
On the Titulature of the Abkhazian Kings 

In 2014 the Sukhum historian Ermolay Adzhindzhal published an expanded version 

of his paper on how Byzantine, Persian, Armenian and Azerbaijani sources styled 

the kings of Abkhazia between the eighth and thirteenth centuries. He argues that 

Georgian historiography rewrote that record. AbkhazWorld publishes the complete 

booklet in English, with an introduction and notes. 

Editor’s introduction 

Ermolay Adzhindzhal’s essay on the titles of the Abkhazian kings is one move in a long 

argument between Sukhum and Tbilisi over the history of the mediaeval Kingdom of 

Abkhazia. We publish it complete, as a document of that argument. 

The dispute it answers is partly personal. In 1996 Adzhindzhal published a short booklet, 

From the History of Abkhazian Statehood. On 20 February 1998 the Georgian historian N. 

Yu. Lomouri replied with a full-page article, footnotes included, in the Tbilisi newspaper 

Svobodnaya Gruziya, under the title ‘Yet Another Example of the Most Egregious Distortion 

of History’. G. D. Gumba, in the foreword below, calls it a lampoon. The present essay is 

Adzhindzhal’s reply. He read the first version as a paper at the Abkhazian Institute of 

Humanitarian Research on 27 April 2011, published an abridged text in the Institute’s 

proceedings in 2012, and issued this expanded edition in Sukhum in 2014. 

The second target is Zurab Papaskiri, whose 538-page Abkhazia: History without 

Falsification was published in Tbilisi in 2009 under the imprint of the Sukhum State 

University, a Georgian institution that has operated in Tbilisi since the war of 1992 and 1993, 

and of the Abkhazian Organisation of the All-Georgian Historical Society. Adzhindzhal 

places the book at the end of a line that runs back to Pavle Ingorokva’s Giorgi Merchule 

(1954), which reclassified the ancient Abasgians and Apsilians as Georgian tribes and 

presented the modern Abkhaz as later arrivals. Much of the essay is a reply to Ingorokva. 

The essay is polemical, and it does not pretend otherwise. Its central observation is sound: 

from the early eleventh century to the thirteenth, the kings of the united realm were styled 

first of all ‘King of the Abkhaz’, and Byzantine, Arabic, Persian and Armenian writers called 

their kingdom by that name. Other parts rest on unpublished or second-hand material that 

the author and his reviewer both describe as awaiting verification. We have translated the 

text as he wrote it. Misprints are corrected; everything else stands, including readings we 

consider mistaken. Those points are set out in the translator’s notes at the end. 

 

 

Ermolay ADZHINDZHAL 

1 

http://apsnyteka.org/2019-adzhindzhal_e_o_titulature_abkhazskikh_tsarey_2014.html


ON THE TITULATURE OF THE ABKHAZIAN KINGS 

Sukhum, 2014 

Imprint 

BBK 63.3(5Abkh)4. A 29 

International Centre of Caucasologists 

Ermolay Adzhindzhal. On the Titulature of the Abkhazian Kings. Sukhum: Dom 

Pechati, 2014. 32 pp. g/r 978-5-16-05014. 

This essay examines the titulature of the Abkhazian kings of the early Middle Ages. It draws 

on a good many written primary sources hitherto unknown in the scholarly literature of 

Abkhaz studies on the period. 

It is addressed to a wide readership. 

Academic editor: G. D. Gumba. Reviewer: T. M. Gabunia. 

I thank I. G. Varov for his financial support in the publication of this book. 

© Ermolay Adzhindzhal, 2014 

Foreword 

The Abkhazian historian Ermolay Adzhindzhal was the first to research and publish on 

such subjects in Abkhaz studies as the history of Abkhazian statehood, the history of our 

people’s Christianity, the problems of our country’s international relations and so on. 

Particular mention may be made of his booklet From the History of Abkhazian Statehood, 

published in 1996. After this book appeared, Professor N. Yu. Lomouri published a lampoon 

in the newspaper Svobodnaya Gruziya (‘Free Georgia’) on 20 February 1998 (a full page, 

with footnotes!) under the title ‘Yet Another Example of the Most Egregious Distortion of 

History’. Continuing the theme of the history of the Abkhazian state, Ermolay Adzhindzhal 

published the article ‘On the Titulature of the Abkhazian Kings’ in the latest volume of the 

proceedings of the Abkhazian Institute of Humanitarian Research (AbIGI), no. 7, 2012. 

