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JaHHas cTaThsl MPOOOJIKAET OMYOJIMKOBAHHOE B IIPEABIAYIIIEM HOMEpE XXypHaja uccie-
JIOBaHUe, IJ1e ObLIO MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAHO, YTO Tpeveckasi Haanuch u3 ['apHu goJIKHa ObITh
oTHeceHa K napctBoBaHuio Tupuaata 111, a He Tupunara I. B aT0i1, BTOpoit yacTu npeaia-
raeTcsli HoBoe MoJIHoe KOMMEHTUPOBAHHOE U3IaHUE HAATUCH.

Karoueswie croséa: Apmenus, l'apuu, Tupunat Benukuii, xpuctuanusauusi, Aradpanren, Mo-
Bcec XopeHauu

READING AND RESTORING THE TEXT OF THE GARNI INSCRIPTION

he right part of the block being missing, all ends of lines must be restored. The
T lines referred to below are those of our own text (see page 907).

Lines 1—2: The extreme diversity of the restorations proposed by the various
editors for the first two lines (linked to the beginning of line 3 by some editors) illustrates
the perplexity the question has aroused. After the name of the king, the following resto-
rations have been proposed:

Lisitsyan 1945a: ueyding Apueviag évalgil]lwg deomdtng; Manandyan 1946 and 1951:
[Baoihetc] | Meyahng Apueviog, dva[oowv]; Abramyan 1947: [6 uéyag] | ueyding
Apueviag, ava[xtog]; Trever 1949 and 1953: [6 uéyag] | ueyaing Apueviag, ava[xtwpl;
Moretti 1955: [Baothetg] | ueyaing Apueviag, dvalderydeic] or &va[yopevbeic]; Sarki-
syan 1956 and 1960, 67—69 (idem Muradyan 1981): [BacileVc] | ueyding Apueviag,
ANA[...... ]; Elnitsky 1958: [Baotietc] | ueyding Apueviag ANAJ...... ], suggesting
ava|px]lwg or &va[mhe]|we in comm.; Bartikyan 1965: [Baoidevg] | ueyding Apueviag
ava[rtopov]; Feydit 1969 (idem Chaumont 1969 and Ananyan 1994): [AVp|Aiog
Tiodatng [...] Tiig ueyding Apueviag avalueiopntit]og; Vinogradov 1990 (Canali
de Rossi 2004): “HAtog Tiptddtng [6 uéyag Baocthete] | ueyding Apueviog &valxOeiong
T oOAe]|wg deombtne.

At the end of line 2, some scholars have restored an adverb, &va[Eilwg], avé[px]wc,
ava[mie]log, or avaluelopntt]jwg (see respectively Lisitsyan, Elnitsky, Feydit with
Chaumont and Ananyan). Others have preferred to restore a substantive, such as
ava[xtoc] (Abramyan), ava|[xtwp] (Trever), or dva|[»xtopov] (Bartikyan): doing so, like
Lisitsyan with deomdng, they were dispensed of restoring Baoilevg line 1. A third solu-
tion has been to restore a participle, such as the present participle dvéd[oowv] (Manan-
dyan), or an aorist participle, such as &va[0eixBeic] or &va|[yopevBeic] (Moretti) or
ava[yxOeiong tic méie]|we (Vinogradov and Canali de Rossi). The solution that was cho-
sen inevitably impacted the understanding of the link with line 3. The scholars who ad-
opted the solution of an adverb saw in /w¢/ at the beginning of line 3 the final syllable of
this adverb. Vinogradov and Canali de Rossi thought of the final syllable of a substantive.
The other scholars saw there the conjunction w¢. The restoration of the end of line 2 also
directly impacted the length of the restorations suggested for the other lines.

