confrontation they,
achually, succeeded in keeping the country unshaken and safe from
the threat of the conflict between the two mightiest forces of the
time.

The third chronologically mention of the Hromkla catholicoi
in Arzbic sources refers to the successor of Grigor Tta catholicos
Grigor V K'araves, or rather to cnmiry between him and the Ar-
menian prince Levon. Despite Levon's personal preference and
support of the youngest of several contenders (Nerses of Lambron,
Gnigor Apirat, John of Sis) he shortly fell inimical to him since:
“Levon hoped te have a morc submissive patriarch ready to do
whatever he wanted: weak not only by force of his age, but also for
having on the chair a person in gratitude to him (this intention
according to M. Ormanear laid in the basis of Levon’s choice), but
Grigor was not what he expected.™ Ormanean’s observation is
confirmed by Smbat the Constable: “And the young catholicos
Father {irigoris once he becamc catholicos did not obey the first
among all but maintained his patriarchy autonomously. Then the
clder people envied him, wrote 1o Levon that he had no wisdom o
duly exercise his patriarchic powers and said similar spiteful things
about him for thrce or four times until baron Levon sided with
them.”" Finally, by order of the Prince Levon and by the hand of
Bishop John of Sis, Grigor was amested and thrown to jail in the
fortress of Kopitar. He made an unsuccessful attempt to flee from
the fortress on a piece of linen (“ktav”) as advised by the faithful
residents of Hromkla, but “fell from the cliffs of the castle of
Kopitar (hence his nickname K'araves — G. 1), and rests in

* Ormancan M., 4zgupatum, vol. |, column 1501,
"' Sce Smbat, Taregirk’, 1859, p. 106. Cf. idem, Taregirk’, 1956, p. 205,
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Drazark **? Meanwhile it is not excluded that the assassination of
the catholicos was a plot organized by Levon or some of his loyal
bishops. According to Kirakos (anjakec’i “and some wcrc saying
that certain envious bishops that had an cyc to inherit the throne
threw him [over the wall]. ™ Likcwisc the author of the anony-
mous Syriac chronicle of 1234 supposcd that those who wished to
free the catholicos from Kopitar had actually joined in the conspi-
racy trying to represent the murder as an accident.™

Interestingly the conflict between Levon and K'aravez was
also reflected in Arabic historiography. We find a small but cxclu-
sive piece of information i a twelfth-cenmry anonymous chronicle
“of-Bustan al-gami " (sometimes also attributed to Imad al-Din al-
[sfahani). Under the year 590 A. H. (1193/1194) the Anohymous
chronicler wrote: “In that year the Armenian batrig died and the
sun of his brother took his place but Thn Lawun schemed against
him and seized the catholicosate from his hands”. Even though the
chronicler didn’t mention names, it is clear that K'aravcz is
implicd®.

There is another story preserved in the Arabic historiography
on the complicated relations between the Armeman prince and the
catholicos of Hrfomkla. It 1s recerded in Yagut al-Hamawi's
“Mu ‘gam al-buldan’” under the article on “(Qal ‘at al-Ritm . Cont-
rary to the Armenian historians that indicate no reason for cnmity

2 See Samudl Anee’i ev §arunakolner, Zomanakagrut iwn (the continuation by
Stepannos Orbelean), p. 232 and MZ, vol. 1, p. 35, A more detailed narrative 13
provided by Smbat, Taregirk', 1859, pp. 106-107 and idem, Taregivk’, 19506,
pp. 205-206.
¥ Kirakos Ganjakec'i, Pammut'twn flayoc' ([listory of Armenia), ed. by A
Melik'-Chanjanvan, Yerevan, 1961, pp. 148,
# Ananun Yedesac'i, Zamanakagrut fwn, p 192
* See ‘Tmad al-Din al-1sfakanl {attributed), al-Bustdn al-gami' li-gam?' tawarth
ah! af-zaman, cd. by Muhammad "AlT al-Ta'and, Ithd, 2003, p. 445,
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betweenn Levon and K'araveZ, the Arab histerian cxplains the
hostile relations between the Armenian prince and the catholicos of
Hiomkla by Levon’s “weakness for women. **® Thus, he wrote:
“From earliest times onwards the catholicos who occupicd the
patriarchate was elected from the clan of David {(wald Dawud),
peace be upon him ( ‘alayki al-salam). The sign testifying about 1t
was the length of their hands, since when they were standing
straight with their hands stretched [down], they would necessarily
overlap the knees. About year 610 A H. the Armenian king Layin
ibn Laylin who was ruling over the lands adjoining the Syrian
ones— Msis, Tarson and Adana, became hated by Armenians.
Because when he entered a village or province, he called one of the
[local] girls to himself and shared his bed with her at night, and
when he desired to leave, he released her sending back to her
relatives. The Armenians complained to Catholicos about it

Y3aqit continues that the Catholicos appealed {o the king, saying
that his behavior is unacceptable for the Christian faith and only if
hc does not consider himself a follower of Christianity, he could
behave as hc wishes. At first the king promised to follow the
patriarch’s admonition but a whilc later complaints against him
became frequent again. After warmning him once more the Patriarch
was compclled to cxcommunicate the king. The soldiers and sub-
jects and cven his wife fumed their face away from him. Being
cmbarrasscd by the situation the king pretended to regret and
wished to publicly apologize and get the anathema hfied. Yaqut
adds: “And the Catholicos was deceived and going to him released

® The unique evidence of this “weakness™ of Levon belongs to Kirakos Gan-
jakec'it “And thus pious Leven strengthened his kingdom with improvements
and he was most excellent in everything ¢xcept in one - he was a philanderer”.
See Kirakos Ganjakec'i, Patmut twn Hayee', p. 159,
¥ See YBqOt, Mu gam, vol. 4, p. 391: See also Nalbandyan's translation: Nal-
bandyan, Arabakan afbyurnera, pp. 100-101.
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him from the curse in the presence of many. But when the meeting
was dispersed, Layin caught his hand and they ascended thc
(citadel], and that was the last time when he was seen. Then he
ordered to bring onc of his relatives, who seemed to be the son of
his matemal uncle or someone like that, already a clene, and
sending him to the castle (Hromkla} made him a catholicos, and he
is there until now. This is how the catholicosate of the clan of Ai
Dawud was interrupted. T am aware that no one of them has re-
mained in those places to replace him. Maybe only in the sidc of
Ahlat there is & group of people from their kin. Allah knows
better.””

Thus, the chronicler places these cvenis within the year 610
AH (1213/1214). Besides it, he considered the “disappeared” reli-
gious leader to have been “the last representative from the clan of
David”, with most probaby pointing to the Pahlavuni clan. It is
worth noting that in 1213 the Armenian Catholicos was John VI,
meanwhile the last catholicos from the Pahlavuni family was Gri-
gor VI Apirat. However, according to Hakob Nalbandyan the des-
cription by Yaqiit al-lHamawT is more or less related to the conflict
between Levon and K'arave? mentioned above.” Recently A.-C,
Mutafian, while arguing Nalbandyan's opinion on the discussed
point has identified the aforementioned catholicos with the arch-
bishop of Mamestia (Msis) Davit" Ark'akatnec’i who in 1207-
211, ie. during his conflict with John VI, was recognized by
Levon as catholicos at Sis. In fact, the passage by Yaqiit al-Ha-
mawi quoting the “David’s clan” was artificially connecied by
Mutafian with the mentioncd Davit® Ark‘akatnec'i'™. Whatever,
Mutafian’s conclusion is not supported by Arab chroniclers,

* See Yagnt, Mu'gam, vol. 4, p. 391.
 See Nalbandyan, Arabakan albyurrerapp. 192-193.
0 See Mutafian, L drmenie, p. 513.
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especially by Ibn Abt Tayy (d. 1229-1233) from Aleppo who was a
contemnporary of Yaqut al-tlamawi. Although the work of Ibn Abi
Tayy has not come down to us, ncvertheless a nuinber of passages
from it were borrowed by 16n al-Furat in his work'™ . The latter,
while talking about Vahram Pahlavuni, wrote: “Babram became a
- vizier of al-Hafid, Bahram was an Armcnian originating from those
Armenians that settled in Tlvomkla in Lower Syria (al-Sham af-
asfal), and where “the Armenian vicar™ (in the text bilf al-arman,
tmust be a scribal mistake for hafifat al-arman) resided. He insisted
that he descended from David’s lincage.... There is an Armenian
clan which so insist. Their main distinguishing feature was if a man
stood straight keeping his hands downwards they would necessarily
reach his knees, and if he would tumn them towards his hack, they
would necessarily touch cach other”.'"

Nonetheless, this is not the only case of using the aforemen-
tioncd expression in Arabic historiography. Ibn al-Tuwayr (d.
1229), a contemporary of Ibn Abi Tayy, left us a work entitled
Nuzhat al-muglatayn fi apbar al-dawlatayn (*Stroll of the two eyes
through the accounts of the two dynastics™). There is a passage in it
telling that: “Among the Armenians, the men of his (here, Bahram's
— G.0.) clan (ahl baytiki fi al-arman) have a distinguished feature,
particularly, if a man stood straight having his hands down then

" Apart from Ibn al-Furdt's namation some valuable frapments deriving from
Ibn AbT Tayy’s work can also be found in Abi Sama. See more on thn AbT Tayy
m Cahen CL, Ibn AbT Tayyi'. in: £F, vol, IIL H-IRAM, E. ]I Brill, Leiden,
1986, p. 693,

2 The second volume by Ibn al-Furdt which contains the botrowed from [bn
Abt Tayy information, was edited by M., Shayyal in his doctoral dissertation, See
lbn al-Furat, al-Duwal, vol. 2, ed. by Muhammad Farfd al-Shayyal (A critical
cdition of Volume Il of Tarikh af dinval wa'l mudite y Muhammad b, “All ibn
al-Furat, University of Edinburgh, 1986, pp. 153-154 (pp. 253254
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they would necessarily cover his knees ™" Tt is difficult to explain
why Pahlavunis were pereecived by Muslim authors as represen-
tatives of David’s clan and why they considered that them to be
long-armed men. It is a well known fact recorded in the medieval
Georgian historiography that the Zak'arids (in Georgian Mkharg-
rdzeli) were another dynasly characterized by the same name.

If even the reports by Ibn Abi Tayy and Ibn al-Tuwayr come
to confirm the hypothesis by Nalbandyan, nevertheless, Yaqut al-
Hamaw’s story should in no way be regarded as a description of a
sole event or certain cpisode, bul rather to be considered as a ref-
lection to the severe rivalry that from time to time took place bet-
ween the civic and religicus powers of Armenian Cilicia.

Compared to the time of Levon 1 the Magnificent (Mcca-
gorc), relations between Sis and Hromkla during the long reign of
Het'urn 1 (1226-126%) and the patnarchy of Kostandin 1 of
Barjrberd - who occupied “Gregory the Illuminator’s throne™ after
the death of John VI had been much smoother. In one of Anmcnian
redactions of Patriarch Michael the Syrian’s “Chronography™ the
election of Kostandin is described with extreme ardor: “And then
by unanimity of all princes and bishops Kostandin, who was the
bishop of MIijj, was elected as chief pricst. ...and there was uni-
versal joy for he was known by everyone for his virtuous, geod and
peace loving mind.""™ Stating that Kostandin 1 ot Barjraberd had

1™ See [bn Tuwayr, Nuzhat al-mugiatayn fi ahbar al-dawlatayn, ed. by Ayman
Fu'dd Sayvid, Beirut, 1992, p. 43. Chronologically the latest author whe retained
information on “Davig’s cfax " was al-Mayri (4. 1442). In his bibliographical
dietionary entitled “Kitgd al-muqafid” al-Maqrizi wrote on Bahram: “He states
that fhe]l was from David's clan, peace upon him. He derived from those Ar-
menians who came to Divar Mudar (Divar Mudar is identical to Upper Mesa-
petamial from Heomida''. Sce al-Magqrizi, al-Muqaffa, vol. 2, pp. 512-513.

'™ Mikavel Asori, Zamanakagrut 'twn, 1870, pp. 523-324, Cf idem, 1871, p.
517,
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been elected chief priest duc to the proteciion and intercession of
Kostandin Payl and thc Armenian king, Kirakos Ganjakec'i still
remembers the catholicos by good and warm words as “a man of
virtue and humility and of blessed behavior who conducted himself
by geodness and regulated the order of the Church with ortho-
doxy. 1% Ganjakec’i continues that Kostandin was respected not
only by Armenians and generally Christians “but afso by the Tacik
nation” (1.c. Muslims or Arabs). There was a case when the three
sultans came to the border of the town named Hiomkla where the
catholicossal see was on the Euphrates river. And Catholicos went
to meet the sultans.”'® When Muslim rulers heard about his co-
ming, they came out 1o solemnly greet him; they sct an ornate tent
for him amid the three sultans’ tents and only after several days of
hononng him saw him off to Hiomkla with great gifts and glory,
prescuting c¢ven villages and estates. At the first glance this
doubtlessly exaggerated story of Ganjakec'i sounds like fiction.
Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the historian even lists the
names of the three sultans: Melik Kémi (“who mled in Egypt™),
Mehk Afrap’ (“who tuled over the major part of Armenia and
Mesopotamia™) and the son of their brother (“who ruled in Damas-
cus™y'?. The first of them was the Ayyubid sultan of Egypt ai-
Malik al-Kamil (1218-1238); the second, his brother, al-Malik al-
Afraf Misa, at first the ruler of Gazira and Hlat, then in 1229-1237
the sultan of Damascus; and their nephew, most probably al-Nagir
Dawtd (1227-1229), the son of their brother al-Mu 'addam 'fea
Saraf al-Din Ayyirdi, ruler of Damascus (1218-1227), who reigned
far only two years after the death of his father being forced to sur-
render the throne to ol-43raf Missa. While interesting, this infor-

** Kirakos Ganjakec'i, Patmat ‘ben Iayoc', pp. 190-191,
1046 :

Ihid.,
7 Ibid.
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mation from the Armenian histortan is not corroborated by any
other Arabic or Armenian source.

The next mention of the Hiomkla catholicosate in the Muslim
sources is connected with the description of events that happened
four decades later.

Serious geo-political shifts taking place in the Near East in
the middle of the 13™ century resulted in change to the political
map and a new correlation of powers. Thus, under the reign of al-
Salih Nagm al-Din al-Ayyibi (1240-1249) - the last influential
representative of the dynasty founded by Salah al-Din the Mamliks
{(Arab. literally “thing possessed”, hence “slave”, “servant™) consis-
ting mainly of Turkic-Kiptaq tnbes that were domineering in the
Ayyubid army since the very beginning, reccived even greater
privileges, began claiming for power after his death and in a short
iime by force of favorable circumstances one of their influential
groups — headed by al-Bahriyya (ur al-Bahriyya al-Salihiyya)
appearcd at the rule of the country. Although it took the Mamluks
over fen years to put their power on stable basis, still the date of
establishment of the Mamluk Sultanate of Egypt (1250-1516) is
considered to be 1250,

Another invincible force emerging in the meantirne on the
political arena of the region were the Mongols led by Genghis
Khan (Temuéin) who had alyeady invaded the Central Asia and the
Near East in the “20s of the 13 century. His sons and grandsons,
continwing the expansion afier the death of the World-Conqueror,
split the empire to several autonomous states (uluses). During that
time the Mongol rule established in Georgia, major parts of Greater
Armenia and Atropatene. In 1243 after the heavy defeat suffered at
the battle of Kése Dag the Seljugs of Rum also surrcndered to the
Mongols. Diplomatic missions to the courts of Giyik Khan ((246-
1248) und Mongke Khan (1251-1259) headed respectively by
Smbat the Constablc (1248) and king llet'ym (1254} were the
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pledge of allegiance of the Cilictan Armenian kingdom to Mongol
qgmination. During the reign of Méngke Khan his brother Hiilegii
tinalty conquered Iran and founded the Mongol Ilkhanate (1256-
1335). After neutralizing the Ismailites of Alamut (1256} and cap-
ring Bagdad (1258) Hiilegii was ready to invade Syria

The start of Hitlegii’s Syrian campaign was given in 658 A, |

H. (1259-1260) when, [cading the Mongol froops supplemented by
Armenian, Georgian and Seljuq forces, he approached the Euphra-
1cs'™. In the Arabic version of the “Chronography” (4f- Mujitasar fi
ftarik] al-duwal) of the maphrian of the Syriac Jacobite church Bar
Hebraeus these evenls are described as follows: “fn 658 {AH] the
flkhan of Syria ITilegti accompanied by an army of 400 thousand
besieged Harran and occupied it under “safe-conduct” {amin)’”
. Then he moved forward and made a bridge to be built over the
Euphrates near the town of Malatia, and another bridge near
Qal'at al-Ram, sull another near Qargisyd (Osroene), by which the
woopy crossed the river and organized a greur staughter in
Manbig. """ The same report is available also in the Syrac version
of his “Chronography” with the only diflcrence that a bridge near

"™ See Amitai-Preiss R, Mongols and Mombiks: The Mambk-likhanid war,
{260-1281, Cambridge University Press, Cambnidge, 1995, p. 26. According to
tbn Wasil: “di the beginning of this year Miilegil, king of the Taturs, crossed-
passed the Euphrates with an innumerable army consisting of the Tatars, Per-
sians, Geargians and other peoples.” See 1bn Wisil, Mufarrig, vol_ 6, p, 10.
H‘}nder “other people” the chronicler implied alse Armenians.