Recently he showed me this article with some substantial additions. I advised him to 

publish it as a separate booklet since, in my view, it contains a good many primary sources 

through which the history of Abkhazia in the Middle Ages appears to us in a different light. 

G. D. Gumba, 

Candidate of Historical Sciences 

Note 

I am a historian by training. Fate, however, did not grant me the chance to research the 

history of my own people, though I take an interest in studies on the problems of our 

history and read them. Despite the harsh bans imposed by the Georgian colonial regime on 

the study of the history of Abkhazia, our historians produced a good many solid works on 

the subject. On the history of the Abkhazian state specifically, however, I cannot recall any 
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work by other authors apart from Ermolay Adzhindzhal’s booklet From the History of 

Abkhazian Statehood. 

And now, not long ago, an article by the same author entitled ‘On the Titulature of the 

Abkhazian Kings’ appeared in one of the recent volumes of AbIGI’s proceedings. The article 

is of interest because it contains a great deal of entirely new information, hitherto 

unknown, on the mediaeval history of Abkhazia. Since it may be called a new reading of the 

history of Abkhazia in the Middle Ages, I consider it necessary to publish it as a separate 

booklet, with certain additions by the author. Adzhindzhal himself, it should be said, 

considers it premature to treat as conclusively proven the Persian, Greek and other 

primary sources used in the article until the originals themselves have been examined at an 

academic level by the appropriate specialists in source studies. This, I think, will require a 

dedicated state programme. 

T. M. Gabunia 

 

On the Titulature of the Abkhazian Kings
1
 

This article is dedicated to the creative young people of Abkhazia. 

Abkhazia is the doorway to that wondrous Colchis of myth and history whose name 

fills the whole of classical antiquity. It is the dwelling of the mythical goddess Eos; 

from there each morning the radiant Helios rode out across the sky in his fiery 

chariot. There, as Homer testifies, dwelt the captivating ‘fair-haired maiden Circe, 

goddess, sister of the guileful Aeetes’; there Bellerophon contended ‘with the 

Amazons, equal in strength to men’; there, in the words of Hesiod in his Theogony, 

‘Themis bore to Oceanus the eddying river Phasis (Rion)’; there were kept ‘the shining 

arrows of swift-footed Helios in golden chambers’, and from there ‘divine Jason on 

his swift ship the Argo carried off the “golden fleece”’, despite all the schemes of 

Medea. There, says Aeschylus in his Prometheus, this god chained to the mountains 

of the Caucasus was ‘mourned by the warlike, fearless maidens of Colchis and the 

Oceanids’, until Hercules struck down with his arrow the eagle, Zeus’s executioner, 

which tore at the liver of the god who had stolen a spark of heavenly fire for mortals. 

Thither, as Herodotus testifies, came Ramses-Sesostris from Egypt with his hordes. 

For this wondrous corner of the globe blood was shed by Phoenicians and Egyptians, 

by Greeks and Romans, in the wars of Mithridates and by Genoese mercenaries. 

Daniil Mordovtsev, 1897 

Titulature is, above all, the enumeration of the kinds, character, dignity and competence of a 

king’s or ruler’s majesty, expressed in verbal form and recorded in official diplomatic and 

other documents.
2
 Titulature is not a simple (if official) designation: in terms of international 

law it signified recognition of the country or state represented by the ruler who had been 

granted the corresponding title. The study of titulature is therefore one of the priority tasks 

in the history of a country’s statehood. In the tradition of the East and of Romania, letters 

addressed to kings or other official foreign dignitaries did not merely set out the titulature: 

metal (usually gold) bullae, the so-called ‘pendant seals’, were attached to the letter itself, 
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their size and value corresponding, as it were, to the dignity of the eminent recipient, that is, 

the addressee. Reigning dignitaries, in their turn, likewise sealed their own letters to other 

eminent persons with such bullae. Evidence of this is the pendant seal of an 

eighth-century Abkhazian king bearing the struck Greek inscription 

‘Konstantinos Abazgias’, found by archaeologists at Pitsunda and published by 

V. A. Lekvinadze.
3
 Information on the status and titulature of the Abkhazian kings can be 

found in Greek, Persian, Armenian, Azerbaijani, Georgian and other written monuments of 

the Middle Ages. 