Some of the solutions proposed were grammatically impossible and made poor sense.
The best suggestion was that of Moretti, who remarked that before the aorist in a personal
mode (aixTioev) an aorist participle is expected: hence his suggestions of éva|deiyBeic]
or &va|yopevOeic], which, as he rightly noticed, provided a gauge for the length of the
lines of the inscription. But given that the sense of Moretti’s restorations was not fully
convincing, it opened the possibility for Vinogradov to suggest a much longer new res-
toration, which however is poor Greek.
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Although the verbs he suggested were unconvincing, Moretti’s intuition to restore
a nominative aorist participle was the right one. There is one verb that fits here perfectly,
and all the more so than the suggestion finds a large number of parallels: &vaotpépouat.
In the active mode, the verb may have a concrete meaning: to turn upside down, to come
back. But in the passive, it refers to the way one conducts oneself. The best guide here is
Bauer’s GELNT, who s.v. &vaotpo@t indicates: “way of life, conduct, behavior,” and s.v.
avaotpépw, 2. pass.: “always with the kind of behavior more exactly described,” that is
with an adverb, a prepositional phrase or both. The LS/ and DGE 11.5 give examples from
the Classical to the imperial period of constructions with d¢, domep, ovtwoi, and also
with a series of adverbial turns that define the behavior in question!. Bauer’s GELNT gives
besides a long series of occurrences, including in Jewish and Christian writers.

The verb also appears frequently in the language of inscriptions, especially in decrees
and dedications, from all regions of the Greek world, both in the Hellenistic and impe-
rial periods, used with a personal mode (85 matches in 82 texts for the aorist only in the
PHI database), with the present participle (68 matches in 63 texts PHI) and the aorist
participle (78 matches in 73 texts PHI). Thus, after 186 BCE, an honorific decree from
Camiros (Rhodes) passed by the local people for one of their fellow citizens proclaimed:
#v 1e TaL leporoian koA®C kad | PLAOBOEWE AVESTPAPT Kol &V TATS dpYAIC CUUPE[pOVTOC
Kauipevot, “in the office of hieropoios, he behaved well and with honor, and in the other
magistracies in the interest of the Camireans®.” After 188 BCE, the people of Apollonia
Salbake, in Caria, honored one of their fellow citizens, who had participated in various
embassies and éu mdoaig 0edvimg dvaotpapeic, “in all of them (had) behaved suit-
ably>.” In 126/7 CE, in Sardis, the honorific dedication for the priestess Cl. Polla Quin-
tilla thanked her for her merits, &vaotpa|peiooy Tpdc T TV OedV £D0ePAC | kal TPOC
™V karolkiav @lhotel|uwg, “for having behaved with piety towards the goddess and with
generosity towards the village*.” The examples could be multiplied.

Xenophon (Anabasis 2. 5. 14) even provides an exact parallel to the Garni inscrip-
tion. In the speech that, according to Xenophon, he delivered to Tissaphernes in the
aftermath of Cunaxa (401 BCE), Clearchos commented on what it meant to “behave
like a master”: “Again, take those who dwell around you: if you chose to be a friend to
any, you could be the greatest possible friend, while if any were to annoy you, you could
play the part of master over them in case you had us for supporters (¢ decmdtTng v
avaotpépolo Exwv Hudg vrmpétag), for we should serve you, not merely for the sake of
pay, but also out of the gratitude that we should feel, and rightly feel, toward you, the
man who had saved us” (tr. Loeb). Thus, ¢ deomdtng dvaotpépouar meant having the
ability to give orders: this applied perfectly to Tiridates at Garni, who had given the order
to build the strong fortress that fitted the great king he wanted to be.

This parallel provides the final argument to show that the correct restoration at the
end of line 2 is the nominative participle aorist passive with active sense &va|otpageic].

U Epict. Ench. 29. 3: &¢ & toudio; Plu. Fab. 9. 4: Homep idudng; Arist. EN 2. 1. 71103b
20: of pev €k 10U oVLTWOol &v aTolg, ete.

2 Tit. Camirenses 110 (Badoud 2015, 369—372, no. 21), 1. 7-9.

3 Robert, Carie, 303—312, no. 167, 1. 16.

41 Sardis1,7.1521,1. 5-8.
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It is highly unlikely that another word was engraved afterwards. It follows, that, as indi-
cated by Moretti, this restoration provides us the surest indication for the length of the

lines, which was thus inevitably around 26 letters. Accordingly, at the end of line 1 one

can only restore [6 BaotieVg], with a line of 23 letters, not [6 uéyag Paocirevg], with a

line of 30 letters, for the letters in line 1 are wider than in the other lines. On this, there

is no parallel with the inscription of Aparan, which has Tipda&tng [6] | uéyag ueyadi[ng]

| Apueviag Bafot]]Aetc. But in his Rome inscription King Pakoros also did not use the

title uéyag>. We must admit that the titulature of King Tiridates could vary from one

document to the other.