Aman was a promise of truce, peace, protection, a puarantee or a safe conduct
against the obevance. See about that institute Schacht J, Aman, in: EF, vol. 1,
pp. 429-430, as well as Wansbrough J., The Safe-Conduct in Muskim Chancery
Practice, BS0AS, vol. 34, Ne | (1971), pp. 20-35.

" See Tbn wl-“1be?, Tarth naduasor [fi] al-duwal, ad, by Antin $alihanT al-
Yasi'7, Dar al-Raid al-Lubnani, Beirur, 1994, p. 279.
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al-Bira is also mentioned''’. The evidence of the Syrian chronicler
is confirmed by “al-Huwddit al-gami'a” atiribuicd fo an eye-
witness of the Mongo! invasion, a Bagdadi chronicler Ibn al-
Fuwali: “Then the sultan (1lillegd) issucd an order to make three
bridges on the Euphrates: one near Malatia, the other near al-Bira,
still another — near Qal'at al-Riim and headed towards al-Gazira
with his innumerable troops and occupied it under a safe-conduct
(aman).”’"* Building of bridges across the Huphrates is mentioned
also by Ibn Katir, an Arab historian of later period, though without
indicating exact locations'"”. Tnterestingly, according to scveral
Armcnian sources Catholicos Kostandin met with Hilegii and
blessed him. Vardan Arevele i, for instance, wrote: *In year scven
frundred and eight Hiilegii marched to the land of Mesopotamua...
The Patrarch of the Armenians, the catholicos,went out to mcet
him and blessed him and was respected by him likewise "' "

The Mongol army crossing the Euphrates near Hromkla
seemed to have left a strong impression on jis inhabitants. This is
evidenced by the images of several Mongols with a note beside:
“and the Tatar came today” on a scene of the adoration of the Magi
in the Gospel from Hromkla illustrated by Toros Roslin in 1260,
The colophon of that manuscript reads: “... my manuscripl was
completed... in the tyranny of the Great lord named Marku (Mong-
ke) and the world conqueror FHolayun (Hilegil), his brether, i the

Y Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 435.
"2 Goe [hn al-Fuwafl, a/-Hawadit al-gami‘a, pp. 243-244. For the debatable
authorship of the work see Rosenthal F., 1bn al-FuwatT, in: Kr vol. 3, p. 7.
‘O Yo Kadr, al-Bidaya, vol. 17, 1. 395.
1 Goe Vardan, Hawak umn patmutean, p. 151, CE MZ, vol. 2, pp. 143, 176, as
well as Mutafian, L'drménie, p. 145, Bayarsaikhan D., The Mongels and the
Armenigns (1220-1313), Brll, Leiden-Boston, 2011, p, 137
S Gee Munuscript Ne 251 {Gospel), Cellection of manuscrips of St Jacob
Monastery in Jerusalem, ful. 15b, Mutafian, L'Armenie, p. 147
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rcign of God-loving and pious king of Armenia Hel um and in the
time when the famed city of Halp (Aleppo) and all of his c¢ities and
fortresscs were taken.”!1°

In one of our former publications we have already discussed
some intercsting information from the Muslim sources condaining
details of the Mongols® “Syrian campaign” and, particularly, the
role of the Armenian troops and the Armenian king in that cam-
paign'!”. Therefore, we should only state the results of the first
sericus military confroniation between the Mamiuks and Mongols.
Despite Hilegit's relative success at the beginning, as a whole his
Syrian campaign ended ingloriously. Thus, the umified forces under
his comimand caplured Aleppo and advanced 1o Damascus mecting
no resistance bul the further progress of the Mongol troops was
suspended because of the sudden death of the Great Mongol Khan
Mongke and the dispute over the enthronement of 2 new khan in
Karakorum. So intending to leave for Karakorum Hidegii withdrew
to [ran with the majority of the Mongol army. Ilkhan entrusted the
command of the remaining forces and the sccurity of the newly
conquercd lands to his anny commander named Kitbuga who soon
decided to continue the campaign to Egypt. Mcanwhile the
withdrawal of the majority of Mongol troops enabled the sultan of
Egypt Sayf al-Din Quiuz (1259-1260) to awaken the Mamluks
from the shock caused by the victorious advance of the Mongol
army deemed to be invincible and break through the situation.
Attacking tirst ar ‘Ayn Galit (Spring of Goliath) Qutuz inflicted an
utter defeat o the Mongols and their allicd forces on the 25™ of
Ramadén, {260 (Scptember 3, 1260). Kitbuga fell in the battle.

e IfrH, Xl ¢, p. 301
"7 See Danielyan 6., Mamluk'yan Sult'anut’yan ew Kilikyan 1lavastani ha-
kamartut' van akunk nera (Origins of the conflict between the Mamluk Sultimale
and Cilician Annenia), VEA pan-armenian Jowrnal, Kz Ne 1 {49), January-
March, 2015, pp. 141-154 (in Armenian).
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Hiilegii was forced to forget for a time about conquering Syria and
had to focus on the relations with Berke khan of Gochi ulus
(Golden Horde) which were on the brink of war. Qutuz did not
enjoy hig victory for long cither, [alling as a result of coup, and al-
Zahir Baybars al-Bunduqdiar (1260-1277) was enthroncd i his
slead.

Such an outcome resulted in a dangerous situation for Cili-
cian Armenia. Alliance with the Mongols enabled the Armenian
king lo expand his territory and take hold of the lands once
belonging to Gof Vasi''®. But after the retreat of Hilegii that very
alliance drove a wedge into Armenian-Mamluk relations and marned
into a threal for the Armenian kingdom. According to the colopheon
of the Lectionary of prince Het'um {1286): “With the help of God
and assistance of the Mughal (Mongol) troop he (Ilet'um) took
great Germantkeia (Marash) and Pehesni.”''” By these acquisitions,

* See Caher CL, Lo Syrie, p. 705 Der Nersessian, The Kingdom, p. 633,
Canard M., Le Royzume d Armenie-Cilicie et de Mamelouks jusq'au traité de
1285, REA, 1967, p. 222

"% See Matenadaran, Maasscripr M 97% (Casoc), fol. 475a, as well as HJH,
XII c., p. 587. Cf. Het'um, patmid’ Cat'arac’ (Het'um, the Hhstorian of the
Tatars), jeleal i latin onnake i hay barbaf i jern H. Mkriid® al’ofakal vardapeti
Awgerean {translated from the Latin original to Ammenian by F. Mkrtich
archimandrite Aweerean), Venice, 1842, p. 46 {in Armenian), see also the Old
French and Latin oniginals of the larter: Hayton. La {lor des estoires de la terre
d'Orient, it Recueil des Historiens des croisades, Documents Avmeniens, 1. 11,
Paris, 1906, p. 171, 302, Cf. Vakramna Rabenwey Voranawor patmut'iwn Rube-
negne' (Versified history of the Rubenids), ed. and annot. by Karapet Vardapet
Sahnazarcanc’, Paris, 1859, p. 220 (in Armenian). Sec about it also Cahen, La
Syrie, p. 705; Boase, The Cilician Kingdom, p. 20; Mikaeljan G.G., [storifa, p.
333; Mutafian, L'4rmdnie, p. 149; Stewart, The Armenian Kingdom, pp. 46-47,
n. 10. For the fortresses that passed under the control of the Armenian kingdom
after the campaign of Hillepl see also al-Gazart, Hawadit, vol. 1, p. 14%; CL. al-
Dahabl, of-Mukidr, p. 358: MuFaddak, ¢-Nuhg (14), p. 558 [394]; al-Nuwayr,
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the borders of the Anmenian kingdom actually reached the Fuphra-
tes. Accordingly, the Armenian Patriarchal Scc of Hromkla was for
the first time geographically connected to the Armenian kingdom
of Cilicia'®. However, this situation did not last long. Most
probably the Mamluks® overrcaction in 1262-1264 was caused by
provocative actions of the Armenian king connccted with the
unsuccessful raids to Syrian settlements {Ma‘arrat Misrin, Sarmin,
al-Fi‘a, Ayntab, etc.) undertaken on Hiilcgi's pittings''.

In the month of Ramadan, 1264 alrcady the sultan received
news from al-Bira that “Sarim al-1'n Baktag al-Zihidi with his
troaps attacked the gates of Oaf 'ar a/-Rim assaulting it for several
times'*. This incident was the first attcmpt of the Mamluks to
intrude into the arca under the lkhanid domination and notably
targeted the Armenian Catholicosate situated on the frontier of the
two states. On the other hand, it was only a prelude to the punitive
actions and trials preparcd by sulian Baybars for the Armenian king
in expectation of the time to come. The Mamluk sultan lost his
patience probably in Deccmber-February of 1264-1265 when the
Mongols {numbering | tuman, iz 10 000 men) led by a com-
mander named Durbay tried to capture al-Bira (Arm. Pir), the

Nihdye, vol. 31, p. 157, 1bn al-DawddarT, Kanz, vol. &, - 341; 1bn al-Furat, ai-

Ihnval, vol. 8, pp. 155-156.

“** Raphael, Muslim fortresses, p. 186.

! On these campaigns of Het'um see in detail: Canard M., Le Royaume. p.

224-227, also Amitai, in the aftermath of "Ayn Jalot: The beginnings of the

Mamlak-Tlkhanid cold war, Al-Masdg: Journal of the Medieval Mediterrancan,

vol, 3.1, 1990, pp. 10-12 and Sawkat Ramadan RHugga, of- Aldgat bayna dew-

ot al-mamalik of-dlq wa-dawlat ithhanivva faris fi ‘wbd al-sultan al-Zshir

Baybars, 848-736 R/ 1250-1335 m | "Aman, 2611, p. 195-196.

" Ihn Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, p. 201; al-Magqrizt. al-Sulik, vol, 1.1, p. 513.
2283
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fortress of great strategic importance'®. In conformity with Smbat
Sparapet the Mongol commander called for the Armenian king to
participate in the siegc of the fortress though the latter was at that
time {Jannary 6} celebrating Christmas at the fortress of Tel
Hamdun. The king agreed and moved at the head of a huge army to
assist the Mongols. “And then the news of return of Twrpay from
Pir regched the king because the sultan of Egypt was caming on
him. When the king heard ii, he refurned home. "2 Besides the
advance of the sultan’s troops the other rcason of the sudden
withdrawal of the Mongcl troops might be the news of IHillegit's
death (February 8, 1265). The llkhanid thronc passed to his son
Abaga (1265-1282) who, being preoccupied with the war against
the Golden Horde, was compslied to temporarily suspend Mongol-
Mamluk encounters. The sultan of Egypt took advamtage of the
good opportunity to clarify rclations with the Armenian king, After
the failure of several diplomatic missions, Het'um refused to meet
the sultan’s demands for the fear of the Mongols® retaliation. In
May 1266, when Baybars was besieging Safad, the envoys of the
“Lord of $is” arrived to him with gifts, which he declined to
accept, refusing even to take the lctter brought with them'**. Tt

I} See Ihn "Abd al-Zahir, ol Rawd, pp. 221-225; Baybars al-Manyiiri, Zubda,
p. 95, al-Maqrizl, af-Suiik, vol. 12, pp. 523-525. See also Amitai, Mongols, pp.
112-113.

* Smbat, Taregirk'. 1956. pp. 243-244,

125 See AL-YanInk, Day! Mirdt ai-caman, of-tah o al-gla. vol. 2, Matba'at D&’irat
al-Ma'arif al-'UtmEnivya, Haydarabad, 1935, p. 343, also 1bn Tagr] Birdt, o
Nugiim al-zakira ff mulith Misr wa-I-Qdhira, vol. vol. 7, ed. by Muhammad
Husayn Sams al-Din, Dar al-Kutub al- ilmiyya, Beirut, 1992, p. 125, There is an
evidence of Safi’ ibn "AlT about one of those failed diplomatic missions. Accor-
ding to him, there was a dispute between the twe envoys appearing before the
sultan with precious gifts and a plea for truce and one of them stabbed the other
and Baybars ordered lo hang the first ervoy, See 8afi° ibw "AlL Huse al-
mandqgih al-sirvivea al-munfaz'a min al-sire al-Zahirivva, od. by "Abd al-"Azlz
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became cvident that the Armenian kingdom had no way to avoid
the strike by the lord of Egypt. Actually, the consequences of the
large campaign to Cilicia organized by the sultan in August of 1266
had been disastrous for Armenians. In the decisive battle of Mari
the Armenian army suffered a terrible defeat. According to the
biographer of Baybars, Ibn “Abd al-Zahir: “...thc troops ¢limbed to
the tops of the mountains and when the sides came face to face
(waga at al-‘ayn f 2i- ‘qyn - in original) baron Levon, the king, was
captured, his brother (Toros) was killed as well as his paternal
uncle. The Constable (al-Kundastabl) — the other uncle was de-
feated and withdrew'”. The Mamluk armies spread real horror all
aver the country looting Msis, Adana, Ayas and other small and
large settlements. At that disastrous time for the country, the Catho-
licos of Hromkla Kostandin also passed away, Vardan Arevelc'i
wrote about his death as follows: “We have passed through various
trials of fire and water, burning and suffocating traps. He (i.e.
Kostandin) had to tastc the dense and bitter last dregs to the end of
his life: the shaking of our kingdom, the sword and captivity of his
own land, where he was bormn and nourished, the entry into the trial
of the flame of the furnace of Gehenna, the loss of king’s sons nur-
tured by him: All these [events] made his death closer™.'”’
However, to free his son from captivity the Armenian king
began ncgotiating with the sultan. After long diplomatic mancu-
vers, Het'um finally accepted the demands of Baybars. Under the
Armenian-Mamluk peace treaty signed in 1268 in newly conguered
Antioch Het'um committed himself, for the freedom of his son, not
only to release from the Mongol captivity a close friend of the

ibn 'Abd Allsh al-Huwaytir, al-Riyad, 1989, p. 157.

' See Ibn "Abd al-Zahir, ai-Rawd, p, 260, Cf. 'Tzz al-Din bn Saddad, al-
A'lag, vol. 1.2, p. 343; Baybars al-Mangiirl, Zubda, p. 105; Smbat, Taregirk',
1956, p. 247.

"' Vardan, Hawak'umn patmmutean, p. 164,
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sultan - a Mamluk named Sunqur al-A&qar, but also to make signi-
ficant territorial concessions including the return to the Sultanate of
a numnber of imporiant frontier fortresses (Bchesna, Darbsik,
Marz[a]ban, Raban, al-Zarb and $ih al-Hadid), which he captured
during the Mongol campaign of 1260'%. Although during the next
two decades the said fortresses changed hands many times, these
territorial losses practically isolated Hfomkia from the territory of
the Armenian kingdomug. Such was the result of the Armenian-
Mongecl alliance and participation of the Armenian king in
Hiilegii’s Syrian campaign. This is implied by a Mamluk hisiorian
Ibn Katir writing that “by that campaign the Mamluks took revenge
of Armenians for Islam and Muslims since they werc the most
harmful for Muslims in the Mongol times. When they captured
Alecppo and other cities, they took prisoner large mumbers of Mus-
lim women and children, and after it in the days of Hiilcgii they
were regularty raiding the Muslim lands,”"

The new catholices Jacob of Kia, “a holy and virtuous man
and very knowledgeable™™', was clected at the beginning of 1268
in Msis. In June of the same year after the release of prince Levon,
king Het‘um resolved to abdicate the throne and with the consent
of Ilkhan Abaqa conferred the actual rule of the country onto his
son'*. Then, taking the clerical name of Makar, he retired to a
monastery where, according to Armenian sources, he died on
October 28, 1270'®, However, the Arab historians indicate another

128 See al-YinIni, Dayi, vol. 2, p. 385; Abd al-Fids, ai-Mubtasar, vol. 4, p. 5;

'Izz al-Din ibn Saddad, ai-4 73, vol. 1, p. 119. See also Cahen, La Syrie, p.

718,

129 Raphael, Musiim Fortresses, p. 136,

' See 1bn Katm, al-Ridaya, vol. 17, p. 466.

1! Samugl Anec'l ev Sarunakotner; Zamangkagrus ‘iwn, p. 253.