I would observe that the titulature familiar to us from Georgian mediaeval narrative sources, 

such as ‘King of the Abkhaz, the Kartlians, the Kakhs, the Ers, the Rans...’ and so on, is 

regarded by Professor Zurab Anchabadze and some other historians as merely a designation 

of the Georgian kings.
4
 At the same time, there is evidence from the mid-tenth century, 

written in Greek and compiled in the chancery of the Roman Empire, that an official 

designation existed for the rulers of Abkhazia too. This is the great treatise of the Emperor 

Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, De Ceremoniis. It sets out the entire conception of the 

Roman chancery’s official protocol with regard to the so-called table of ranks of all the rulers 

of the states and peoples bordering on the empire.
5
 The designations of individual rulers 

were also differentiated. One group in the list comprised Armenia, Iberia, Abkhazia, the 

Italian city-states, Moravia, Serbia and so on; another comprised Rus, Hungary, the Khazar 

and Pecheneg khagans
6
 and so on. These were evidently parts of what was then the 

best-known international bureaucratic nomenclature. It may be stressed, too, that when an 

honorific or official designation was conferred on a given ruler, mutual agreement between 

the emperor and the local ruler himself was admissible.
7
 In the aforementioned treatise 

De Ceremoniis, the head of Abkhazia is styled ‘Christ-loving and glorious lord of 

Abasgia’.
8
 Here we may also learn of Abkhazia’s standing among the other heads of 

countries and peoples listed. For example, the pendant seals attached to the letters of the 

heads of Rus, Abasgia, Iberia, Alania and others were of the value of two solidi. Similar 

letters addressed, say, to Greater Armenia and the Khazar Khaganate were of the value of 

three solidi.
9
 

When the titulature of the Abkhazian kings is under discussion, it is in all likelihood 

impossible not to mention the letters of Nicholas Mystikos, Patriarch of Constantinople 

(early tenth century), addressed to the Abkhazian kings Constantine III and Grigol II. In all 

three of these letters the patriarch addresses the recipients as ‘Our son’.
10

 The eminent Soviet 

and Russian classical scholar Igor Medvedev writes that ‘the use of the term of kinship by the 

Byzantine emperor (in the present instance, the patriarch) towards a foreign sovereign was 

not simply a metaphor or rhetoric, but a definite title, conferred on the basis of mutual 

agreement’.
11

 Let us also stress that in one of the letters (no. 162) addressed to the Abkhazian 

king Grigol II, the Patriarch writes: ‘You are our son; with royal dignity defend the sanctity of 

friendship.’
12

 It is evidently no accident that the Patriarch here uses the phrase ‘defend 

friendship with “royal dignity”’ of the Abkhazian king Grigol. Here I would note one more 

interesting detail. The second letter, no. 51 in the published sequence, has been shown to be 
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chronologically the first; it was addressed to Constantine III, king of Abkhazia at the start of 

the tenth century. In this letter, Nicholas Mystikos, Patriarch of Constantinople, 

uses the phrase ‘Your hospitality is sufficient’ of the addressee.
13

 It is my firm 

conviction that this phrase casts a vivid light on the thousand-year history of Abkhazian 

hospitality, which matters so much even today. Our ethnocultural scholars must therefore 

pay particular attention to it when studying the phenomenon of Apsuara, the principal, 

foundational code of our national identity. Let us also note here that letter no. 46 (first in the 

published order but second in date of composition) was addressed in 916 to the Abkhazian 

king Giorgi II (Grigol in the original), son of the aforementioned Constantine III. Here the 

Patriarch writes: ‘As a token of our favour we send you a mantle.’
14

 Very probably this was a 

tiara, a type of royal vestment like the one the Byzantine court sent to the Bulgarian king. It 

was trimmed with purple and adorned with gold and pearls.
15

 

At the close of this passage I would also note that present-day Georgian historical literature 

does, after all, record documents confirming that the Abkhazian kings had a titulature of 

their own in the Middle Ages. For example, in the collection Georgian Documents of the 

Tenth to Fifteenth Centuries, published in Russian in Moscow in 1982 (with the originals 

appended), on page 33 we read the titulature of the Abkhazian king Bagrat IV (who died in 

1072) in the following canonical formulation: ‘Bagrat, king of the Abkhaz, Kouropalates of 

the East, Nobelissimos of the whole Caucasus’.
16

 That this Bagrat may have been Abkhaz by 

origin is indicated by the ethnic identity of his daughter. To support this hypothesis, let us 

begin with the fact that Bagrat’s daughter Martha married the Byzantine emperor Michael 

VII Doukas in 1066. Some time later Martha’s husband was deposed. To secure the 

succession for her infant son Constantine, Martha married the next emperor, Nikephoros III 

Botaneiates. When she became convinced, however, that this emperor too had no intention 

of making her son heir to the throne, she gave active help to Alexios Komnenos in seizing it. 

