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Summary

If the Book of Genesis or of the Creation is the beginning of the Bible, then
Armenian biblical commentary begins with Eghishe’'s Commentary on Genesis.
Eghishe's Commentary on Genesis is truly the first fruit of Armenian accomplishment in
sacred theological literature. As with many other works, it has suffered a difficult fate.
For a time it was lost and abandoned in chaos, its original text diffused. It was only
through the fortunate accident that still in the tenth century in Armenian ecclesiastical
literature, large and small fragments of this original manuscript were preserved in the
commentaries on Genesis compiled by the priest David and vardapet Timothy. It is
significant that Eghishe's Commentary on Genesis survived in Armenian ecclesiastical
literature as far as the tenth century. Vardan Areveltsi produced his compiled com-
mentary on Genesis in the thirteenth century, expanding on the mentioned work of
Timothy the "brilliant" vardapet, bringing from it fragments from Eghishe's commentary.
Unfortunately, the changes made by Vardan Areveltsi to Timothy vardapet's
commentary are today unclear. For this reason one of the most important projects in
Armenian studies is the collection and compilation of the preserved fragments of
Eghishe's commentary, something that is possible through the research done by Levon
Khachikyan. In his scholarly correspondence, he made known the examination of the
fragments of Eghishe's commentary, with exemplary rigor and attention to detail
befitting a source critic, and carefully combined and recorded with more or less certainty
the large and small fragments attributable to Eghishe. The compiled fragments were
established in part through marks in the margins apparent to the acute historical
philologist ("Platon,” "P'ilon," "ashxarhayats'k’," "tiezeragitakan," "davanabanakan,"
"hmayk'-dits'abanakan,"” "bnagitakan," "bzhshkakan," "chartasanakan,” and others.)
These marks indicate that it is necessary to return in the future to historical philological
research. On the basis of source critical analysis, many have turned to L. Khachikyan's
favored conclusion. The thorough examination of the manuscripts and sources by the
scholar has resulted in the conviction that the compiled commentary of Vardan
Areveltsi, contained in the Mashtots Matenadaran (=MM) manuscript number 1267 (=A),
presents the most original manuscript, for which reason it is right to distinguish this one
as "the one to turn to in reconstructing the basis of the original manuscript." The number
of expanded or abridged fragments attributed in this manuscript to Eghishe is 71.
Comparison of these fragments with the fragments attributed by name to Eghishe in the
manuscript MM number 1136 (=B) makes clear that there are fragments that are
attributed to other authors in A, -and just the opposite, a group of fragments in B that
are attributed to Eghishe in A match those of other authors. Among the compared frag-
ments there are some that were expanded extensively and do not correspond to one
another. With regard to the expansions in manuscript A, there are differences compared
with the other manuscript. As a consequence of this, a great number of fragments
absent from A came to light - "one suspects that several of these fragments were



rooted” in A. In order to resolve the question of the provenance of these dubious
fragments, the scholar compared the sources used by Timothy vardapet and Vardan
Areveltsi-Ephrem the Syrian, Basil of Caesaria, Philo of Alexandria with the publication
of the recognizable commentaries in Genesis. In this way it is possible to settle the
question of the provenance of many of the fragments. This question can be solved with
relative accuracy when a great part of the fragments are attributed to Eghishe in the
ancient manuscripts. The settling of the provenance of the other dubious fragments is
not without hope, for the form of the dubious fragments suggests other approaches,
kinds of evidence, textual study, and comparison of meaning to determine that the
collected fragments certainly belong to Eghishe.

The present publication has as its goal to make available the work prepared by L.
Khachikyan, but also to make known aspects of the non-extant original text by including
the large and small fragments found to be the work of Eghishe in Vardan Areveltsi's
commentary on Genesis, the totality of which allows us to form a tangible image of this
work, as well as to connect the traditions of Armenian biblical exegesis with those of the
Alexandrian school of allegorical interpretation. The fragments of the at times extended
interpretation, which are pieces of the ruined, Armenian-built "temple," are wonders that
the present-day reader can inspect, instilling admiration by the subtle comparisons
contained within them, penetrating the depths of the teaching of the past traditions of
the theological mind, and bearing .

In the preparation of the publication of this manuscript, | have preserved the
ancient writing forms. From the perspective of orthography | follow Levon Khachikyan's
notes and critical remarks. These notes and manuscript and source critical remarks are
presented in "Introductions-Annual Lectures." At the end of the work | have added a list
of words in Eghishe's commentary on Genesis that do not appear in the Lnp Funghpnp
Zuylmqglwl LEqnip (New Lexicon of the Armenian Language) and indicate the place in

the Bible that the commentary in which the word is found is on.
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Extracts from book Commentary on Genesis by Eghishe