Line 3: Lisitsyan 1945a vad[v]; Manandyan 1946: va|ov]; Trever 1949: dy|powiav];
Abramyan 1947: vai[6iov]; Manandyan 1951: va[ioxov]; Trever 1953: &y|dpakov];
Sarkisyan 1956 and 1960, 67—69: Avy|......]; Elnitsky 1958: Nat[&di]; Bartikyan 1965
(idem Feydit 1969; Chaumont 1969): Al[......]; Muradyan 1981: ai[x OeueAiwv]; Anan-
yan 1994: NAI[AIONTE]; Vinogradov 1990 (Canali de Rossi 2004): ai[avtot adeApii].

The restorations vaod[v], vai[diov, and va[toxov] were suggested by the presence
of the temple of Garni, to which, it was thought, this text was to be linked. Trever’s
dy[powiav], “country estate”, then &y[dpaxov], based on the Armenian word agarak,
more or less with the same meaning, were solutions that are challenging to accept. The
same could be said of Elnitsky’s Nai[&dt], supposedly a reference to the goddess Naias,
“queen” being here the epiclesis of the goddess. Vinogradov did not justify his restoration
atfavtot &deA@M]. In his logic that the king of the inscription was Tiridates I, he may
have thought of a parallel with Hellenistic Seleucid and Ptolemaic queens, or with the
Artaxiad queen of Armenia Erato, who was thought to have initially reigned with her
brother-husband Tigranes IV°. But no source seems to mention that Tiridates I spoused
his sister. Furthermore, we know that the king of the inscription was Tiridates III. The
sister of Tiridates 111, Khosrovidukht, played a very important role along her brother in
the Christianization of Armenia. But this king had a legitimate wife, Ashkhen. It was her,
and nobody else, who deserved to be called a queen’. There is thus no reason to see here
a reference to the king’s sister. Besides, Vinogradov rejected Muradyan’s ai[x Oeueliov]
with the argument that ou for € “is to be found always in open syllables”. In fact, we have
examples of aix as preposition®. With a line of 30 letters, the restoration ai[k OsueAimv]
might seem to make sense in the context, although most of the time the turn accompa-
nies the verbs kataokevaZw or £mokevdlw and is barely attested with kTiCm’.

> IGUR 415; I. Estremo Oriente 22; on this text, see in the previous part of the article.

¢ For Erato, see Chaumont 1976, 76—77; Bedoukian 1978, 38—39; Garsoian 1997, 61—62.
Note however that according to Arakelian and Yenadian (2021) Erato did not marry her brother.

7 Agathangelos (Aa 766, 791, 817, 800 and 832: Thomson 1976) presents explicitly Ashkhen
as Tiridates’ spouse and queen, and Khosrovidukht as his sister, the latter being furthermore
defined as a princess in 800 and 832.

8 All occurrences from Thessalonike: /G X.2 1493 (2"-3" ¢. CE); ibid. 857/858 (2"—3" c.
CE); ibid. 779 (4" c. CE?).

9 Restoration [¥x|Tioay in Bean, Mitford 1970, 29, no. 11, 1. 3, for a tower (early Antonine
period); the three other occurrences are from the early Byzantine periods: /GLS 2 (Syrian
Chalkidike), 334 (Christian period) and 348—349 (6" c.).



THE GREEK INSCRIPTION FROM GARNI (ARMENTIA). Part I1 903

However, even ai|x Oeuelimv] cannot be accepted for this would leave facidiog without
the article. One should rather read ai[ovt® xai Tfj] | Baothiog. The king made the construc-
tion for himself and for the queen, which makes perfect sense. The restoration finds hundreds
of parallels in dedicatory funerary inscriptions in formulas such as éovt® xal T ovufie or
gout® xad T yuvauki'?. Despite the difference of social rank, the formula applied also well
to the royal couple of Armenia. The line has 30 letters (including a vacat), close to the previ-
ously defined template and line 3 has smaller letters than the other ones''.