When Martha realised that Alexios too had no intention of making her son heir to the throne, 

she took an active part in a conspiracy against him. The conspiracy was uncovered, and she 

was obliged to withdraw to a convent.
17

 

I have not recounted this ‘story’ of Martha, worthy of an adventure novel, without reason. 

Recently, thanks to the book Byzantine Sources on the History of Rus and the Caucasus by 

the eminent Hellenist Mikhail Bibikov, we have learnt that Martha was Abkhaz by ethnic 

origin.
18

 In this connection let us note first that historical literature has long held the settled 

opinion that Martha, known after her marriage as Maria, was an Alan, that is, an Ossetian. In 

all likelihood this arose because Martha’s mother was Ossetian (the daughter of an Ossetian 

king), and at the Byzantine court Martha was called an Alan (evidently on grounds of 

language). At the same time, from Professor Mikhail Bibikov’s monograph cited above we 

learn that the great-grandmother of the famous twelfth-century polymath John Tzetzes was 

Abkhaz and a close relative of Martha. As her closest relative, she therefore accompanied 

Martha on her journey to Constantinople for the marriage, and this young woman lived with 

Martha at the imperial court. Since John Tzetzes was Martha’s closest relative, he knew her 

ethnic origin precisely and therefore insisted that Martha-Maria was not an Alan but an 
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Abasgian, that is, Abkhaz.
19

 Very probably this assertion by John Tzetzes, who lived in the 

twelfth century, gives grounds for maintaining that the Abkhazian king Bagrat IV-III 

(Martha’s father) may himself have been Abkhaz by nationality, as his official titulature, 

cited above, confirms. 

In discussing Roman-Abkhazian relations as they bear on our subject, it is most likely 

impossible not to mention how the Roman emperor Basil II in person (at the very beginning 

of the eleventh century AD) conferred on the Abkhazian king Bagrat II(III) the prestigious 

title of the day, kouropalates. Mediaeval Armenian written sources contain information on 

this. For example, the Armenian historian Aristakes Lastivertsi (eleventh century) reports 

that at the small settlement of Khavchich (not far from Tayk, Tao in Georgian), Basil II, 

having received the Abkhazian king Bagrat and his father Gurgen with great honour, granted 

Bagrat the title of kouropalates and his father that of magistros.
20

 

Now let us consider other material bearing on our subject. In Iran, in the public library of 

Tabriz, there is a treatise of a diplomatic character, written in Persian and entitled Tarassul, 

that is, a letter-writing manual.
21

 The material dates from the early thirteenth century. Like 

the De Ceremoniis of Constantine Porphyrogennetos, the document is devoted to the 

question of how, and in what manner, the reigning persons of the countries and states 

bordering on Iran are to be addressed. It contains, for example, such items as ‘Letter in 

Reply to the Abkhazian King David the Builder’ and ‘Oath Letter of the Abkhaz’, 

bearing the signature of Queen Tamar, and many others.
22

 In this piece (owing to my 

limitations in the language) I have been able to include only a few short extracts concerning 

the titulature of the king of Abkhazia and the personified meaning of the Abkhaz. Let us read 

‘The Titulature of the Abkhaz King’ (translated from the original by the young orientalist E. 

D. Eshba). I quote: ‘Great, conciliar, exalted king, scion of a noble line, mighty 

dispenser of justice; supreme majesty of land and state, defender of Christians, 

protector of the followers of Jesus, autocrat of hereditary thrones and crowns, 

stephanos of East and West, guardian of the faith of God, king of kings of the 

Abkhaz, the Shaks and the Alans, helper of the Messiah...’
23

 The second text is the 

personified meaning (in the figure of a king) of the Abkhaz in general. Although the text is 

entitled ‘Meanings of the Abkhaz’, it is a typical titulature of the king of the Abkhaz. Let us 

read the following Persian text (also translated by E. D. Eshba): ‘Benevolent lord, emir 

and commander-in-chief, great true believer, glorious victor, sovereign of the 

land, bulwark of the divine disciples of Christ, glorifier of the land of the 

dwellers of Christendom, strengthener of the Christian faith, defender of the 

kingdom of the Abkhaz and the Alans, champion, knight and hero of Arman, 

king of the emirates, the shahs, the Polovtsians and the Khazars...’
24

 In the same 

Persian collection, published in Tbilisi with a Georgian translation, 11 kings or other eminent 

persons are listed, each with his nisba. In the list of the peoples they ruled, ‘Abkhaz’ comes 

first every time. Thus: no. 47, Malek al-vazari al-Abkhaz wa al-Khazar; no. 48, Malek al 

maluk al-abkhaz; no. 51, Malek al-otara al-Abkhaz wa al-khazar wa al-Shakii wa al-Alan; no. 