131 See Bar Hehraeus, Chronography, p. 448.

132 Gee MZ, vol. 2, p. 167 (the dates of the Arabic authors are converted wrong-
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date — the 7 of November. For instance, al-Nuwayri wrote: “That
year (669 A. H.} died the lord of Sis, Het'um, the son of Kostandin,
and the notification of his son Levon, that on the 25% day of Tidrin
al-awwal (October 25) his father had become a cleric and went to
the monastery leaving the worldly affairs, was received on the 277
of the menth of Rabi* I (November 13). He died on the sunset of
the 21* of the month of Rabi‘ T (November 7). In the contents of
the [letier] he sought the condelence of the sultan for him. He (the
sultan) wrote to him condoling with his father’s death, as well as
congratulating on the occasion of becoming a king and wishing him
a healty heart (itabat qalbiniy™™,

On January 6, 1271 Catholicos Jacob in the Cathedral of St.
Sophia of Tarsus consecrated Levon king of Cilician Armenia
(1271-1289)'". Being like-minded and an aid to Kostandin of
Barjraberd Jacob I successfully continued the cause of his patron as
a devoted adherent and supporter of the autocephaly and traditions
of the Armenian Church, eaving unanswered the invitation of the
Pope of Rome Gregory X to participate in the Second Ecumenical
Council in Lyon in 1271 he “avoided the danger of the Church
unicon and kept the dogma of Armenian faith free and unmixed.”'*®

fully), HJH, XIII c., p. 409, Cf Smbat, Taregirk’, 1956, p. 252, Samadhi
Anec'woy Hawak'munk' | groc’ parmagrac” (Collection of the historians® wri-
tings), yafajabanov, hamematut'samb, yaweluacnerov ew caot'ut'iwnnerov
Ardak Tér-Mik'elyani, Vatarapat, 1892, p. 222 (text of “Hamaiot patnout'yun
Rubinean ifxnac'™ (A concise history of the Rubenid princes); Bar Hebraeus,
Chronography, p. 449. See also Ter-Petrosslan, Xa& akirnera ev hayers, vol, 2,
p. 296 and Mutafian, L'drmenie, p. 160, n_ 7.
1 ARNuwaynt, Nikdya, vol. 30, p. 111. Cf. Tbn "Abd al-Z&hir, of-Rawd, p.
374; Baybars al-Mans0rl, Zubda, p. 132, as well as Baybars al-Mangar, /-
Tuhfa, p. 72; AbQ al-Fida, al-Mubtagar, vol. 4, p. 6-7; al-Maqrizl, al-Sulik,
vol §.2, p. 590; al-' Aymi, Jgd, vol. 2, p. 88.
"** Vahram Rabuni, Votanawor parmur iwn, p- 228,
"¢ Ormanean, Azgapatum, vol. 2, columns 1683-1684. Cf. Jino Ariggi, Hakeb
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Levon’s reign did not lift the tensions in Armenian-Mamluk
relations. The continuing interaction with the Mongols and inces-
sant negotiations with the West, plus the sharp rise of the role of
the Armenian port Ayas in Near Eastem trade made Baybars think
about organizing a new campaign to Cilicia. In the meantime there
was also a dangerous turmoil in the country’s inner political situa-
tion when a number of pro-Latin noblemen made a plot against Le-
von II, attempting to dethrone him'".

According to Smbat Sparapet, Baybars already attempted to
invade Cilicia in 1271 but the envoys sent to meet the sultan mana-
ged o convince him to return'®. Meanwbile the Arabic sources
date the first clashes between Levon and Baybars by 1273 when the
Mamluks headed by the amir of Aleppo Husam al-Din al- Ayntabr
occupied the fortress of Kayniik (or al-Hadat al-Hamra V¥ Jocated
on the Syrian borderline. But this was just an incident as compared
with the mighty blow to be given by Baybars to the Armenian
kingdom'*’. The Mamluk troops invaded Cilicia in the spring of

Klayec'in Lukkayum (Jacob of Kla in Lucca), HPJ, 1963, vol. 1, pp. 107-114.

1" Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 449,

3 Smbat, Taregirk’, 1956, p. 253. Cf. Amitai-Prelss, Mongois, pp. 133-134.

" According to Tbn *Abd al-Zahir, it was caused by the regular attacks of the

fortress residents on the merchants and envoys (qussad) passing there. The sultan

wamed the lord of §1s about this but his letter was of no effect. According to

him, whicle attacking the caravans, the Armenizns wore Mongol hats - saragag

to tesemable the Mongols. See Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, p. 417 Cf. Amital-

Preiss, Mongols, pp. 131-132; Canard, Le Royaume, p. 237-238.

' Bar Hebraeus stated that the reason of breaking into a new war was the arrest

of a group of the Sufi dervishes {fagir) on their pilgrimage to the tomb of caliph

Ma 'miin. According to the Syrian historian there were suspicions thet disguised

among them was Baybars. See Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 452. The

Mamluk historians list several reasons for these campaigns. Ibn "Abd al-Zahir

wrote; “The ford of Sis stopped sending raxes imposed on him and besides he

violated the terms of the truce trealy providing that he should not rebuild and
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1275, giving the country over 1o fire and sword. Msis, capital Sis,
Tarsus, Ayas and other large and small settlements were utterly
looted. In April of the same vear, the Mamluk troops withdrew
from Cilicia and set a camp near Harim to distribute the rich
booty™, Next year (1276) the Mamluks (in alliance with the Turk-
mens) assaulted Cilicia again, this time from the direction of
Mar‘a8. Levon's forces were enough to repulse an attack although

Smbat the Constable and many other noblemen fell in the decisive
battle of Sarvandikar'®,

Jortify any fortress. He alse began failing 1o provide accurate informeation, which
he also should do under the given oarh. Besides he made Armenians wear
Sardqig thus rerrifying the caravans and insisting that they were of the Ihan s
troops.” See Tbn “Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, p. 432. Cf. al-Nuwayrd, Nikdya, vol.
30, p. 216. Another — more substantial reason is mentioned by Ton Saddad.
According ta him, the idea of the campaign to Sis was given to the sultan of
Egypt by the vizier of the Sultanate of of Iconium Mu'in al-Din Sulayman
Parwing, In the latter’s secret (from the Mongols) correspondence with Baybars
he promised to make Baybars the lord of the Sultanate of Rim if ke only
campaigned fo Jeonium. But soon the vizier changed his mind and asked the
sultan to adjourn the campaign for a year waiting for a better opportunity. Accor-
dingly, he sent another secret letter to Baybars saying: “This year campaign
against Sis and the next year I will conquer the country of [Riim] for you if there
is the will of God.” See ‘Izz al-Din ibn Saddad, Tarth al-Maiik al-Zahir (Die
Geschichte des Sultans Baibars von Tzz ad-din Muhammad b, 'AlT b, Ibrahim b.
Saddad (st. 684/ 1285}, Herausgegeben von Ahmad Hutait, Franz Steiner Verlag,
Wiesbaden, 1983}, p. 107. CE. 1bn al-Dawadart, Kanz, vol. 2, pp. 177-178. See
in detail for Parwana: Cahen C\., La Turquie pré-gitamane (Varia Tufci-:a Vi,
Instiut Frangais 'Erodes Anatoliennes, Istanbul, 1988, Pp- 256-270, ag well as
Hillenbrand €., Mu™ al-Din Parwéna. The Servant of Two Masters?, Miscel-
lanea Arabica et Islamica. Dissertutiones in Academiy Ultrgjectina proloiae
anna MCMXC, ed. by F. De Jong, Pecters Press, Louvain, 1993, pp. 267-274.
"*! See Canard, Le Royaume, pp. 238-241.
'** Sce Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p, 454, CE. HJH, X1 c., p. 463; Samual
Anec’i, Hawak'munk’, p. 223 (“A concise history of the Rubenid princes™),
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In 1277 Baybars al-Bunduqdari died under suspicious cj_r-
cumstances and was succeeded by a young son of his al-Sa. id
Baraka Khan {1277-1279). In 1279, the sultan moved the Egyptian
forces 1o Damascus. Being concerned by limiting the power of two
influential court amirs - Sayf al-Din Qalawan al-Alfi (future sgltan)
and Badr al-Din Baysari, the young sultan sent the above amirs to
raid Cilician Armenia to keep them away for a time from the
political intrigues until strengthening his posiﬁqn with thl:& help c.-f
his personal mamliks (al-hdssakiyya), intending to Iselze their
gstates (igtd ) and arrest them on their return. E;':lch refzen:.'ed 10,000
Egyptian and Syrian troops from thc sultan™. Qalam was or-
dered to raid Sis, and BaysarT — to capture the Armenian ‘Cath.o-
licosate of Hromkla'*!, “They moved towards Sis, full of dissatis-
faction (wa-fi nufiisihim min zalika ihn)”,- wrote al-Magqr72 in this
regard' ¥, - _

Thus, this expedition was conditional on the political .S]l'll'a-
tion in the Mamluk Sultanate and did not pursue true expansionist
goals'®, Sending the amirs in two different direciions the sultan

intended to gain time for his plans'’.

19 Al-Nuwayr, Nihdya, vol. 30, p. 247; Ibn al-Dawadart, Kanz, vol. 8, p. 225.
¥ Sec ‘Iz al-Din ibn Suddid, of-4'idg, vol. 1.2, pp. 348-349; Baybars al-
Mansari, Zubda, pp. 166-167, as well as his al-Tubfa, p. 8% and Muprar .a.’-
akbar, p. 66. See also al-Yaninl, Dayl, vol. 3, p. 297, lbn al-Furdt, al-Dhewal,
vol. 7, pp. 140-141; Amital-Preiss, Mongols, p. 180.

5 Cop al-Maqrizl, al-Sufik, vol. 1.2, p. 650. . ]

46 Al-Birzill is very laconic about this campaign writing only that it was “for
the purpose of looting and robbery”. See al-Rirzall, al-Mugtafi, w:rol..l, p. 445,
In the biography of Qaldwin, Safi ibn "AIl wrote that the objective of tl}::
Egyptians and Syrians was “capiuring Hromkla and loating _rhe coumr{: of Sis”.
See $afi’ ihn "All gf-Fadl al-ma'tir fi sirat al-sulfdn al-Malik al-Mangur, ed. by
“Umar ‘Abd al-Salam al-Tadmusd, al-Maktaba al-"Asriyya, Bcirl.ft, 1998, p. 4{)1
147 Of the Mamluk higtorians only 3&fi° ibn "Al tells that thé idea of atﬁackmg
the Armenian tertitories was proposed to al-Sa 14 Baraka Khan by Qalawin, See
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According to Tbn Saddad, al first Baysar surrounded Hiomkla,
A few days later, the Mamluk amir sent a letier to the sultan
reporting that the “lord of Sis” bad sont envoys to him suggestng a
payment of 200 thousand dirhams for lcaving his country untouched.
After that, by the sultan’s order, Baysart lefl Hiomkla and Joined the
troops under Qalawiin's command. The amirs looted the Armentan
kingdom during thcrr 13-day stay in Cilicia and after reaching
Tarsis on the 22% of Mularram of 678 A H. (July 4, 1279) they
returnced to Damascus with immense spmh.m.

The most detadled information on the siege of Hiomkla is
provided by Bar Hebraeus. According to the Syrian maphrian, the
Egyptian troops, numbering in total 9 000 cavalry and 4000 infantry,
attacked 11fomkla on May 19, 1279. The Mamluk commander sent
two envoys (one Arab and one Armenian) to the catholicos saying
that the sultan demanded peaccful surrender of the fortress. Baysari
promised that the catholicos and all of his clerics would be allowed
o go to Jerusalem where they would be allotted a suitable estate
(village). As an alternative Baysar suggested them roing to Cilicia
where they would be seen off with all honor. The response of the
Armenian chicl pricst was very laconie: “[ will fight untilf T dic. T
cannot be faithful both to God and to the king ™'’ Finding no means
for dialogue amir, Baysari ordered to attack and take Hromkla by
force. Atfer a ficree struggle, he finally succeeded in capturing the
town but was unable 1o take the citadel, where the entire population
was hiding, The Mamluks had been looting the town and its suburbs
for five days then sel it on fire, they destroyed the gardens and even
dismantled the town’s baths moving them to Aleppo'™.

836" ibn AN, of-Fadl, p. 40,

" Lz al-Dim ibn Saddad, af-A Tag, vol. 1.2, pp. 348-349,

“* See Bar Hebracus, Chronography, p. 461.

" Ibid. The word translated here as “Alkeppo” is Birga {Beria) of the original

teal. I was wrongly rdentified by Angus Stewant with al-Bira {Pir) (Stewart, The
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It’'s worth notling that the descriptions of Qalawiin’s and
BaysarT’s campaigns contain no evidence of the Armenian-Mamiuk
military standoff. Obviously, the Armenian king, as dunng the
carbier campaigns of 1275-1276, having no force to withsiand the
enemy and no Mongol support in the rear, simply preferred to stay
in onc of his fortresses waiting for the Mamluks™ withdrawal.

Having completed their “mission” the Mamiuk amirs hcaded
to Damascus stopping for a while at Marg'"'. There they leamnt
about the actual intentions of al-Baraka Khan and the plot orpa-
nized by him and his fassakivpa against them. Unifying their for-
ces the amirs dethroned al-Baraka replacing him by an underage
son of Baybars al-'Adil Sulami3 under the guardianship of Qala-
wiin. About three months later, the laticr was also removed from
the throne and Qaldwiin was proclaimed the only ruler of the Sul-
tanate under the royal name al-Malik al-Mangiir (1279-1290).

The coup and enthronement of Qalawiin in Cairo were not
taken unanimously in the Sultanate. The amir of Damascus, Sungur
al-Asqar, who after being exchanged with the Armenian prince
Levon had acquired great influence among thc Mamluk elite refu-
sed to recognize Qaliwun’s rule and proclaimed mimself a sove-

Armenrian Kingdont, p. 53), which is always written in this chronicle as al-Birih,
In his Arabic translation of Bar [ebraeus' work Ishag Armala also translited
Birda as Aleppo. Sce 1bn al-"Tbri, Tarih al-zaman, ir. by 1shaq Armala, Dar al-
Masrig, Beirut, 1991, p. 339, According to the Synan chronicler, at the time
when emir al-Baysar besieged Hiomkla sultan al-Malik al-Sa"7d reccived a lerter
from the Turkmen Karamanids (bar Karaman) of the Sultanate of Rim that they
wani 10 send an ammy 1o the Mamiuk sultan but do not darc pass through the
Armenian territory because they are afraid ol the Mongols and Armenian king.
By sultan’'s instructon al-Baysari applied to Levon and by the latter’s consent
accompanied the Karamans to Syria robbing the settlements of Cilicia, parti-
cularly Anavarza on their 15 days way 10 Hromkla, See Bar Hebraeus, Chro-
nography, pp. 461-462. See also Stewart, The drmenion Kingdom, p. 53,

5 See al-Maq Ty, al-Sulak, vol. 1.2, p. 652,
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reign reler and though Qaldwiin managed o subdue and expel the
rebel amir, these cascs arouse instability inside Syria setting pre-
conditions for a new Mongol campaign. Being unable to return
what he lost Sunqur al-Aiqar wrote to Abaga inviting him to in-
vade Syria'>’. Doubtless ly the lkhanate was cherishing such plans,
waiting for the right time long before Sunqur al-Asqar’s invitation.
Therefore, the sultan trying to cvade the Mongol threat and further
instability in the country soon preferred to reconcile with Sungur
(argl other disloyal amirs) and gave him several cities and fort-
TeSsCS,

As in the days of Hiilegii in 1260, yet again the Cilician Ar-
menian authorities took an active part in the Mongol campaign
organized by Abaga. The Mongols invaded North Syria capruring
‘Ayntab, Bagris and Darbsak in the month of Gumida al-ahir of
679 (October, 1280). According to Baybars al-Mansiiri “the lord of
Sis” jermed them on the way to Darbsik'™. In the middle of the
same month the Mongol troops reached the vicinities of Aleppo.
Heartng about the advance of the enemy’s army the population of
Aleppo left the city. Twenty years later after the events of 1260, the
Mongols again cxposed the city to plunder and destruction. The
Armenian king was maostly singled out hy the Mamiuk historians
for organizing that'™. Afier the sack of Aleppo. the Mongols left
the crty and rctumed to their country for wintening, A year later,
they returned under the general command of Abaqa’s brother Man-
gu-Timilr. Besides king Levon's contingent of troops the Mongol
army was also augmented by the troops of Georgian king Demetre
and the forces of Seljuq Sultanate of Rum and the Franks. The
decisive battle took place in October 1281 near Homs. Although at

' See Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 463,

'} Baybars al-Mansiiri, Zuhdy, p. 185

" See for instance Ibm Haldan, - fhar, vol. 5, p. 397,
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the beginning the success was at the side of the allied forces the
battic ended with the Mamluks' victory’™®. After this heavy defeat
Abaga Khin was already unable to consolidate his forces. The
threats from the Chagatai Khanatc finally buried his hopes for or-
ganizing a new campaign and laking revenge on the Mamluks. In
1282, Abaga died and Takudar (1282-1284), who ascended the
itkhanid throne, converted to Islam, took the roval namic of Ahmad
and tried to settle relations with the Mamluks.