Line 4: The early restorations of Lisistyan 1945a and Manandyan 1946 and 1951 did
not hold sway long. Trever (1949 and 1953) rightly recognized here the beginning of
the name of a building, and she restored x&o[tpov]. She was followed by Bartikyan
1965, Feydit 1965, Chaumont 1969 and Ananyan 1994. Independently from one another,
Moretti 1955, Elnitsky 1958 (referring to the castellum Gorneas of Tacitus 12. 45. 3), as
well as Sarkisyan 1956 and 1960, 67—69, suggested xd&o[te Mhov]. They were followed by
Muradyan 1981, Vinogradov 1990 (who added xd&o[teAhov ToUTOV?], to fit with the long
lines he suggested; he was followed by Canali de Rossi 2004), and Kettenhofen 1995.

Feydit 1969 accepted the restoration tov &vikntov kdo[tpov], but rightly observed
that it supposed to assume a solecism (k&otpov is neuter). In fact, we do not need this
hypothesis. Garni was a fortress, kdoteAAog, not a camp, k&otpov. Moreover, building
on Moretti’s suggestion to check epigraphic usage, one can observe that, beyond the
title i p kdotpwv applied to Roman empresses, k&otpov is commonly found only
in post-imperial times'2. By contrast, kdotehhog appears already in Shapur’s Ka’ba-i
Zardust’s victory inscription from Nags$-e Rostam of 260—262 CE'3. The restoration
kA@o|[teAloV] is certain.

Line 5: Like with line 4, the earliest readings (Lisitsyan 1945a; 1945b, Manandyan
1946; 1951) were justifiably soon set aside. Trever 1949 and 1953, followed by Sarkisyan
1956 and 1960, 67—69, read ti¢ pacilei[ag] only; Elnitsky 1958 restored th¢ facilei[og
ev]|uévieag; Bartikyan 1965, followed by Ananyan 1994: tiic faoilei[ag advtov]; Mu-
radyan 1981: tfi¢ Bacirei[ag éavtoD ...], also [adToU] in his comm.; Feydit 1969 (fol-
lowed by Chaumont 1969): tiic Baoihei[og ueyding Apllueviéag; Vinogradov 1990: tiig
Baoilei]ag &mi omtnpiq vel sim.]; Canali de Rossi 2004: ti¢ Baoiiet|ag il pulaxii].

In her 1949 edition, Trever showed that the beginning of the line referred to a date,
aitovg au'. Because of her restoration of line 2, she was compelled to adopt a short
line length and she did not feel it necessary to restore something after tii¢ faoilel[ag].
Among the several restorations proposed, only one fits with dating: that of Bartikyan 1965
(Muradyan 1981 introduces a non-appropriate reflexive). The reference to a faciieia
with the name of the king in the genitive or with avto? is found very frequently, whether

10 The PHI database provides 540 matches in 539 texts, mostly from Asia Minor and from
the imperial period.

1" Up to the sigma of Tip1dd&tng, line 1 has 14 letters. At the corresponding position of the
sigma of aixtioev, line 3 has already 17 letter-spaces (including the vacat after deomdtg).
This makes it perfectly credible to have, line 3, 30 letter spaces, including the vacat.

12 See the PHI datase: 17 occurrences, one 5—6" c¢. CE, the rest significantly later.

13 Huyse 1999 (1. Estremo Oriente 261; Merkelbach, Stauber, Jenseits des Euphrat, no. 803),
vol. 1, § 10, L. 12: ‘Poucinv kaotéAlovg te kai tolet|¢], with comm. vol. 11, 160; see also vol.
I, § 47, 1. 63, the mention of a kaoteAAo@UAQE, with comm. vol. 11, 58.
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the word has a geographic, political, or chronological sense. To stick to the chronologi-
cal sense only, many occurrences can be found in the Sepfuagint and later sources, for
instance 2 Kin. 24: 12: Exafev avtov Baocilevg Bapuldvog év Etel dy00w Tiig factielag
ovtoU'*. The same structure is met in the language of the papyri in the imperial period .
The restoration Ttii¢ Baoiiei]ag adtoT] is beyond doubt.