Another failure of the Mongols, the Ilkhan’s conversion and
impossibility of receiving assistance from the West resulted in
strengthening of the Mamluk threat hanging again over Cilicia like
“the sword of Damocifes”. The punitive actions of the sultan did .
nol take long. Y'wo years afier the battle of Homs, Galawia decided
to avenge the Armenian king's assistance to the Mongols. In this
conncetion Ibn ‘Abd al-Zihir wrote: “Cur lord sultan ordered the
viceroy of Aleppo to organize a campaign to the country of Sis to
punish its lord Layfin lor what he did in Aleppo, when he looted
and bumt the [Great] mosque [of Aleppo], etc.”® The Mamluk
campaign was specifically 1argeted at the port of Ayas, which was
terribly plundered and destroyed'™’. One of the calophons reads:
“And they reached the city of Yegea, which 1z Ayas and it was
quite unexpedted for some Ismaelites in the swrrounding that at the
tiree huted the country, campaigned to the city of Ayas and the vil-
lages and settlements in its surrounding and many were captured
and the others were given W the sword.”"™ Armenians were de-
feated also atl the battles of Iskenderun (Bab al-Iskandariin, his-

1***I'he most detailed description of the battle is given by R. Amitai. See Amitai-
Preiss, Mongofs, pp. 187-20].
% Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, Tairlf alf-ayvam wa-l- usiir fT sivar ol-Mafik al-Mangtir,
ed. by Murdd Kamil, {Cairo, 1941, p. 31,
17 See ihid., p. 67. Cf. Baybars al-Mansari, Zubdz, p. 240.
VS HIH Xl ¢, p. 524,
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torical Alexandretta) and Tall 1amdin. By the evidence of the
Mumluk historians and Bar Hebraeus a year later, in 1284, by the
order of suitan Qalawiln the viceroy of Aleppo undertook another

attack on the foriress al-Tini (or al-Tinat) populated by Arme-

nians'®?,

The same year 1284, [lkhan Ahmad Takidar was succeeded
by Argun, son of Abaga (1284-1291). Although he was quite sym-
pathetic toward Christians and actively negotiated with the Euro-
pean states about orgunizing a new anti-Mamluk alliance, he failed
to reach any tangible results. Under these conditions, being unable
to solely withstand the exhaustive invasions of Islamic (orces, in
t285 Levon Il started looking for rcconciliation with Qalawiin.
According 0 Jbn “Abd al-Zahir the king sent several cnvoys to
Qalawiin but alf of them were arrested. After that the “lord of Sis”
subtly involved the Commander of the Tempars in Cilician At-
menia (kumandir al-daywivya bi-balad al-Arman) as a mediator
between himself and the sultan and only then Qalawin agreed to
begin dialoguc and listen to the Armenian king’s the requests for
making peace'®. The negotiations resulted in the signing of a treaty
for an Armenian-Mamluk truce {for a symbolic term of 10 years,

""" See Ibn 'Abd al-Zahir, Tusrif ai-cyvam, p. 67; Baybars al-Mangarl, Zubda,
p. 240, al-"Aynl, gd, vol. 2, p. 209, Cf. Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 471.
Canard (Lo Royaume, p. 247) and following him Stewart {The Armepion
Kingdom, p. 55), zs well as Sawkat Ramadan HuBga (4L Alagar, p. 263) were at
difficulty to find additional information about this forress znd its location in
Ardbic sources. Meanwhile, the fottress named by Arab historians Qal'at al-Tint,
al-Tinét or al-Tinat was probably Canamella belonging to the Templar knights
that was taken and destroyed alse during the 266 campaign of Baybars. See Ibn
‘Abd al-Zahir, a/-Revwd, pp. 270-271. Cf. al-Maqrizl, al-Sulak, vol. 1.2, p. 552
For identification of al-Tint with Canamella see Molin K. {/nkrnown Crusader
castles, Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 180, 186, as well as Awmitai-
Preiss, Mongols, p. 118, 0. 50. CF Alian, Sisuan, p. 396,

" Ibn “Abd al-Zahir, Tesriy al-ayvam, pp. 52-93.

240

16 months, 10 days and 10 hours) containing heavy terms for the
Armenian kingdom. Still pcace became a reality. The entirc toxi of
the treaty is quoted by Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir in the biography of sullan
Qalawin “Tasryf al-ayydm”. Of utmost inlerest for us is the pro-
vision of the treaty relating to the Catholicosate of Hromkla:
“Qal‘at al-Riim (Hfomkla) and caliph of the Armenians— the
catholicos (al-kitagikii) who resides there, as well as his clergymen
and the people in his estates, being civilians and peasants, arc also
included into the requirements of this truce as it has been in the
treaty with al-Zahir.”'"®" This clause in the treaty provides groux:nds
for stating that: (i) Hiomkla, although isolated from the Armenian
kingdom, was still considercd its integral part by the Mamlgk
awthorities: and (ii) a separate clause was dedicated to Hiomkla in
the first Armenian-Mamluk treaty of 1268, which unfortunately did
not survive. _

Although the annual tax payable to Mamluks agan}st non-
invasion” was a hecavy burden on the Cilician Armenian staie,
temporary peace cstablished in Armenian-Mamluk relations was
still a good opportunity for healing the wounds Jeft by previous
years' incessant Mamluk campaigns. Howcver, the peace .lasted
less than expected — hardly scven years instead of ten, and this was
crucial, first of all, for the Catholicosate of Hromkla.

After the death of Catholices Jacob of Kla in 1286, a new
catholicos Kostandin [ of Katuk Pronagore was clected. “Afier the
Armenian Catholicos Tér Jacob, fond of holiness- wrote Step'anes
Orbelean, - with great solemnity and gencral council in the cathed-
ral of St. Sophia in Sis they seated as an Anmenian catholicos var-

16t Qe ibid., p. 101. See also Holt P, M., Early Mamhik diplomacy (1260-1290).
Treaties of Baybars and Qaldwin with Christian rufers, E. 1. Bril], Leida'n, 1995
pp. $3-94; Chevalier M.-A., Les ordres rafigicux-miliiaires en Armenie cn’:.—
cienne (Templiers, hospitaliers, teutonigues & Arméniens & I'époque des crot-
sades), Geuthner, Patis, 2008, pp. 425426,
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dapet Kostandin, who was abbot of the holy and sublime monastery
called Xorin.”" Kostandin's patriarchy ended in 1289 soon after
the death of king Levon when “in conformity with the feudal law
the Armenian throne was inherited by his eldest son Het‘um II"™%
{1289-1307 with interruptions). Being a fanatical advocate of the
Latin faith, from the very beginning of his reign Het'um entered
into sharp controversy with the Catholicos of All Armenians. Their
relaitons heated especially in 1289 when the Pope of Rome Nicho-
las IV sent a letter to the Ammenian king and Armenian people with
a proposal of converting to Latin faith and unifying the two
churches. Meeting the catholicos’s objections Het‘um and his
ardent supporter, also reunionist and Latinophil bishop Grigor of
Anavarza (future catholicos) convened a council in Sis and,
accusing Kostandin in various crimes, dethroned and arrested
him'®. After Kostandin’s imprisonment the patriarchal chair
passed to Step‘anos IV, destined to be the last catholicos that
resided in Hfomkla. Step‘anos was unable to resist the pro-Latin
faction led by Het‘um II and Grigor of Anavarza since during his
rule “all affairs were govemed from Sis by Anavarzec'i and
Hetum,'**

During thde same period, Ilkhin Argin (1284-1291) was
continuing his useless cfforts of sending envoys to Eurcpean states
for building an anti-Mamluk alliance while the Mamluks were
accupicd with the final subjugation of Syria and Palestine. In 1289,

*? Sce Step'annos Orbelean, Sisakan, vol, 2, p. 184. Cf. with the continuators
of Smbat (Taregirk', 1859, p. 125) and Samuel {Heawak 'munk', p. 152, as well
as the idem, Zamanakagrut twn, p. 428, ref, 535.).

162 Ter-Fetrossian, Xac akirners, vol. 2, p 337.

'™ See Step'annos Orbaleun, Sisakan, vol. 2, p. 186. Cf. Smbat, Taregirk’,
1859, p. 125,

' Ormanean M., Azgapatum, vol. 2, col, 1724.
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after the fall of Tripoli'®, the Mamluks intendcd to capture Acre

although the sudden death of sultan al-Mangar Qalawan (1290)

delayed their undertaking for a while. The objective of cleansing

Syria and Palestine from the Crusaders, despite his short reign, was

achieved by Qalawin’s son — al-Afraf Halil (1290-1293). Acre - '
the last important outpost of the Crusaders — fell after 80 days’

siege on May 18, 1291, All other cities and fortresses of the Cru-

saders in the eastern Mediterrancan (Tyre, Sidon, Tartus, Beirut,

Haifa)'*" were conquered within a few following weeks,

Pro-Latin Armenian king Het‘'um 1 was well aware that
sooner or laicr his kingdom would also fall under the Mamluks’
disastrous blows. According to al-Magrizi, in 1289 already when
Qalawiin was besieging Tripoli, “the envoys of Sis appeared before
him seeking his mercy. Suitan demanded to surrender Mar'ad,
Bahn3 (scribal error instead of Bahasna — G. D.) and pay the tribute
(al-gatf ') as usual. He sent the ambassadors back with presents (ic
original: hala'a ie. “bestowed on them robes of honor”)."®
Although al-Maqsiz says nothing about the Armenian king's
response, according to the evidencc of al-Nuwayri, the Copt Mu-
faddal and Ibn al-Furdt, who was the most likely the primaty source
for al-Magqrizi, “The Sis ambassadors returned with numerous gifts

186 goe Runciman, A history, vol. IIL, pp. 406-408; Northrup, From siave io
suftar, pp. 151-155,

17 [rwin R., The Middle East in the Middle Ages: The Early Mamiuk sultanate
J250-1382, Sonthern Illincis University Press, Carbondale and Edwardsville,
1986, pp. 76-78; Runciman 8., A history of the Crusades: Vol 11 (The King-
dom of Acre and the Later Crmsades), Cambridge Unijversity Press, Cambridge,
1951, pp. 412-423; Sa'ld ‘Abd al-Fattah “AfQr, al- Asr al-Mamaiiki Ji Migr
wa-i-Sam, Diar al-Nahda al-"arabiyya, Cairo, 1976, pp. 74-76.

'8 Se al-Maqrla, al-Suldk, vol. 1.3, p. 748, Cf al-Nuwayri, Nihaya, vol. 31, p.

106; 1bn al-Furit, a/-Duwal, vol. 8, p. 81 and Mufaddal, al-Nakg, p. 367 [531].
Cf. Stewart, Kingdom, pp. 72-73.
' 243



and apologized that they cannot surrender Mar'a$ and Bahasna but
[instcad] they may pay large sums each vear”™™ This refusal
strengthened the determination of the Mamluk authorities to strike
Cilician Armenia.
it became evident two years later, when al-dsraf Halil,
aspining to exceed the fcats of his father, scot a letter to the
Armmcnian king after the sack of Acre informing him about the
capture of the city and threatening to inflict the fate of Acre upon
the Armenian kingdom as the last Christian statc bordering the
Mamluk sultanate. The text of thar letter to Het'um 1l was pre-
served by an anonymous Mamluk historian of the 14™ century as
well as by 1bn al-Dawidari. The Anonymous chronicicr, for ins-
tance, writes: “Bring the first and second tributes {implicd is the
simultaneous payment of the two years’ tribute) and appear before
me in person (in ariginal: #a ubwabina al-‘dliya - ‘to our High
Door® — G. D.), and if you obey the alliance with the devil then
moumning will spread over the country of Six.™". According to an
Armenian culophon written in 1292: “And the name of the sultan
that brought this disastcr and mourning to Christians was Meélik*
Afraf, son of Alée (sic, should be Alfg — G.D.), and morecver like a
thunderstorm cloud. full of the anger of lightnings, was terrifying
and shaking the country of Armenians and annoying by nunicrous
taxes the Armenian king Het'um, demanding the country and pro-
vinces and fortresses.””!
In 1292 when they were waiting in Cilicia for the the Sultan’s
forthcoming  attack, al-Asraf decided to unexpectedly target

“* See Ibn al-Furdt, o-Duwal, vol. 8, p. 81,
" See al-Mu'allif al-maghil, p. 8, Tbn al-Dawadari, Kanz, vol. 8, pp. 230-
321, CE Scatt R. 1., Mamtik-Armenian velations during the Babef period ta the
Jall of Sts (1230-1375), McGill University, Montreal, 1981 (unpublished MA
thesis), p. 132, 161, n. 5; Stewart, Kingdom, p. 74, 0. 13,
"' HUH. X1 ¢, p. 702 and 746 {a colophon written by Het‘um I1).
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Hromkla and resolve once and forever the problem of the Ar-
menian enclave on the border of his Sultanate. As confirmed by
another colophon: “Thus terrificd was the country of Cilicia, they
lefi for the mountains and fortresses while he went te the Seat of
the Armenian Patriarch, to Hromkla,”'"? Accerding to the chronicle
of Nerses Palicne’, before the sultan reached Hromkla, Het'um II
managed to send his maternal uncle Raymond with a number of
other princes to the defence of the castle of the Haly See'”.

Listing the rcasons of the sultan’s intention to capture
Hromkla, Mamluk historian Baybars al-ManyiuT, who himsclf par-
ticipated in the sicge of the fortress, wrote: “He (the sultan} set oul
to Hromkla to capturc it as he desired, because there was nothing
within his kingdom except it that would not be in his hands.
[Besides] it made raids on its Muslim ncighbors and attacked the
travelers passing beneath (its watls).”' 7" Similar explanation of the
reasons for this campaign is given by al-'Aynl in his “‘fgd af-
guman”: “The reason of this was that (...)'™ the lord of that
fortress (...) sultan al-Malik al-Mansir Silih (...) and they became
mote and mote vicious 2nd when the war among the Tatars broke
after the death of their king, many of them came to Hrfomkla and
arranged with its residents to cut off the road for the Musiims.
Thus, they took many captives from the Muslims by cuiting off the
roads. The lord of Aleppo reported about it to the sultan; moreover,
he added that besides this fortress there is mo other fortress
belonging to infidels in Dar al-lslim (literally *“the Home of
Islam“}."”" Agrecing to the propesal of the amir of Aleppo and

™ fhid., p. 711,
"> See MZ, vol. 2, p. 181
I See Bayhars al-Mangirt, al-Tuhfi, p. 130, as well as idem, Zubda, p. 288,
15 The publisher was at difficulty to restore the missing words because of the
ertasure in the text of the manuascript,
U Al-Aynl, Jgd, vol 3. p. 111,
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consulling with other amizs the sultan firally resolved to capture
the seat of the Armenian catholicoi. Actually, under the truce of
1285 attacking the Muslim merchants was already considerad a
violation of the treaty terms and could by itself serve a ground for
resuming military actions, though obviously there should be deeper
reasons for giving a decisive blow to Hiomkla, which was on the
mind of the Mamluk authoritics long ago.