Lines 6—9: These lines have proved very challenging to most previous editors, but giv-
en that their meaning has finally been clarified, it is unnecessary to mention the various
hypotheses to which they have given rise. It will suffice to recall the various phases of the
process of discovery. In 1949, Trever read correctly the name Mevvéag. Then Moretti
1955 (Mtovpyodc for MBovpyodg) and Elnitsky 1958 (Atovpyodg and potn|tod respectively
for MOovpyd¢ and padn|tot) understood the replacement of the aspirated occlusives
by the unaspirated ones'®. However, Eltnitsky missed the meaning of these lines. The
other editions disagreed significantly, sometimes not even following Trever’s reading for
Mevvéag. It was Vinogradov 1990 who first provided the complete correct solution and
translated: “Menneas the stonecutter, with his pupil Martyrios”, identifying Martyrios
as a personal name'”. The co-signature of a work by the master and the pupil (discipulus,
uadntg) was perfectly normal in this period and the Garni inscription brings a most
welcome addition to the dossier!®,

Line 10: Lisitsyan 1945a: 0o Oeovol dotelav; Manandyan 1946 and 1951 (followed
by Abramyan 1947): 076 éEovoiq ote|[y]av[oD]; Trever 1949 and 1953: v76 éEovoiag
tewapi[ov]; Sarkisyan 1956 and 1960, 67—69: V7o éEovolaotet dpi[Ouel? ic?]; Elnitsky
1958 (apparently without knowledge of Sarkisyan 1956): Umto éEovoiaotél dp|fpet]; Feydit
1969 (apparently without knowledge of Sarkisyan 1956 and Elnitsky 1958, and followed
by Chaumont 1969): 0nto éEovolaote {1} Apt{otdxov]; Muradyan 1981: 0mto éEovaiog
tewapL]... d¢?] | Mtovpydg; Vinogradov 1990 (followed by Canali de Rossi 2004): 07td
¢Eovoiag tetapl[pdpov xvpiov (?)]; Ananyan 1994: vmd éEovotaote {1} Ap|ylag].

Scholars have mainly considered two restorations: /) éEovoia in the dative or genitive,
which led to think of the words telapt[ov] (Trever, who saw here the Hellenized form of
the Armenian ter, “clan’s head”) or telapt|pdpov xvpiov (?)] (Vinogradov, in relation
with the Armenian royal tiara); 2) éEovolaotig in the dative (Sarkisyan and Elnitsky; it
is difficult to understand the morphology and syntax of Feydit, who produced a text in
capital letters only; he rejected the 1, supposedly as an error of the writer of the inscrip-
tion; after him Chaumont and Ananyan reproduced his mistake).

The reading Um0 éEovolaotel, with -€t for -] (we do not know whether there was the
same mistake for the two other datives 1. 10—11), fits perfectly with the sense. For the

14 Date with Tfi¢ Baotheiog avto: 2 Kin. 25: 1; 25: 27; 1 Chron. 26: 31; 2 Chron. 3: 2; 16:
12—13, 17: 7; 34: 3; 34: 8; Ezra 5: 6; Esther 2: 16; Jer. 28: 59; 52: 4; Dan. 9: 2. See also Joseph
Ap. 1: 150 and Luke 1: 33, with the characteristic xai Tfi¢ facileiog atod ovx Eotal TEAOC.

15 DGE examples for the language of the papyri of the 3 ¢. CE: 1@ €' (¥te1) Thig ADpnAovol
Baowkeiog SB 4426.5, with BGU 2086.14, P. Oxy. 2711.8. Muradyan 1981, 87, provides also
useful parallels.

16 This correction rendered obsolete all the previous interpretations of Artovpyodg as Aertovpydg
in a pagan (civic) or Christian context.

17We only prefer to translate “stonemason” rather than “stonecutter”.

18 Freu 2016, 187—189, for the significance of the master-pupil relationship.
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preposition Um0 in the dative, the LSJ dictionary mentions that it applies to a relation
of power or authority under whom a task is performed. The word éEovolaotrg does not
appear in our Greek sources before the fourth century CE, in authors such as Gregory
of Nyssa, Basil of Caesarea, or John Chrysostom, where it is very frequently used '°. It is
then commonly used in Byzantine texts with the sense of ruler or governor, which gives
here also an acceptable sense?. Interestingly, we thus have with the Garni inscription
possibly the first mention of the word, before it was frequently used in fourth century,
then Byzantine Greek?'.

Feydit suggested to restore at the end of the line the name of Aristakes, the son of
Gregory the Illuminator and his successor as the head of the Armenian church, a figure
who obviously belonged to the Armenian elite of the time. We have only few names of
Armenian historical figures in this period, and Aristakes is one of them. We know not
only from Agathangelos but also from the lists of the council that he participated in the
Council of Nicaea in 325, a rare independent confirmation of the indications of the his-
torian??. From the restoration of the following line (see below), we would have appar-
ently to conclude that before serving the church the same character was also a general in
the Armenian army, even perhaps its commander in chief.

The religious role of Aristakes may seem however difficult to reconcile with a military
one, although this might well be only our modern view on the question. Furthermore,
the Greek recension (Vg) of Agathangelos (§ 98, 124, 172 Garitte) insists that at the time
when Tiridates summoned his vassals before he installed Gregory as the head of the Ar-
menian church, it was the Mamikonians who held the office of sparapet, commander in
chief of the armies of Armenia (see also below for the function of sparaper). The name of
this Mamikonian sparapet, Asparasdos (§ 124), is even explicitly mentioned. Admittedly,
however, there is always the possibility that the insistence on the role of the Mamiko-
nians was only a late reconstruction. Thus, the uncertainty remains. We keep the resto-
ration Apt[otdkn?], but it should be taken with the greatest caution.

Line 11: Lisitsyan 1945a: 1® ueydhw omt[fjt]; Manandyan 1946 and 1951: o[éuvp];
Trever 1949: on[awomét]|w; Trever 1953: on[apamét]|op xai edyxdprotog; Sarkisyan 1956
and 1960: on[ovdaou]|®; Elnitsky 1958: omt[ovdai]|w; Bartikyan 1965: oml...... |; Fey-
dit 1969: om|...]; Muradyan 1981: on|aoramétel] or on[apamétw]; Vinogradov 1990

19See PGL, s.v.

20'When it provides the list of all the vassals that Tiridates I summons at the time before
he designates Gregory as the leader of his church, the Greek recension (Vg) of Agathange-
los uses it to designate the governor of Sophene, 6 d¢ €Bdouog éEovolaotnc thg Meyding
Sopavnviic. But the text was itself translated from an Armenian original, probably by a Greek
speaker who knew Armenian, no earlier than the fifth century. For this reason, it cannot be
used as a direct parallel to the Garni inscription (Garitte 1946, pp. 72—73, Vg § 98, with pp.
314—317 on the passage and 336—356 on the status and date of the text).

2! The references s.v. in GLRBP and LSJ for Sept. Is. 9: 6 seem to be ghosts.

22 Agathangelos Aa 884: Thomson 1976 (see also the Greek recension Vg § 168 Garitte,
with comm. Garitte 1946, 331). Council lists: Gelzer ef al. 1898, 29, 65, 88—89, 105, 129,
199, for the various languages in which the lists are kept. Only the Arab version (ibid., 181)
gives Gregory as the representative of Armenia Major.
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(followed by Canali de Rossi 2004 without the name of a god): T@® peydAw oe[uvd Be®
‘HMw vel sim.]; Ananyan 1994: on[apamét®].

There has been hesitation on the reading of the final letter, of which we see only the
left part of a square letter. Some, like Manandyan and Vinogradov, have seen here an
epsilon, which is unlikely, for in this inscription — apart from line 6 for Mevvéag, but
clearly to separate this portion of the rest of the text (see in Part I) — all the epsilons
have a lunate shape. The letter could be a gamma or a pi. The number of Greek words
beginning with oy- is close to nil. Indeed, beyond Manandyan and Vinogradov, all other
editors have opted for reading here a pi. There are many Greek common words in o7-,
but none of them would make sense in the context. Also, starting from Trever, several
editors have restored under various forms the famous term referring to a chief general
in the Armenian army, sparapet, from Parthian spadapat and Middle Persian, spahbed,

“chief of the army”?3.