By the cvidence of the Anonymous Mamluk chronicler, who
participated in the siege of Hfamkla, sultan al-Malik al-Asraf went
out of Cairo on the 8 day of Rabi* H of 691 (March 29, 1292) and
arrived in Damascus accompanied by his vizier Sams al-Din ibn
Sal'Gs on the 1% of Gumada T (April 20). The ford of Hama, al-
Malik al-Muzaffar, went to meet the sultan there and invited him to
stay in Hama for several days'” Continuing their way the unified
army of Egypt and Syria reached Aleppo on the 28" day of the
same month (May 17). The Mamluk forees left Aleppo on the 4™ of
(rumada al-ahir (May 23) and four days later, on Wednesday (May
27}, besicged the fortified city of the Catholicosaie’ 2. )

Considening the impregnability of the fortress the sultan took
persenat command of the sicge and prepared very seriously. This is
Fvidenced by the fact that beside the larpe number of manpuower
mvolved into the siege of Hfomkla, also numerous siege machines
and engines were sel up. According to an Armenian colophon:

17 .
AbD al-Fida', al-Muptasar, vol. 4, p. 26, also Nalbandyan, 4rabakan

athyurrers, pp. 238-219,

" See al-Muallif al-maghal, pp. 9-10. Cf. 1bn al-Dawadarl, Kanz, vol. 8, p.
323, al-Gazarl, Hawadit, vol, 1, p. 101; al-Nuwayrf, Nihava, vol. 31, p. 143;
[bn al-Furat, al-Duwal, vol. 8, p. 136; al-Magrizi, al-Sulik, vol, 1.3, p. 778,
Baybary al-MansitirT and Abd al-Fida', the historian and future sultan of Hama,
who participated in the conquest of the fortress write that Hiomkla was bcs;iegr:d
during the fitst 10-day period of month Gumadi al-alir. Sec Bavbars al-
Mungurl, Zulile, p. 288; Abn al-Fida', ai- Mujuayar, vol. 4, p. 27. ‘
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* . .and surrounding the castlc he besieged it by numerous warriors,
high mangonels with heavy stones, rock cutter artisans and sappers
and tunnel-diggers.”” A contemporary of these events, a scribe
named Barset, wrote in his colophon: “and he besieged it with many
machines and numerous cavalry and infantry, and trehuchets,
numbering thirty five, large and small, were set up.”"™ Despite
certain differences, the Mamluk chroniclers speak of the engines
cmploved in the siege (manganiy) and their types in more dctail. Al-
Nuwaysi, Ibn al-Furat and al-Maqrizi speak of 20 catapulis used
during the siege of the fortress' . Meanwhile according to Mufaddal
ibn Fada™il and Ibn al-Dawadan the total number of catapults was
19'%2_ ibn Katir wrote that the number ol manganigs exceeded
thirty'®, while al-' AynT and Tbn Iyas mention 23" 1t seems that an

" Qee HIH XM ¢, p. T11. CL ibid., p. 702, 719.
e AZ, vol. 2,p. 93
Ml Gee al-Nuwayrl, Nibdyg, vol 31, p. 143-144; Tha al-Furdt, @f-Duwal. vol. 7,
p. 136; al-Maqrizi, al-Sufitk, vol. 1.2, p. 778. Recently K, Raphacl, referring o
the data of al-Maqrizi and al-Nuwayri also indicated the aumber of catapulls at
the disposal of the Mamiuk army as 20. Sec Ruphael, Muslim Fartresses, p. 187,
Abi al-Fida' says nothing about the total number of the catapults writing only
that the Hamd troops occupied the place on the mount situated in the eastern side
of the fortress wherefrom they saw what was going on there: the movement of
the poputation, their actions and Right. See A al-Fida', al-AMulasar, yol. 4, p.
27, as well as Nalbandyan, Arohakan afbvuranera, p. 239,
15 Mufaddal, of-NaAg, p. 389 {553]. As regards the nunber of catapults — 19,
mentioned by Ibn al-DawadarT, in this case instead of [bn al-Mihaffadér the latter
refers to his father (gala welicf} as the souwrce of information. See Ibn al-
Dawadand, Konz, vol 2, p. 333, We have already mentioned above that for
adding exclusiveness to his work Ibs al-Dawadari sometimes resorted 1o such
“muta fides” as coneealing his real sources.
'3} thn Katir, oi-Bidava, vol. 17, p. 637
1B AL Awni, Jgd, vol. 3, p. 113; Tbn lyis, Bada i al-muhiir fiwagd i al-duhir,
vol. 1.1, ed. hy Muhammad Mugtafd, Dar ihyd al-kunb al-'arabiyya, Cairo,
1975, p. 370.
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exclusive source for the cxact number of siege machines placed
arcund Hfomkla should be considered al-Ciazari, who in his tum
referred to amir ibn al-Mihaffadar and his son - Sayf al-Din who
took part in the siege. Specifically he wrote: “Aimed at it were 5
Fraukish (afrangiyya) and 5 garabuga (literally “black camel™ as
well as 15 Saytaniyya (literally “‘satanic™) ballistic machines.”"** (i.e.
total 25 catapults). However because of several syntactic and gram-
matical mistakes in this sentence made by the chronicler the copyists
directly or indirectly using his information werc confused. Even A.
Stewart was lost in the controversial numbers of the Arabic chro-
niclers. Using J. Sauvaget’s partial translation of al-Gazari’s work
and repeating his translation mistake (5 farangi, [ qarabuga and 15

Saytdni catapulis)'®, Stewart further concluded that the catapults-

used by Mamluk forces during the siege of Hromkla were twice
more than mentioned by al-Maqr¥2i, i.e. 40 in number'®’. The cont-
roversial report of the Damascene historian concerning the number
of catapults used by the Mamluk army scems to be comectly inter-
preted by P. Chevedden who explained the reason of confusion in
the reports of historians in his article'™,

% Sec al-Gazart, Hawdadlt, vol. 1, p. 109, The deciphering of al-Gazari’s text -

may be enhanced by the parallel study of the variant provided by the Mamluk
Ananymous. Sce al-Mu'aliif al-maghal, p. 16. For the types of the catapults see
Chevedden P., The Artillery of King James | the Congueror, in: fberia & the
Mediterranean World of the Middie Ages, vol. 2, ed. by P. Chevedden, D. Kagay
& P. Padille, E. ). Brill, 1996, pp. 47-94, 58-63.

" See Sauvaget 1., La chronique de Damas d'al-Jazari (années 689-698 H),
Paris, 1949, p. 16 and Stewart, Kingdom, p. 76.

'¥7 See ibid, In his article on Hromkia published a few years later the scholar did
not emend his mistake msisting again that their number was “over fourty”. See
A, Stewart, Qal'at zl-Raim/Hromgila'Rumkale znd the Mamimk Siege af
69LAH/292CE, in: Musiim Military Architecture in Greater Syria: From the
Coming of Isiam ta the Ottontan Period, ed. by H. Kennedy, Brill, 2664, p- 274.
™ Chevedden P., Black Camels and Blazing Bolis: The Bolt-Projecting
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Most of the Arab historians agree that the siege of the foriress
lasted 33 days'®. As regards the Armenian sources, according to a
contemporaneous colophon, the siege of Hfomkla lasted 35 days;
according to the continuator of Smbat Sparapet, “many days™; accor-
ding to the continuator of Anec‘i, “numerous days™*": according to
the “Xronikon™ (in Armenian) of Hayton of Corycus the sulian
captured the catholicossal castle in 40 days; according (o Step‘anos
Crbelean — “within a month’s time” and according to the continuator
of the “Chronography” of Bar Hebraeus — within 20 days'",

Thus, the Mamiuk army was bomardbing the fortress with
stones for over a month. The scribe Barsegh wrote: “and they were
hitting the walls of the fortress by stones and throwing large and

small stones inside the fortress, and shooting arrows, killing people

Trebuchet in the Mamluk Army, Mamluk Studies Review, vol. 8,1, pp. 245-2485,
n. 14,
¥ Al-Maqrizt, ok-Sulik, vol. 1.3, p. 778, sl-Nuwayr, Nikdya, vol. 31, p. 143-
144; Ibn al-Fordt, al-Duwal, vol. 7, p. 136. Cf. al-Birzal, af-Mugtaff, vol. 2, p.
278; al-Dababl, Tarip al-isiam, vol. 52, p. 12; Qirifly al-Hazindarl, Madmii ", p.
216. Besides indicating the conquest of the foriress under a wrong date — 692,
“al-Hawadiy al-§ami’a” attributed to Ibn al-Fuwwatf indicates the duration of the
siege also wrongly as two months. See Ibn al-Fuwatl, gl-fHawddy, p. 323. The
14" cent. author al-Yafi‘7 (d. 1366) wrote that “the foriress was faken in 25 days.
Its residents were Christians - the Tatar subjects . See aW-Y&i'T, Mirdt al-Gingn
wa- brat al-yaggdn fi ma'rifat ma yu'tabar min howddit al-zaman, ed. by Jaht
Mangtr, vol. 4, Dir al-kutub al-'ilmiyya, Beirut, 1997, p. 164. bn Haldan
indicetes “30 days”. See Ibn MHaldun, ai-'Thar, vol. 5, p. 464. Notably
“Mubtdr™ attributed to Baybars al-Mangiiri also indicates 20 days (Muhrér ai-
ahbdr, p. 92).
0 See HIH, XlI c., p. 702, Smbat, Taregirk’, 1859, p. 126 (continuator);
Samuzl Anec'l ev Sarunakeiner, Zomanakagrut iwn, p. 267 (continuator).
W See MZ, vol, 2, p. 80; Step*annos Orbelean, Sirakan, vol. 2, p. 15G: Bar
Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 493. Bar Hebracus died in 1286 and his “Chrono-
graphy” was probably continued and completed by some other scribe - most
likely his brother Bar Sawma al-Safi.
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and animals.”"” Besides the catapults, other sicge instruments were
also used, specifically for undemnmining the foundations ol the
walls. Digging saps for opening trenches in walls and penetrating
into the fortress are evidenced by the above mentioned colophon
{natmap‘or daranamtok’), Het'um Patmi¢® (“making holes by
catupults from above and stonecut saps for pressing from beneath”
-starcal babunok® 1 verust ¢v k'arap”or cakamiok’, nalmelov neteal
i nerkust), and by Nerses Paliene® (“thoy demolished all fortress
walls by the catapults and sapped and entered into the fortress
through the manhole and wanted to turn 1t down from bencath -
“ayl babanovn p‘lucin zamcnayn parispn ev natmec’in ev yekin 1
me] berdin cakn ev hatake &rjel vzéin™)'*". The Mamluk historians
also stressed digging tunncls (rurgah) under the fortress walls'™.

As evidenced by the scribe Barsel, the fown was in great
danger, want and panic becausc of the “Hagarians® ™ {1.c. Arabs’)
siege “and nobody entered and came out from there becausce the
town was besieged on all sides and nebody came to their help, and
the men and women, old and young, the youth and virgins cried
and loudly appecaled to the Lord in the Heighest and shed tcars,
hopeful that God who loves humankind would show merey and
save them from the hands of the lawless.™* However, the cvidence
of the Mamluk historians shows that Armenians and Mongols made
hopeless efforts to save the residents of the [ortress from the deadly
siege. Al-Nuwayri, Ibn al-Furdt and al-Magrizi are silent about this,
but al-‘AynT tells & story in this regard. According to him, the
besieged residents of Hiomkla appealed to “the lord of Sis™ to send

T AE vol 2, p. 93,
S ELH, Xt ¢, p. TA9.CL ibid, p. 702, See also MZ, vol. 2, p. 181
Y See al-Maqrist, al-Sufik, vol. L3, p. 778, as well as Baybars al-Mansitr,
Zihda, p. 288, al-Giazart, {{awddit, vol. |, p. L10; Ibn al-Furat, af-Dhewal, vol,
a7 136
"5 LLSHL X0 o, pp. T30-T31.
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help. Seeing that he could do nething, the Armenian king made an
ingenious decision. Providing five thousand cavalrymen to three
Armenian princes {amara’) he disguised them as Mongols (with
Mongo! hats and clothes) for creating an impression of Mongol
army and sent them Lo the Euphrates to frighten the Mamluks and
distract them from the siege. Seeing this, some bedouins (ba ‘ad af-
‘arab) informed the sulian, Al-Asraf sent a Mamluk contingent
under the command of amirs Sunqur al-Asgar and Bakta§ al-Fahri
against these “Mongols” Ilearing about 1t the Amcmans were
compelled to return, being deleated and desperate (al-pa ibin ol
hasirin). This inspired the Muslims to quickly complete the capture
{he fortress' ™

This narrative by al-'Ayni is probably a reflection of a failed
attempt by Mongols to liberatc Hromkla from the sultan’s siege,
the preliminary version of which is recorded by Baybars al-Man-
surt presenting his own memories (gala al-rawl - “the narrator
said™'?’. “When we werc amid the sicge, fight, pressing, we noti-
ced a group of Tatars at the castern bank, in the middle of the
mountains. Sultan ordered to send a squad led by a pumber of
grand amirs for chocking on that news and secarching their tra-
ces.”'”® By the sultan’s order four amirs of the Mamluk army (the
historian among them) went 1o face them. Then like al-"Aymni,
Baybars al-Mansiii continucs that crossing the Euphrates the
troops of amirs began searching for the Mongols. Finding nothing,
they had to go back and join the sicge again, The histonan con-
tinues that after these events the defected Mongol amir Sayf al-Din
Ciankali ibn al-Baba told him that such a campaign really did take

S 41 Awnl, fgd, vol. 3, p. |15, See also Stewart, Kingdom, p. 77.
197 Lar this expression it the work of Baybars al-Manstrd see Northrup, From
slave to sultan, pp. 39-40.
1% See Baybars al-Mangurt, Zubda, p. 289 and C. idem, 2/-Tuffa, p. 131
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place and be personally participated in it. The Mongol army con-
sisted of ten thousand cavalrymen was led by a Mongol com-
mander named Naytami$ and was assigned to take the Mamluks by
surprise if possible. But, seeing the number and might of the
Sultanate’s forces, the Mongol troops decided to turn back'™.
Unaware of this report by Baybars Manstri®™’, A. Stewart
also had concluded that al-‘Ayni’s narrative conceming the
“attempt of Armemian diversion” might be a rcason of confusion
and that those were actually Mongol forces that approached
Hromkla. He referred to R. Irwin, who stated that “a Mongol force
sent 10 assist the Armenians arrived too late and withdrew.”"
Irwin did not mention the source of his information and Stewart
bad difficulty finding it. Meanwhile, the fact that Mongol troops
were sent against al-A¥raf Halil for lifting the Mamluk siege of
Hiomk!a is witnessed by the official Ithanid historian Ra¥id al-Din.
According to the latter; “At that time news was reccived that the
enemy’s army had come from Syria and that Malik A%raf besieped
Qal*at al-Riim, In the month of Ragab (June) Taygi-ogil, son of
Mangi-Timir, Togafar, Buqday-Ahtigl and Tam3gi-lndiq with a
considerable army headed there to confront the enemy. And in the
month of Sa‘bin (July) crown prince Sukay, cmir Timir-Biigd and
Qaraga headed towards Hiomkla through Ahlat and Arjis. But,
already in the month of Ragab Malik Araf took Hfomkla and
slaughtered part of its population and drove another pari to
captivity. Then he entrusted the fortress to his subordinates (kurwdl

1% See the previous reference.
™ In his monograph A. Stewart used Shah Morad Elham’s partial redaction and
fragmentary translations of Baybars’ “Zuhda” (as well as al-Nuwayri’s “al-
MNihdava™), as a result of which numerous valuable evidences from that historian
remaired unknown tu him.
®F See Irwin, Middle Eaxt, p. 78,
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i.e. “commandant™ and he himself returned home.”*" This testi-
mony of Ra3id al-Din leads to the conclusion that the Mongols took
the road to Hiomkla twice. The first time it was the campaign des-
cribed by Baybars al- ManstirT, which the Mongols had to stop be-
cause of the lack of confidencc. The Mongols made the second
attcmpt probably with cssentially larger forces but this time they
were late and unable to assist the residents of Hromkla®®,

Even without any cxternal assistance, the residents of
Hromkla organized heroic defence resisting the encmy until the last
breath. According to metropolitan Step‘anos, after seizing the
fortress the sultan confessed in conversation with the catholicos
that he had even thrice thought about lifting the siege®™. So the
suftan was not pretending when, in the congratulatory letter written
to the supreme gadr of Damascus afier the seizure of the fortress,
he toid about how much difficulty that victory was won. It even
seemed to him that Hfomkla, erected on impregnable bare rocks,
was even firmer than Acre (in kanat ahsan min ‘Akka)™.

The Damascene historian al-Gazari referring again to his
informant amir Tbn al-Mihaffadar told about a surprising event (min
al- ‘agd'ib) during the siege of Heomkia: *“While we continued
keeping it under the siege, a strong and terribly fast wind started
that blew away all the tents and the people were compelled to
spend the night in open air. The next day the sky began thundering
s0 strongly that it even seemed it would soon fall onto the earth, At
that time lightning struck and burnt three men one of whom died,
half of the other’s body was burnt and the heart of the third stopped
from the fear and he also died. [At that momcent] they were in the

22 See Ra¥id al-DTn, Gami' al-tawdrik, vol. 2, pp. 833-834, as well as Ra%id-
ad-Din, Shornik letopisej, vol. 3, pp. 133-134, Cf. Banikatl, Rawda, p. 448,
X Cf. Srwin, Middle East, p. 7% and Stewart, Kingdom, p. 7%, n. 54.
™ See Step'annos Orh&lean, Sisakan, vol. 2, p. 191,
5 Al-Mu ' allif al-maghal, p. 11.
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tent of amir Badr al-Din Baydardi who was then the viceroy of
-Egypt_n}ﬂﬁ

But, netther the natural clements nor the 33-day Jong stb-
bom resistance of the Hfomkla citizens could stop the deter-
mination of al-Malik al-Asraf. The Mamluk sourccs give the exact
date of 1aking the fortress: the 11" of Ragab, 691 (June 28, 1292).
The same date is indicated also in sultan’s letter to the gadr of
Damascus: “By the might and victory of Allih this foriress was
1aken on the 11™ day of Ragab al-Fard, Saturday and thank Him
who made easicr the difficulty [of 1ts seizure] and accelerated its
acquisition.™” The same date, as in the Mamluk sources, is indi-
cated also by the continuator of Bar Hebracus™. Of the Anmenian
authors et'um indicates the same date as Arabic sources (in year
“741, Junc 287} while the bricf chronicle attributed w Sargis Pictak
erroncously datcs the capture of iframkla as by July 28, 1292°%

The Arab historians especially emphasized the contribution
of the viceroy of Damascus (rd’ih alsaltana) Sangar al-Supga‘l.
Ibn Furat, for cxample, wrote: “Amir *Alam al-Din al-Sugga‘t - the
ruler of Damascus, had the greatest share in taking Tifomkla since

he managed (o ibrow a chain on the towers of the fortress and

fasten its opposite end to the ground. Holding ooto i, the troops
could elimb to the fortress. Among those who climbed yp was Sayf
al-1)in Agguba that was onc of the mamluks of Badr al-Din Bakta
al-Fabri Amir Silah®'®, He was not anc of his well-know mamluks.
He was in the service of his son Salah al-Din Halil. Due to his re-
sourccfuiness he chimbed on the fortress wall and organized a great

M cee al-Gazarl, Hawadit, vol, I, p. 109,

T Al-Muallif al-maghal. p. 12

** Sce Bar Hebracus, Chronography, p. 493,

"% Sec HJH. Xt ¢ p. TI9. Cf MZ, vol. |, p. 106.

e Lircrally, “grund master of the armowr”. For this office. see Ayalon D.,

Srudies an the strecwre of the Mamluk army-U[, 85OAS, vol. 15, 1953, p. 468
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massacre there then he was wounded and had to returmn.”!" Raybars
al-Mansiir7 continues: “Following cach other the soldiers climbed
up by that chain and achicved their purpose by that trick. They took
the fortress and erected flags on it in haste. All the fighters that had
been there were killed. The women and families were captivated.
Also found there wus the Armenian patniarch (batrik al-arman)
who was also taken prisoner.”™"?

The scribe Barsct represented the termible deeds of the enemy
invading the fortress as follows: “And who could tell about the
destruction of churches, the ruining of the holy alars and the plun-
der of sacred chalices and vessels from the sanctuaries of God, the
murder of priests, the captivity of deacons, the dishonoring of vir-
gins and the disgracing of wives, sparing neither the aged, nor
children and youth, and having no mercy on innocent infanis but
putting them to the sword, death or captivity.”m

The metropolitan of Syunik® Step‘anos Orbelean testified:
“After the siege of a month, he firstly took the town and then the
mner citadel, and then the highest castle, in which there was a
splendid church built by Catholicos Grigar and the gated house of
the pﬂtriar-::h.“m Abii al-Fidi', who was among the troops of [la-
md, confirms that upon capturing the fortified city “the catholicos
(kindggiliis 1n the text), “the Armenian caliph” (hafifat al-arman)

M Abu al-Furit, al-Dywal, vol. 8, p. 136, The historian furlher narrates that this
act of AqPuba’s bravery did not miss the sultan's eye and he favored the
Mamluk soldier with great honor and gifts. Later Aquba became a famous emir
receiving the degree of tabljidna. See ibid., pp. 136-137. For the undertaking of
Sangar al-Sugpa’T and Agfuba, see also al-Maqriet, o/-Sufak, vol. 1.3, p. 778
CT. Baybars al-Mansori, Zubdy, pp. 288-289.
12 See ibid , p. 289,
™ HJH. Xili ¢., p. 731. For the looimg and massacre of the city residents sec
also Bar Hebracws, Chronography, p, 493
*** See Step*annas Orbelean, Soakan. vol. 2. p. 196.
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residing there found refuge in the ettadel {quila). Those who csca-
ped the massacre organized in the city also gathered there with him.
Catapults of the Hama troops were placed just on top the rock stret-
ching towards the citadel. Thereupon, the lord of Hama received an
order of the sultan to stnke it with mangonels. And when we char-
ged fur sioning they asked the sullan for “aman™ (safe conduct).
The latter guarantced to spare their lives only under condition of
swrrendering to captivity. They agreed. The Catholicos was impni-
somed as well as those who were with him in the citadel of the
fortress -- down to the last man.""?

The description of Nerses Palienc® sounds like the conti-
nuation of Abh al-Fida s narrative: “... they wanted amanaf that is
guarantce against surrendering to them. But the sultan did not
accept their request because prior to it he had many times
proposcd: “Give the fortress and 1 will let you go with all your
properties.” Finding no way out the catholicos and other clergymen
in the fortress put on thcir monrastic vestments and weni fo
surrender to the sultan”'®,

It is worth noting that the Mamluk iosses during the capture
of Hfomkla were also considerable. According to Arab histonans
during the heavy fights under the walls of the fortress the amirs
Saraf al-Din ibn al-Hatir, Sihab al-Din Ahmad ibn al-Rukn werc
martyred (isfafhada), while Darya ‘[zz al-MisiT and Halil ibn al-
Sam‘a died by lightning (tcxt has al-bard — ‘cold’ instead of al-
barg - “lightning"y*"".

Ry the cvidence of Step‘anos Orbelean, imprisoned along
with the Ammenian catholicos were 20 bishops and numerous

5 Qe AbDl al-Fidad', af-Multasar, vol. 4, p. 27. See also Nalbandyan,
Arabakan afbvurners, p, 239,
20 MZ, vol. 2, p. 181
77 See al-Mu allif al-maghl, p. 17. Cf. also al-Gazar, fawadlis, vol. 1. p. 109;
Ibn al-Furar, al-Daewed, vol 8, po 137,
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pricsts and deacons™®. He says nothing about the total number of
captives. According to Nerses Palienc’ over 30 thousand people
had been driven to captivity”® However, his data should ehviously
be considered exaggerated. The Mamluk historians, as for instance
al-Gazari, al-Nuway1, [bn al-Furft and al-Magrizi, mention a much
smaller number of captives - 1200™", which is quite plausible.
Besides a large number of victims and captives, the Arme-
nian Church bore other losses. The freasures of the Cathelicosate
were robbed, the Gospels, ritual vessels, church relics, all-national
apostolic remains apd sacred objects such as the “Illuminator’s
right hand™ fell into hostile hands. One of the colophon writers of

2t Steptannos Orbtlean, Sivakan. vol. 2, p. 190. It appears that during the
vonguest of lromkla some Synun <lencs bemy in he fortress were captured
alung with the Amwenians. This is attested by the colophon of a Syriac
manuscript Ne 295 kept in the British Museum. See Wright W., Cataiogue of
SyTiac manuscripts in the British Museum, part 1, London, 1870, p. 231. Wo less
interesting is the evidence of al-'Aynl: “fr was under the Farars ' rude that had
Jeven] u Fahna (or Sihng - “supervisor”, Cadministrator V) there who was capri-
wirled with a number of orher capfives. That wax the grearest victory of the
Mustims. ” See aV" Aynl, fod, vol 3, p. 121, The veracity of this information is
doubtful since we found no evidence in other Arabic sources ahout the Mangols
appointiog a Sofna ab Firomkla.
B g7 vl 2.p. 181,
0 See al-Cazdri. Hawadit, vol. 1, p. 109, al-Nuwayri, Mhadva, val. 531, p. 144
lhn al-Furdt, al-Duwwed, vol. 8, p. 137, al-Maqrizl, al-Sul@k, vol. 1.3, p. 778
Though H. Nalbandyan cited al-Maqrizt i his wotk, he had emoncously
indicated the number of the captives as |2.{HH) instead of 1200 and A
Hovhannisyan repcaied that error. Sce Nalbandyan, Adrabakan aibyurners, p.
278 and Hovhannisvan A., Kilffktioyd hmykakan agavorit van ew Yegiptosi
Sult'anut van haraberut vunnera 1250-1375 r'vakannerin, (Relations between
the Cilictan Armeoian kingdom and the Sultanate of Egypt o 1250-1375),
Yerevan, 2008, p. 114, CL Histoire des Switans Momlouks, de VEgypre écrite en
Arabe par Taki-Eddin-Ahmed-Makrizi, taduite en Frangais par M. Quatrernére,
t. 2.3, Paris, 1845, p. 141,
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the time wrote: “Because the preachers and the glornious men fell by
the sword and honourable women were violated, godly testaments
were robbed by the hands of the lawless, the relics of saint martyrs
and apostles were lost, jewelry of gold and pearls, and precious
stones that were on the sacred objects were looted, the right hand of
our apostolic Saint Iluminator was taken captive to alicn country,
which was even more lamentable than the captivity of the Ark of
the Covenant i the past, And all of this caused lament and tears to
the serrow and moan of all Armenia,”' Forfunatcly, according to
the continuator of Smbat, Het'um sueceeded 10 buy back “from the
unlawtul the right hand of the llluminator and all relics™ and bring
them to Sis”™®,

Kostandin of Katuk Pronmagorc releascd from captivity in
1293 and appointed as abbol of the Skevia monastery, left a me-
maorial inscription on a silver reliquary, known as “the Skevra reli-
quary”, about the fall of Hromkla:

"4 year ago

Hromkia was taken.

Those who resided there naturally

Had been captivated.

Celestial churches

Hod been destroyed by the faithiess.

2V gIM XN c., p. 711, Cf. Step’amnos Orbelean, Sisakan, vol. 2, p. 190,
Smbat, Taregirk’ {continuator), 1839, p. 126; Girk® it'ec’ (Book of leuters),
Tithis, 1901, p. 537.

T Smibat, Taregirk, 1859, p. 126 Cf Step'annos Orbelean, Sisakan, vol. 2, p.
192 {“and all sacred vbjects that had been captivared dissapeared without a
trace and finding . For confruversial evidence of the sources on the fate of the
“the tight hand of the [lluminator” ses Babgdn A At oiakic’ Kat'olikas,
Patiut iwn kat 'oltkosac’ Kilikioy {1441-én mind ‘ew mer orera} (History of the
catholicoi of Ciiicia from 1441 1o our days), Anlelias, 1939, columon 1282-1250
fin Armenian).
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And godly sacred objects

Were touched by profane hands,

And holy theological treatixes

Were scattered with disdain.

Holy patriarchs and their associates

Were taken captive to the land of Tackastan.

The author of the colophon of “The Book of Letters” copied
six years after the fall of Hiomkla remembers the three churches of
the catholicosate with deep pain: “Also the God-dwelled and
celestial, splendid and superb temples of St. Gregory and the Holy
Virgin and the one in the name of the Son, the new holy Savior,
were trampled and twmed inte an abode for the faithless.™* Also
noteworthy 15 the information of Het'um the Historian that “he
settled the repudiators of Christ in the Patriarchate and in the
beautiful sanctuary.™® In V. Hakobyan’s opinicn these words
probably referred to those Armenians who adopted [slam for saving

their life from the massacre™®. “And they looted the fortress and

23

2 See Alifan, Sisuan, . 108, Questions about the acquisition of the reliquary
and the autharship of the mserption had long been subjects of heated debates.
See ibicd, pp. 107-113; Carriére A., Inscriptions d'un reliquaire arménien de la
collection  Rasilewski, Mdélanges oricntaux, Pavis, 1883, pp. 169-213; Der
Nersessian 8., Le Reliquaire de Skevra et Porfivieric cilicienne aux X7 et
XIVe migcles, REA, Ne 1, 1964, pp. 121-134, 143-147, Kakovkin A, Ja., E3té
raz k voprosu o zakazéike relikvarija 1293 g. (Once more on the question of the
customer of the reliquary of 1293), Lraber hasarakakan gitit 'yunneri (Herald of
the Sncial Sciences), 1972, Mo 6, pp. 77-8B4 (in Russian);, Munac*akanyan A, Ov
& Skeviayr 1293 t'vakan masmatup': patviraly Kostandin yepiskoposs {Who
the recipient of the Skevra reliquary?), “Ejmiacin” (September), 1972, pp. 57-65
(in Ammenian).
M Girk ricec, p. 537, See also HIH, XM ¢, p. $39.
2 See ihid,, p. 719
¢ llakobyan V., Het'um Pamid'i norahayt hiSatakaranz ew nra patmakan
nianakut'yuna (The newly found celophon by Het'um the listorian and its
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robbed”, wrote Stcp‘anos Orbelean. — “plundered all ecclesial ware
and innumerable ireasures of God, and the whole wealth but did not
destroy the church.””’ Opposite to Step‘anos, the Persian chro-
nicler Wassaf stated that after capturing Hromkla “the Muslims
scttled there and turned their temples to mosgues.”?®

To mark his victory al-Malik at-Asraf ordered to rename the
fortress™”. According to Baybars al-MangGri “the sultan ordered to
eraze “the Roman name” from the fortress (“the Roman fortress™)
and no one henceforth should usc that name but call it “the Mus-
lim’s fortress of al-Asral (Qal'ar al-Mustimin al-Asrafiyva).”*>"
However, it is worth noting that, as observed by K. Raphael, the
new name, howcver, never tock root among the Muslims. The
Muslim chroniclers continued calling it Qal ‘af ai-Rim™*!' in parallel
with the “Muslim fortress™.

As mentioned above, once the fortress was taken, letters were
sent to Damascus, Cairo and other cities of the Sultanate to an-
nounce the good news of the capture. According to the Anonymous
Mamluk chronicler, “The herald arrived in Damascus on the 15" of
month Ragab (July 2), on Wednesday, with letters about the con-
quest 1 his hand that were addressed to the viceroy who at that

histarical significance), Telekagir HSSR gitut yunneri akademiayi: Hasarakakan

gitut yunner (Bulletin of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR: Social

Sciences), 1948, Ne 10, p. 69.
7 Step*annos Orbelean, Sisakan, vol. 2, pp. 190-19).
2 See Wagsa, Tagziyat al-amsar wa-tezgivat al-a 3d@r (Tarith-¢ Wassap, vol. 3,
ed. by Mubammad Mahdi al-I3fahéni, Bombay, 1269%/1853, p. 354, as well as
‘Abd al-Muhammad Aysti, Taprfre tarih-e Wassaf, Tehran, 1967, p. 214
(abbreviated and simplified version of the previaus),
0 AL-Magqria, al-Sulik, vol. 1.3, p. 778.
P Sec Baybars a-Manglrf, Zubdo, p. 289. See also al-Kutubl, ‘Uvin ai-
tawGrih (A 2922), vel. 22,1 27b,
2! Raphael, Mustim Foriresses, p. 187.
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time was amir Sams al-Din Sunqur al-‘Asar, to the supreme qadi
(of Damascus) Sihab al-Din ibn al-HuwayyT and were read in the
mosque on Wedncsday."?* As we already said, some Mamluk
histonans have preserved the text of the letters addressed by the
sultan and amir ‘Alam al-Din al-SuggaT to the supreme gadi of
Damascus: “When the good news of captunng Hromkla reached
Damascus,- wrote al-Maqrizi, - the city was decorated and musiclal
instruments sounded the tidings of the victory.**"

It seems the lord of Hama al-Malik al-Muzaffar, participating
in the siege of Hfomkla, returned to Hama not having waitcd until
the final takeover of the fortress. We come to this conclusion
because one of the sultan’s congratulatory letters was addressed to
him. An exclusive report of that is found in the work of the con-
tinuator of Tbn Wasil - Ton ‘Abd al-Rahim, head of the reyal
chancery of al-Malik al-Muzaffar at the time In his work, under the
date of 652 A H., he wrote: “That year sultan al-Malik al-A¥raf
$alah al-Din Halil occupied Hrfomkla. In the month of Ragab
(June-July) of this ycar he wrote a letter to our lord sultan al-Malik
al-Muzaffar to tcll the good news of capturing”. Although the
chronicler did not render the content of al-Asraf Halil’s letter, he
cited the brief response written by himself on behalf of the lord of
Hami. Lauding the sultan's achievement Ibn ‘Abd al-Rahim stres-
sed the importance of seizing the fortress “for the countries of

Islam™ 2

P2 Al-Mu'allif al-maghal, p. 10.
2 See al-Magriz, ol-Sulitk, vol. 1.3, p. 778. Cf. al-Gazari, Huawadit, vol. 1, p.
101; Ibn al-Furat, ai-Duwwal, vol. 8, p. 137, Interestingly the Arbic text of one
of the sultan’s letters (fathndma in original) addressed to emir of Homs has been
preserved by the Persian chronicler Wagsaf, However, it is strange that the date
of the fortress capture is wrong, “7" of Gumadai al-ahir, Saturday”. Sce Wassaf,
Tagzive, vol, 3, p. 354, Cf. Avatl, Talrir, pp. 213-214.
#* See Ibn 'Abd al-RahTm, Dayl, pp. 142-143.
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A few days after the conquest of Flromkla al-Malik al-Asraf
headed to Damascus. He left in the fortress a garrison from the
Syrian troops under the command of the amir of Damascus ‘Alam
al-Din al-S3upgi‘T and instructing him to restore the structures
destroved by the catapulls and sappers and return only afier the
restoration’ . Step ‘anvs Orbelean also wrote: “1laving said this, he
stationed a garrison and ordered to rebuild the wall ruined by the
catapults.™*® Baybars al-Mansirt adds another instruction of the
sultan: to wreck the suburb of the fortress (rabd) and eraze it from
there®”.