The name of a specifically Iranian / Armenian office in a text in Greek language can
be paralleled by the series of inscriptions from the Caucasus region making mention of
a pitiax, mimidEng in the Hellenized form?*. Shapur’s victory inscription also refers to
the same function and does so under two forms, one in code-switching, BLOlg, the other
in Hellenized form, mtidEng?. The question for the Garni inscription is to determine
the form of the word corresponding to the function of sparapet. Trever 1949 thought of
the dative ommauaséto (she did not say whether the nominative should be in -ng or -0¢).
In 1953, she opted for onmapdmetog. Muradyan hesitated between onaoxamétng and
onapdIteToc. Ananyan chose omapAmeToc.

It has not been noticed that Shapur’s victory inscription provided the form omamitng?.
Later, the Greek recension of Agathangelos (Vg § 98, 124, 172, see above) used the
form domapanétng. While a perfect certitude cannot be reached (the presence of the
two forms BudIE and mutidEng in the Shapur inscription illustrates enough this point), it
seems better for now to restore the word omastitng, which is attested in a text of the same
period as that of the Garni inscription and which does not imply any creation of a new,
for now unparalleled word.

A detail is worth stressing: the qualification “great” of the spapités in the Garni inscrip-
tion, an adjective very frequently attached to the members of the high nobility or main
office holders in later period Armenia, uéyog corresponding to awag, mecamec in Arme-
nian language?’. Interestingly, it appears also in the Greek recension of Agathangelos

23 Gyselen 2001 and 2004 on the Iranian spahbed. The Armenian language has borrowed the
word pet, “chief”, from the Iranian and it has made a large usage of it; in Armenian, the words
in -pet correspond to the Greek words in &pyL- and -apxoc: see Benveniste 1961.

24 [ Georgien® 232, 1. 2 and 4—5, 242, 261; cup of Pakoros from Maikop (I. Estremo Oriente 21);
Ousas’ intaglio (Preud’homme 2018); see above already for these texts. See also Preud’homme
2019 for the pitahs Sargas of Iberia, in 72—75 CE, in an Armazic-Aramean inscription from Iberia.

2 See respectively Huyse 1999, vol. 1, § 42, 1. 56, and vol. I, § 45, 1. 61, with comm. vol. II,
132—133, for both occurrences. See also Metzger 1968, 39—41, and Huyse 2014, 171.

2 Huyse 1999, vol. I, § 42, 1. 57, with comm. 138—139. Note the difference with the domastidng,

“chief of the cavalry”, Huyse 1999, vol. 1, § 45, 1. 61, with comm. vol. 11, 155 (see also Gyselen 2001).

27 Toumanoff 1959, 60, n. 133. It was also present in the titles of the Sasanian generals, see

Gyselen 2001.
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when it is stressed that the members of the Mamikonian family were the hereditary own-
ers of the function of sparapet, ToU peydlov otpatnyot kal domapamétov (§ 124, see
above). The history told by Agathangelos and by its Greek recension may be in large part
later reconstructions, but, as for the form of the title they mention, the recension came
back to actual models of the time of Tiridates, as proved by the Garni inscription.

Line 12: Here again, many suggestions have been made, which need not be recalled.
J. and L. Robert (1956), followed by Vinogradov 1990 and Canali de Rossi 2004, sug-
gested @ xai e0yqE10T[€T], a solution that makes perfect sense for the syntax and finds
many parallels?®. The plural is preferred here, admitting that Menneas wanted to fully
associate his pupil Martyrios in the homage to their patron (there is enough space on the
stone and the singular would suppose a long vacat).