Al-A¥raf hcaded to Damascus through Aleppo where he
spent the rest of July™ . On August & the sultan arrived to Da-
mascus where the citizens met him with great solemnity, joy and
celebrations. Al-Adraf entered the cily with the captives in front of
him, specifically the “Armenian painarch - the lord of Hromk-

7 Al-MaqrizL, al Sulik, vol. 1.3, p. 778; Abi al-Fida', af-Mubtasar, val. 3. p.
27; Nalbandyan, drabakan albyurners, p. 239; al-Gazarl, Hawédi, vol. 1, p.
1190,
% Step*annas Orbelean, Sisakan, val. 2, p. 191
7 See Baybars al-Mangiirt, Zufda, p. 289,
% 1bid., 289, Notably the inscription preserved on the gates of the citadel of
Aleppe lists the conquests of al-Malik al-Adraf in 691 AH. Withaut listing all
conquered <ities name by name it speaks aboul the victories over the Franks,
Armenians and Tatars (Mongals) (hdzim Guyds al-frang, wa-i-arman wa-l-fatdr,
hadim Akkd wa-l-bligd al-Sahilivya - “the defeater of the armies of Franks,
Armenians and Tatars (Monrgols) and the destroyver of Acre and the Morg!
cowntries '), even though during the campaign led by the sultan there was no
ditect confroniation with the latter. For the inscription see Tahbaa Y., Const-
ruction of power and piety in medieval Aleppe, Pennsylvania State University
Press, 1997, pp. 74-75. However, this scholar erroneously converted the year 891
in the inscription to 1290 instead of 1291/1292. For another discussion of that
inseription see Raphael, Musfim Fortrevses, pp. 187-188.
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lu.”**” The Mamluk historian Ibn Kagir gives a more horrifying
picture of the captives’ cntrance: “The sultan brought the “king” of
Hromkla (melik Qal'ar al-Rim in the original) with him as a
captive, as well as the heads of his comrades. He entered Damascus
with those who were carrying the heads of their comrades on their
spears.”**" The Mamluk sources say nothing about the further fate
of the Armenian patriarch. lnstead, there is some nolable intor-
mation in the report by the metropolitan of Syunik * “He went from
there and entering Domaix {Damascus) exhibited the Catholicos to
the citizens walking in the squares. From there he went to Egypt,
taking the catholicos with himscl{ in iron cuffs. After a year (1293)
the vcnerable and glorious Cathelicos Tér Siep annos passed away
in prison. And the Christians, being granted permission, took him
to the Ethiopian church of the Syrians and laid him to rest with
honor.”**!

The fact that Step ‘anos IV died in captivity 15 stated by the
continuators of Smbat and Sammzh Ancc " as well as by Het um
the Historian. Opposite to Orbelean the latter wrote about the burtal
of the catholicos: “And the patriarch was captivated and taken to
Egypt, and was incarcerated in the prison of the Cairo {ostress
where he deceased and was buried in the same prison.”*"

Nerscs Palienc’ concocted quite a “miraculous™ end of the
catholicos’ captivily, As if after the captivity of Step ancs and “the

right hand of the Illuminator™, “death spread among them”. The
sultan’s scholars wamed him that i might be causced by the

BY s l-Maqrlz, of-Sufik, vol, 13, p. 779. Cf. al-Gazirt, Hawadit, vol 1, p. 110
{kisdgankis, i.e. disorted transliteration of “catholicos™).
0 Gap 1bn Katir, 4/-Bidiya, vol. 17, p. 648,
! grep*annos Orbelean, Sisakan, vol. 2, pp. 191-192,
2 Smbat, Taregirk', 1859, p. 126; Samn@! Anec'i cv Earunakoiner, Zamo-
nakagrat iwn, p. 267,
M7 vol. 2, p. 80
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captivity of the Christian leadet and advised rcleasing him. Calling
the Armenian chief bishop, the sultan said: “Choose yourself § men
whoever you want and take your great and glorious objects of
worship, that you had in your hand uniil descending from your
fortress and go away from my land as soon as possible because I
belicve, that the death will depart from my country”. As if the
catholicos took the “the right hand of the Illuminator” and returncd
to Armenia where he shortly died®.

Not less “optimistic” is the narrative of the continuator of Bar
Hebraeus: “And they took the Armenian Catholicus, and all the
monks who were found with him, and they carried him with honour
to Jerusalem on the Sabbath, the twenty-eight day of the month of
Haziran (June) of that year, and befold there he still is.” Ne-
vertheless, being himself sceptical about the wveracity of this
information he adds a more trustwortby version that the catholicos
ended his days in Damascus in captivity and misery™*,

The restoration of Hromkla did not last long — hardly two
months. Completing the restoration works in the fortress ‘Alam al-
Dl;m al-éuggah'i returned 0 Damascus along with his troops on the
7" of month Sawwal, 692 (Sept. 20, 1292), taking with him another
group of captives™®. As witnessed by Mamluk sources the first the
first appointed governor of Hiomkla was ‘Izz al-Din al-Mawsili. A
year later, he was substituted by amir Sayf al-Din Tagan*’. .

After the news about the death of Step‘anos IV reached

b7} . l
." Sec ibud., pp. V81-182. Cf. Putmut'iwn Atak'el Vardaperi Davrifec'woy {The
history of Vardapet Arak'el of Tebriz), Valardapat, 1896, p. 415; Minas Ham-
dec'i, Azgabanut yun Iayoc®, Valarkapat, 1370, p. 46,
“* Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 493.
244
See al-Blrzall, Ai-Mugiafi, vol. 2, p. 295, Cf. al-Maqriz, al-Sufak, vol. 1.3,
p. 178.
" See al-Gazart, [fawidi i
©¢ Al-lxazart, [fowddif, vol. 1, p. 153. Cf. al-Birzall, a/-Mugtafi, vol, 2,
. 331,
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Cilicia, Het ‘um ordcred the clection of a new patriarch. In 1293 the
See of the Armenian Church was established in the capital Sis:
ancinted as a new catholicos was the ciose associate of Het ‘um and
advocate of the Latin faith Grigor VII of Anavarza (1293-1307).

As repards the relations of al-Adraf Halil with the Armenian

| kingdom, the destruction of the catholicosate not onty did not stop

the sultan of Egypt but even strengthened his aggressive claims on
the Armenian kingdom. In the fetter sent to the qadt of Damascus
he is openly speaking of his prospective plans that after “capluring
Htomkla, ascending there (fawagguiihd) and occupying its frontier
fortification (hiyazat fagrihd wa-ma'giliha)” it remains to conqucr
Masrig (the East), Rim and Iraq and take hold of all countries from
West to East (in the original - min magrib al-Sams ila maila’ al-
isragy*®.

Despite his military achievements, the sullan’s rude and
aggressive inner policy aroused strong counteractions by numerous
influential amirs from the Mamluk elite. Feeling the danger after
returning to Egypt in December 1292, he arrested a number of the
Mamluk amirs including Sunqur al-A3qar, well known to us. In the
spring of the next year the sultan resolved to atm his sword at “the
country of Sis” again. Without going into further detail, let us only
note that after several embassies shuttled between the countries
they came to a-greement for truce and peace against surrendenng
the fortified cities of Behesni, Tall Hamdtn and Mar ‘a8*”. And as
if the submission of the said cities was not enough Hetum also
undertook te double the tax to be paid to the Sultanate. On the other
hand, the reiostatemment of peace provided an opporluniiy io

% See al-Mu'allil al-raaghol, p. 12.
¥ geott, Relations, pp. 134-135;, Mutafian CL, La Cilicie au carrefour des
Empirey, tome |, Les belles Letlers, Paris, 1988, p. 455-456, as well as idem,
L'armenie, p. 175, and especially Stewart, Kingdom, pp. 84-93.
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somchow restore the country. Still in 1293, prabably under the
pressure of accusations for territorial concessions to the Mamluks,
Het 'um 1 was, for the first time, compelled to denounce the throne
in favor of his brother T ‘oros. During that period the air of unrest,
that became usual also for the Mamiuk court, ended in the
assassination of al-Asraf by the viceroy Baydard al-Mangirl who
proclaimed himself a sultan. However, in two or three days he was
also dethroned and an infant brother of al-Agraf — al-Nagir was
proclaimed sultan under the regency of amir Kitbuga®*®

With the death of Step ‘anos IV closed was the last page of
lhe history of Hfomkla catholicosate [ull of the cpisodes of peace-
ful existence and spiritual service, productive and creative scho-
larly, cuitural, educationul work, copying and study as well as per-
petual unrest caused by cncmies, ecelesiastical-dopmatic disputes,
fight for survival and heroic struggle,

L P .
See Afur, af “Asr al-Mamaliki, pp. 106-107; Vugsa, of- “Algga, P 272
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Jorusalem 37, 117, 211 236, 264

aionoros &8, 89, 93 54 109,

Kand'i (Kangin) 102, [04

Kearakornm  (Qura-Qorum) 83,
16§71 174, 173, 220

Kok ar (Karkar) 193

Karmir  Vank' (Red Monastery)
185, 186

Kavnik (al-fladay al-Hamra ) 233

Kesun (Kaysin, Kaysiam, Kishum)
i43, 208

Kiag 35

Kopigr 216, 217

Kéive Dag 96-98 223

Laodicea 33

Largrda 99

Latin Empire (The Empire of

Romania) 29, 38

Longinias 33

Lopadian 33

Lyon 232

Lur 174

Lykandos 15

Ao eorral Misrin 228

Maonluk Sultanore 180 {98, 202,
223, 233 244

Manbig (Hierdpolis) 224

Mansikert (Manazkert) 13

Marash  (Mar'oi  Germenikeia)

J43, 194, 208 227 234, 243
244
Mavedfdrigin
Np rhert) [33
Mediterranean Sea 7 141 147
163
Melageon 53
Melitene (Malatva) 15, 44, 62, 64,
a3, 66, 87, 204
Melirapolis 33
Merziman Marenhan or Payomon
river) 186, 187-189
Middte East (Near East} 17, 96,
113, 147 153179 240, 223
Miis 221
Moswul 124, 125 127, 129 21/
Msiv (Mopsuestia, Mamistra, el
Massira) 35, 44, 127, 132, 135,
i37 146, 136, 165, 218 2%
230, 231, 234
Muriokephalon 17, IR 44
Nicoean Empive 3. 11, 19, 27, 28,
30, 55-57.485
Niir (Arab. al-Nagir, fortress in
Cilicia) 104, 143
Chronfes (al- Asi viver) 163
Polestine 189, 211, 242. 243
Phitadelphia (Alagehir) 35, 66
Philippapolis (Plovdiv) 23, 23. 26,
29, 40, 4% 30
Podandor (theme) 33
Purtella (" The Svrivn Guates ™, the
pass of Alexandretiar 104
Prokana 98, 103
Prusa fBursa) 358
Qarqgisya (Qsroene} 224
Ginnasrin (milivary diswicr) 189

{Mertyrapolis,
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Rahan 142 143, 185 231

Rawanddn (Ravendel) 193

Rome 16, 38 49 64, 170, 202,
203, 232 242

Af-Ruhit (see Edessql 15 36, 37,
H3, 120 189, 192 793

Samosatum (Samnsaia, Sumaysat,
Sumaysat} 188, 189, 193

Sardis 35

Sarmin 228

Selencia 15, 18, 25 103, 137 140

Sirvan 174

Sidon 243

Sth al-Hodid 231

Sik (fortress in Cilicia) 94, 103

Sis 28, 30, 56, 57 88 95-98 100,
104, 105, 107 124 140 Jd4a-
149, 158-168 177, 178 186
200, 212, 216, 219, 221, 22¢
A32-236, 238-244, 250 258
263

Sulr (a fortress in the Black Moun-
tains) 183, 186

Sultanate of feonivm (Suftanate of
Ram} o, 18, 44, 58 78-80 52,
&4, 85, 97, 152, i57-159, }73-
175, 176, 193, 203 204 267
208, 213 223, 214, 237 238
205

Sarus (Saros, Sihun, Seyhan river)
35
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Syunik 235, 263
Tadmur (Palmyra) 119
dall Basir (Turbessel, Tlpasar}
193
Tall Hamdiin 229, 240, 265
Tarson (Tarsiis) 35 44, 98-101
1O, 117 122 130 132 133,
i35, 137, 140, 136, 157, 1435,
218 232, 234 236
Tartus 243
Tawrns Mountainy 35, 117, 136,
Iy
Tekfur-saray 154
Tekirdag 154
Tekir-goty {54
Teupolis 53
Thrace 23, 25, 182
ATt (Canamella) {04, 240
Tk 186
Trebizond Empire (Trapezuntine
Empire} 87, 108, 107, 133, 160,
172175 176, 182
Tyre (Sur; 116, 117, 193 243
Unper Mesopotamia 113, 133, 134
Urema (Uremna) 192
Vatar§apar 184
Western Asia {G7
Al-Zavh (fortress) 231,

2 NAMES OF PERYONS

Abagha for Abaga, mongol Hkhanw)
229 231 I38-240,

Abbasids 129, 133, 189, 202,

AbT ai-Frda 87, 188, 189 246,
247, 233, 256

Abii Sama 114, 124, 131, 132, 208,
213 220

Al Adil Sulamis (Momiluk Sultany
237

Adonc' N &

‘diam al-Din al-Sugda'l (viceray
of Damascus) 190, 196, 234,
261 262, 264

Alexander the Grear 38, 105

Alexios | Komnmenos (emperor of
Byzamtium) 21, 22, 24, 28, 34,
44

Alexios 1 Komnenos (emperor of
Byzanriumy 46, 47

Alexios I Megas  Komnenos
{Emperar of Trebizond) 87, 176

Alfonsn X (Affuns the Wise, king of
Seville) 166

Alifan £. 3, 36, 58, 215

Amin M 163

Amitai £ 3

Af-Anawi, Burhan al-Din 78, 79,
83

Andronikos [ Gidos (emperor of
Trebizondi 107

Andronikos | Komnenos (emperor
of Byzantium) 27 47, 48

Andronikos HI Paleologos {emp-
eror of Byzanfium) 69

Anna Comnene (Komneng) {7, 20-

23 36, 41, 44, 46

Anonvmous  Edessan  Chronicler
37 119 120 192 217

Ansbert (German chronicler} 27

Agsaravi, Karim al-Din 81-83, 107

Arcruni for Ardzruni, Armenian
noble dynasty) 115

Arghun (Mongol khan) 199, 240,
242

Armalal 237

Arshoikuni (drsacid dynastyf 22,
23,39 134

Ariugids (Turlmen dynasty) 193

Ascelin 171

Ashot I (Bagratid Armenian king)
154

Ai-ASvaf Hafil (Mamluk Switan)
165, 189, 243, 244, 246, 23],
232, 254, 200-202, 265

Avag (Zakarid prince} 169

Avegut (Angurha} 171

Al-"Ayrt, Badr al-Din 160, 163,
200, 203, 210 214, 245, 247,
250-254, 257

Babengerg (Austrian noble dy-
nasty) 58

Bagratumi (Bagratid dynasty) 113,
154 197,

Bahri (Bahrivya, Mambuc dvnasty)
179

Baiju Noyan fmongol generall 171

Baktas al-Fahrt (Mamiuk emir)
2351, 254

Bakuran 181
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Raldwin  de
Edvessal 192

Bar Hebraeus (fhn al-"Thri) 114,
18, 12i-123 134, 141, 14D,
149 i6d, fey, F72-175 0 BAS
195, tu9 224 233, 234, 437,
2411 249 233, 264

Bar Sawwma (a Nestorion monk,
traveler amd diplonrat) 132

Bar Saowma of-S& (Bar Heb-
rocts's hrather) 24%

Besel (scribe) 247, 230, 235

Barsel of Awi feotholicos af Ar-
mekians) RS

Barr'ivon H O£ 1 130 140 31
32, 37 39,35 o0& 69 730

Baxil | ihe Mucedonian fenperar
of Byzanrium) 44

Boxif Hf Kamareras 27,29 56, 37

Barw Khan (mongol khan of the
Ciolden Horde) 98, 170

Bavarsaikhon 1. 3. 174

Benhors  af-Bundugeddrs (AMamibk
sueftan) 125, 163, 165, 202, 227-
230, 233-235, 237 240

Bavbars of-Monsiri, Rukn al-0Om
fMamink general and historion)
fUf 238 D223 254 252 260
2602

Bavdora  al-Sangiri (Mamiuk
ciifr, viccroy of koypeh 266

Bavsari  Radr of-Din (Mumink
emiry 235-237

Bearrice frhe wife af covent foscelin
i of Edesse) 194

Bednkian 2. 3, 83

Begum-Harim  iwife  of

Bowrg  ieownr of

Oerrcr-

Qovinfu Gahan Sy 177

Berke {al-Boraka, Mongol khan of
the Golden Horde) 227

Bilurgu (Billargi, Bilargl, mongol
generaly {78

Blanche de Custille fgucen of
France) 97

Bohemond 1 of Antioch {or Bu-
heaond af Teranto 22, 34, 35

Bornozyan 8. 7

Bovie J 171

Bozoyan 4. 4-7, 107

Bryers E. 172

Al-Bimdart, Fath sbir "AIf 158, 206,
207

Bugdan-Afndgt fmongol emiv) 252

Caben O 3,70, 194,

Canard M 181, 240

Cerenc (movelisty 139

Chclandone F. 3

Chamchyon M. 3

Charanis P 3

Cheyner J O3

Chevedden P 248

Cianeaglini C1 4 151

Consiemitine farchhishop of Kios)
53

(Costanting (Rubenidd baron) 115,
120,125

Crstanting { of Bariraberd (carko-
licos) 12, 39, 66, 67, 186, 221
222 212

Costenitine Tl af Katuk (catholicos;
fh6 241 258

Cosrantine [V fhking of Cilicion
Armenia) 162
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Costantine JV of Lambron (eal-
holicas) 69

Crstaniine Payl (father of Het'um
1) 85, 96, 106, 107, 110, 222

Dagron (i 8

Ai-Dahabi, Soms of-Din 114, 124,
44 143 164, 214

Danielyan G. 4-6

Demishmenids {4, 142, 209

Darrouzés J 1. 44, 43, £9

Darye 'lzz al-Misrt (mambik emir)
256

Davit' of Ark'akafin (bishop of
Mamestia, cathalicos of Sisj
2i9

Davit’ of Bates 208

Dedevan (4 3. 9, 35, 76

Demetre (Demetriny I king of
Creorypia) 238

Dioscoros thereric) 4f

Ditten If ¥

Pitten van } 28

Dolger Fr. 10, 69

Darotheus (patricreh of Antioch)
£2

Bii al-Nign (Damishmanid emir}
209

Duda H &7, H)2

Dulaurie £d. 3, 195

Durbay imongol general) 228

Edbury P. 3

Edwards R 3

Elisseefi V. 3

Ernoul fchronicler) 117

Ertokush, Mubdriz al-Din (seljug
emir) 50, 04

Fuvtathios (Fustathivs) of Thes-
salonica 27

Euthvmios  Zigahenos
gadenus) 41, 46

Fuahr al-Din Qard Arslan (Artugid
emir) 193

Fohr al-Din Sdalib (vizier aof the
Sultanate of Rum} 99

Falr al-Din Sebastos (u slave of
Mah-Parl-Harin) 92

Frederick I Barbarossa (the em-
peror  of the Holy Roman
Empire) 26, 27, 31, 211

Frederick fI (duke of Ausiria) 38

Fusco Fr. 32

Gagik-dbas I (Armenian king of
Kars) 184

Guahan Sah (Qara-QJovuniu sulton)
177

Cralstyarn A. )74

Clankali, Sayf al-Din Jhn al-Bahd
{z defected mongal emir) 251

Ganvras  (or Gabras, Bysartine
aristocratic family §9

Gavkhati (mongol likharn) 99

Al-Gazari, Sams f-Din
Mubammad 19¢, 248 253, 257

Genghis khan (Temifin) 223

George Acropolites 29, 30, 58

Germanos I {(patriarch of Cons-
tantinople) 12, 30 62

Gol Vasil 15, 142, 143, 145, [83
192 227

Gordlevsky V. 92

Gregory (see also Grigor)

Gregory Pakourionos 23

Crregory X (Pope of Rome) 232

for Zy-
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Grigor I Viavaver (cathoficos)
184, i85
Griger Il Pahlavuni (catholicos)
45,186, [93 /99
Grigor IV Tia fcarhalicos) 46, 48
49 126, 127, 132 186, 200
207, 208, 210, 212 213 215,
216
Grigor K'arave? (catholicos) 186,
2Fe-219
Grigor  Lusavorid' (the [Iliu-
winator) 60, 1835, 197 199
204, 205, 221, 257 258 263,
264
Grigor VI Apirar (catholicos) 186,
207, 216, 219
Grigor VI of Anavarza (catho-
licos) 242, 263,
Grigor Yerec™ fthe continuator ro
Matthew of Edessa) 192, 193
Grumel V. 34
Grouyse: B 3
Guido de Lusignan (“Gim the
Armenian”, Sirgi de feziano,
13, 30 31, 68, 69
Guillaume de Tyr (William of
_ Tyre} 116, 117, 193
Cuwayr, Al al-Din 806, 168-
I71, 173, 175, 176
Guy de Lusignon  (king  of
Jerusalem) 211
Crupiik (Graae Mowngol Khan) 92,
169, 170, 172 174 175, 223
AL-Hafiz (Fatimid caliph) 220
Hafiz Abrii (histarian) 189
Al-Haidm  (Abbasid caliph  in
Cairo) 202

Hakabyan v, 259

Halil ibn al-Sam'a (mamiuk enir)
234

Hamedanids 129

Havut yunyan G. 198

Hayton  of Coryeus  (Het'uwm
Pamic’} 249, 250, 259, 263

Heisenberg A. 10

Helenkemper H. 1

Henry I (king of Cyprus) 174

Henry [l (king of Poland) 66

Het'um 1 thking  of Cilician
Armenia) 61, 63, 65, 67, 96-98
f06, 107 109 713, 122 123
125

Het'um Il (king of Cilician Ar-
wmenia) 176, 152

Hetumids  (Armenian  roval  dy-
rasty) 36, 114, 144

Hild 7 3, 101

Holt P 3

Houtsma M. R0, 176

Hovhannes (miniuturise) 199

Hibschmanm H 151

Hiilegti (mongof ilkhan) 199, 224-
2249, 231, 238

Hunger K. 0 21, 24, 6%
Husim al-Din al- Ayniabt
{mamiuk emir of Aleppo) 233
Husam ol-Dm Timwrea§ (Ariugid
emir) 194

Al-Huwaytir, Abd af-Aziz 163

Ibn Haldin, ‘Abd ai-Ropman 160,
240

Ibn Abd al-Rabkim, Nir al-Din AN
261
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fon  4bd al-Ziahir, Mubl af-Din
163 185, 180 230 233

ton Abt Tenvfi '], Yahya ibn Hamid
al-Naggar ai-Halabr 220, 223

o al-4dim, Kamal al-Din 114,
131,139

Ibn al-Afiv, ez al-Dm Al 114,
123, 127 128 130 141

Jbn al-Azrag al-Farigi 193, 194

{bn Bartiito, Abu "Ahd Allgh Mu-
hammad 124, 143

Fhn Bibr al-Husayn ibn Muham-
mad 79-89, Y3-88 98 105,
107 1ig 112 176

Ibn al-Dowadari, Abi Bakr b
Abd Allah 114, I24, 148, 147,
J38 165, 150 244 247

fbn al-Furat, Nasir al-Din b, Abd
ai-Rohim b, Al 165, 213, 220,
243 247 250 257

Ibn al-Fuwall, Kamal ai-Din Abu
ai~Focdl 249

thn al-Hatir, S’araf al-Dn fmamluk
emir) 256

fbn  al-Huweyyi, Sihab  ai-Din
(supreme gadr of Damascus)
233, 234 241, 265

Ibn  Iyas, Zayn  al-'Abidin
Muhammaod ibre Ahrmad 247

Ibn Katir, Abi af-Fida' 'Abd Aligh
200 225 231, 247, 263

Ihn al-Mihaffadar (mamiuk emir)
247 248 233

ibn Nazir al-Gays, Tag? al-Din
‘Abd af-Rafpaan 161, 162

tbn al-Odlanisi, Abd Ya'la Hamza
ibn ‘Asad [14, 123 124, 26

fbnt ai-Rukn, Sihab al-Din dhmad
{mamluk emir) 256

ibn Saddid, Baka' al-Din Abit al-
Mahasin Yasuf 114, 123, 126,
127 129, 132 212-214

Ton Sadddd ‘fez al-Din Muham-
mod ibn AT 209, 234, 236

ftm Twweyr, Abii Muhammad Abd
al-Saldm 220, 22!

ibn Wasil, Gamal al-Din Mu-
hammad 203, 214, 224, 261

Isiltan F. 52

Innocentivs IV (Pope of Rome) 67

frwin & 252

Fsaac [T Angelos 48

fsaae Komnenos (brother of John
If, emperor of Byzantium) 49

Isabelia  (or Zabel queen of
Cilician Armenia, the wife of
Her'um I) 144

Isaiars (pairiarch of Constatinople)
i, 30, 68, 70

Al-Isfahant, 'Tnid al-Din 158,
206, 208, 217

drz al-Din al-Mowygili  (mongol
governor of Hromkla) 264

Jacob fheretict 35

Jacob | of Kla {catholicos) 67,
186, 231, 232 241

Jacob If of Anavarza 11, 68, 69

Jahn K177

Galai  ol-Din  Qawsar  (seljug
governor of Caesarea) 86

Jesus the Christ 79, 106, 109, 204
Johannes Schiltberger 186
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John  (Hovhannes, minicturise
Iog

John {archbishop of Bulpariaj 53

John (eatholicos of Ganjasar) 177

Jotin  (Nestorian  archbishop af

Nineveh) 68

Jokn Atman 1l

John Il (emperor of Byzantium) |7,
2122, 24, 25, 28 32, 33, 37-
42,43 119 724127, {34, 136
137

John I Veaatzes (emperor of
Byzantium) 58 65

John  {loannis}  Kinnamos  this-
forfan) [7 20, 24, 23 28 40
1317

John of Brienne (king of Jeru-
salfem) 57

Jotn VI Kantakouzenos (emperor
of By=amiium) 31

Jobm VIoof Sis featholicos) 186,
219 22]

Joseeling I (eonmt of Edessa) 193

Kuramanids  (Tiwkisk dynasiy)
101, 237

K'osunt fr. 14}

Kawerone P 3

Kavkawus 1 ‘kz al-Din fSeling
sultan of {conium) 79, 86, 88
2Mi4

Kaykhusraw 1. Ghivath al-Din
(Selfvg sultan of fconiwm) 84,
83 If2

Kepthusraw fI Ghivath  al-Din
{Seljug sultan of lconiumj 90,
91, 9598

Kavqubad 1 Al al-Din (Seljuy

276

sultan of fconiumj 79-81. 8.
90, 23 o4

Kad ‘atur (duke of Antioch) 15

Kir Vard 68 90, 109 [ji

Kirakos (miniaturist) 199

Kirakos of Ganjak (Ganjakec'|,
Aistorign) 635, 97 4 g i
175 217 218, 222

Kirbuga fmongol general) 226

Komnenos  (Byzantine  imperial
dynasry) 9, 1820, 25 34, 48,
A7, BG

Koroheinitkov D, 172

Araeliz-Greifenhorst Fr. 152

Kresten (0. 100 1], 69

Kurshanskis M 47

Kurtig (K wrdik. a guardian of Gol
Vasif) 185, fu2

AL-Kutubl, Muhammad ibn Sakir
I3

Kyvideservan B 200

Kyurdian 1 213

Lamma P 32

Lane G 3

Langdon } 772

Langlois V. 3, I8

Lasecaris (Ayzantine noble Jamily
2729 107

Leon (bishop of Melageon) 53

Levon I (Rubenid prince of Cili-
cian Armenia) 22 23, 23.37
39-41, 44, 45,125, 131, 138

Levon 1 the Magnificent fking of
Cilician  Armenia, see afso
Levon {I Rubenid) i 38 51
52 55-37 8488 106, il
f17, 119, 425 126, 128 130

f36, 738, 144 145 155 168
176, 221

fevon [fI Rubenid (prince of
Cilician  Armenic,  see  alsp
Levon [ rhe Magnificent) 16,
&4, 113, 121, 122, 125 127,
i2%, 13f, 138 f67 21§, 215-
2i9

Levon {f fking of Cilictar Armenia,
sem of Het'une 1) 68, 99, 233
2440

Levor HI (hing of Cilician Ar-
meniag) 113 178

Levon [V fking of Uilician Ar-
menia) 11, 30, 68 68 74, 115
l14i

Levon ¥ (king of Uilician Armenia)
166, 181

Liders A. 3

Lippard B §72

Loran V. 10

Lucuitus 38

Mah-Par-Hatin  (the  wife of
Keaykubad 1 sulran of feonium)
393, 96-98

Al-Malik al-Asral’ Misa (Avvubid
sultan} 227

Al-Malik al-Muzaffar  (Ayvibid
viceroy of Hamay 246, 261

Al-Malik al-Nasiy AMuhammad ibn
Caldwiin (Mamlvk sultan) 146,
260

AlMalik af-Nasiv Yisuf (Ayyubid
governor,  then  sultan of
Aleppa) 173

Me 'min (Abbacid caliph) 118

Manue! I (emperor af Byzanrium)

17 21 22 24, 25, 28 32, 42,
43, 46-49. 130 193 168
Manuel ! fthe Great Komwenos,
emperaw  aof Trebizond) 107
172,175
Monuel If (Parriarch of Constat-
ntinople) 30, 59, 62, 66. 67
Manuel  Maurozomos  (hyzantine
noble, grandvon of emperor
Manuct f) 94
Al-Magrizi, Tagt al-Din Ahmad
the Al 3, 163, 166, 221, 235,
243, 247, 248 2340, 257, 261
Mar Yahballuha (pariarch of the
Nestoriany) 152
Maric (Rita the wife of emperor
Michael  IX  Palaiclogos.
dawghter of Levon [I) 30, 6k, 69
Mas et Il CGhivas al-Din rSeffug
sultan of feaniuny) 99
Matthew of Urha 36
Maver H. 3
Mengw (Mongke, Great Mongol
khan) 170, 173, 223-226
Michael f(governor of Hromklal
195
Michael Attaleiares thisiorian) 18
Michael [l of Anchialus (Par-
riarch of Constantinople) 46
Michge! ftalicus 21 61, 136-138
Michuel Kallikrinites 70, 72
Michael Psellos 18
Michael the Svrian 22, 37, 124,
122, 185, 192, 194, 195 207,
208 2
Mik avelyvan G, 3, 215

X1



Miek (Rubenid prince of Cifician
Armenia) 117, 120-122, 126,
128-130 [44, 146, 138, 159
165, 167, 206, 207, 210

Al-My addam Isa Saraf al-Din al-
Avyaht  (dyvubid  sultan  of
Damascus) 222

Al-Muayyed Sayh (Mamlyk sul-
tan) 160

Mufaddal ibn Abr al-Fada'il

Muhammad (the Prophet of Islam)
165 243, 247

Murad X fsultan of the Onoman
Empire) B}

Ai-Mustansir (Abbasid caliph in
Caire) 202

Mutafian 4 -Cl 3, 67, 69, 76, 169-
172,174,197, 215, 219

Mxit'ar  Ayrivanect  (historian)
f43

NahfFowant,  Muhammad  ibn
Hinduséh {103, 160

Nalbandyan H 215, 218, 2i9 221,
237

Al-Nagir Dawitd (Ayyubid suitan of
Damascus) 222

Neawriez (Mongol emir) 152

Nerses IV of Kla (Nerses the
Gracious, catholicos) 46, 186,
197, 200, 207

Nerses Paliene' 245, 250 256,
237 263

Nersesyan Y. (80

Nestoriys 66

Nicephoros Gregoras (historian}
36, 31

Nicholas (mefropolitan bishup of

Philadelphia) 53

Nicholas Mesarites 57

Nicholas VI {pope of Rome)} 242

Nikephoros (bishop of Lopadion
and Melitapalis) 55

Nikephoros (metropolitan bishop
of Kyzikos) 53

Nikephoros (metropofitan bishop
of Sardis) 55

Nikephoros Bryennios (spouse of
Anna Komnenej} 21

Nikephoros IT Phokay femperor of
Byzantium) 14, 135, 152

Niketas Choniates 17, 20, 25-29,
42, 46, 47, 50, 56, 137

Niketas Valanites 5t

Noshin faccording ro fbn Bibi- a
Cilician Armenian baron} 58,
09 11

Nidr al-Din Zankt 126, 120 144,
146, 158 150, 192 193 204-
214, 214

Al-Nuwayri, Sihdb al-Din Ahmad
b, Abd al-Wahhib 165, 190,
232, 243, 247, 230 252, 257

Oikonomides N. 57

Oljeite (Qigayta. Mongol Hichan)
178

Omar for 'Umar, caliph) 135

Ormanean M. 216

Gshin (Cilician baron) 88 109,
rig

Oshirids (Cilician noble family) 15

Csmian ( Uiman, caliph)

Pahlavuni  (Armenian noble fa-
mily) 219, 221

FPakourianos  (Bakuwriari, Geor-

Z78

gian-Armenian noble dynasty)
22

Palaiologoi (Byzantine dynasty) 5,
19,29 107

Papadopoulos-Kerameus 4. 10

Papazyen H. 177

Parwdna, Mu'm al-Din fvizier of
the Sultanate of icorium) 234

Paul the Apostle) 133

PavlovA 11, 52 55 57

Peacock E. 79, 97, 204, 203

Philartos  Varajmuni  (Philaretos
Brachamios) 15, 142

Philip (of Awtioch, husband of
Pueen Isabetla) 122

Philip I Augustus (king of France)
214

Philippa (daughter of Ruben Il
empress of Nicaeay 29, 30, 36-
38

Plano Carpini 170, 174

Pompeus 38, 39

Prawer J. 3

Qoiawiin  (mamliuk  emir, then
sufian  Al-Meansgir  Qalawiin)
Ias, 189, 235-241, 243

Al-Qalgasandr,  Sihab  al-Din
Afimad 161, 189

Qaraga (mongol emir) 232
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