CONCLUSION

The text can now be established the following way:

“HAog Tiprddmmg, [6 Baotieug] 23 (1449 in the lacuna)
ueyading Apueviag, dvalotpapeig] 26 (18+8)

Mg 0eomOTNG V. aikTioev at[autd kol T ] 30 (21, including the v., +9)
Baowhioq 1oV &vikntov k&o|[tehhov] 28 (22+6)

aitoug v. au' v. g Baotiet[ag avTo] 27 (20, including 2 v., +7)

Mevvéag '0mo EEovolaotel Api[otdxn?]
MTtovpyog Mt ueydhy orfomity]

uetd portn- 12O kai edyqpiot[otowy].
100 MapTtupiov

NI - Y. I N S SR

Helius Tiridates, the king of Greater Armenia, who behaved as a master, erected for himself
and for the queen this invincible castle, the 11" year of his reign. Menneas, the stonemason,
with his pupil Martyrios, under the authority of Governor Ari[stakes] (?), the grand sparapet,
to whom they also are grateful.

It is now clear that the Garni inscription corresponds to the reign of Tiridates the
Great, the king who christianized Armenia. However, this does not mean that this is
the inscription referred to by Moses Khorenatsi?®. For Vinogradov and Canali de Rossi,
Tiridates in the first five lines of the text would himself speak of his work: “I, Tiridates,
I have built, etc.” But this translation cannot be accepted: the verb aiktioev is at the
third person. The real author of the text is Menneas, who speaks both of the king and of
himself and his assistant (if the restoration evxqplor[oVolv] is correct) in the third per-
son. Naturally, Menneas took care to mention his sponsors, first the king and the queen
(we know from Agathangelos and Moses the role of Queen Ashkhen by the side of Tiri-
dates), then the sparapet under the direct authority of whom he had performed his task.

This inscription, dedicated with his pupil Martyrios, was in fact a kind of artist’s sig-
nature. As such, it was a form of self-celebration. An invincible fortress suited a great

28 Many inscriptions mention the verb edyapiotelv at various modes. For examples with
the third-person present indicative e0xaplotel of thanks from a city: 1. Cret. I xvi 2, 1. 19;
15, 1. 21 (Lato, 201 BCE); I. Stratonikeia 1101, 1. 6 (Stratonikeia, late Hellenistic); from an
individual: SEG 371000, 1. 9 (Lydia Katakekaumene, 166 CE); SEG 381172, 1. 32 (Tralles
250—300 CE), etc.

2 Hewsen 1985—1986, 31, and 1986, 329, thought that this was the case, but he had at his
disposal only a very poorly established text, which explains the opinion he formulated.



908 A. Bresson, E. Fagan

king like Tiridates. But the cryptic message was it would owe this quality to the talent of
the stonemason Menneas, who was careful enough to write his own name and that of
his pupil in smaller characters (and possibly with letters painted in a different color), but
who nevertheless was proud to advertise his achievement. The mediocre quality of the
spelling and engraving of the inscription fits with its status. As for the royal inscription of
Tiridates, it has still to be found. It remains however that Menneas’ inscription reinforces
the credibility of Moses’ testimony on the existence of a Greek inscription dedicated by
the king in memory of his sister Khosrovidukht3.

The date of the inscription depends on the years of reign of Tiridates the Great, a
question heavily debated in the literature. It suffices here to observe that if we accept
that the king came to power in 298, the date of the inscription, in the eleventh year of
the reign, would be 308/3093!. The Diocletianic years of persecution of Tiridates were
over. Then, it was perfectly admissible for Martyrios, the Christian assistant of Men-
neas, to have his name engraved on the wall of the fortress. Moses (2. 90) mentions that
the fortress and the summer palace for Khosrovidukht were completed sometime after
the council of Nicaea of 325. This does not formally contradict the text of the inscrip-
tion, which says that the king “erected” the fortress in 308/309, which may mean that
the program of construction began at that date with the building of the fortress wall32.
Its completion, including that of the finely decorated summer palace, would have taken
place after 325. Clearly, a date in 308/309 would fit well with the content of the inscrip-
tion and context in Armenia in the early fourth century.

In any case, it remains certain that the Greek inscription from Garni must be attrib-
uted to Tiridates 111 and that it cannot be used to analyze the cultic history of the early
imperial period local temple. This “founding stone” in the history of Armenia has now
hopefully found its correct place.
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