56, Malek-e Abkhaz; no. 60, Malek maluk al Abkhaz wa a-Alan wa al-Rus; no. 63, Marzban 
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wa al-Abkhaz; no. 75, Makkodam-e Abkhaz; no. 94, Pekhlevan al-Abkhaz wa al-Rum wa 

al-Arman wa al-Khazar wa al-Shakii wa al-Alan; no. 97, pakhlevan-e Abkhaz(wa) Shakii; no. 

106, Sakheb-e Abkhaz; no. 113, Tadzh al-otara al-Abkhaz wa al-Shakii wa al-Alan.
25

 

As can be seen, all these persons whose titulature lists ethnic designations have ‘Abkhaz’ in 

first place. Is all this a coincidence? There is no question that these materials, of exceptional 

importance for the history of Abkhazia, deserve dedicated study by specialist orientalists. 

Incidentally, in Arabic and Persian ‘malek’ means an absolute monarch, and ‘al’ a princely 

house. I should like to give my own view of the texts quoted here. 

To begin with, on the recommendation of Vladislav Ardzinba I travelled to Baku before the 

war (at the end of the 1980s), where I visited Professor Jafarov, who had been Ardzinba’s 

official examiner at the defence of his doctoral dissertation. This professor took me to see 

Ziya Buniyatov, director of the Institute of Oriental Studies of Azerbaijan, and the greatest 

and most senior of orientalists, Sara Khanum Ashurbeyli, and many others. Everyone we 

approached told us that a large quantity of mediaeval material bearing the designation 

‘Abkhaz’ is kept in Baku. But they immediately added that the Georgians keep proving to 

them that none of it has anything to do with Abkhazia and, so the Georgians say, belongs to 

them, and so on. Is this so? To answer that question, let us look at S. Yu. Kasumova’s 

monograph Southern Azerbaijan in the Third to Seventh Centuries (Baku, 1983). On page 

48 of this book we read: ‘According to al-Tabari (an Arab historian of the late ninth and early 

tenth centuries), under Khosrow I (sixth century) Alans, Abkhaz, Bulgars (evidently part of 

them) and people of the Sul tribe were resettled in Azerbaijan.’ (I consider it my duty to 

thank Sara Kasumova for giving me her book, with its information so valuable for Abkhazia.) 

Moreover, the archaeologist Bagatur Geyushev, author of the book Christianity in Caucasian 

Albania, told me in a personal communication that dozens of toponyms bearing the 

designation ‘Abkhaz’ are found along the Caspian coast from Sumgait to Derbent. There was 

even a town called Abkhaz. (E.-O. Reza, Azerbaijan and Arran, Moscow, 2012, p. 36.) One 

may also single out the well-known toponym ‘Bazgun, a land with (its own) language, which 

extends as far as the Caspian Gates’. This is discussed in Yu. R. Jafarov’s book The Huns and 

Azerbaijan (Baku, 1983, p. 97). In my view, this is a probable indication that the Abkhaz 

lived in the Middle Ages in the area of the world-famous fortress of Derbent. Besides this, the 

scholars Sara Khanum Ashurbeyli, the same Bagatur Geyushev and others explained to me 

how, in their opinion, the Abkhazian princely surname Shervashidze arose. The background 

is as follows. The resettlement of the peoples mentioned above to the Caspian lands was 

prompted by the construction of the immense ‘Shirvan walls’, which defended the northern 

frontier of the Great Persian Empire. According to these scholars, those groups of Abkhaz 

who became master builders formed a distinct upper social stratum and acquired the 

nickname ‘Shirvan-zade’. Later, however, during the long return of these Abkhaz to their 

homeland through the Georgian settlements of Kartli, the affix ‘zade’ attached to ‘Shirvan’ 

was replaced by ‘dze’. In this way the name Shirvan-zade turned into Shervashidze. In my 

view, a dedicated programme is needed to establish and verify all this information 

thoroughly. 
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During my aforementioned trip to Baku, some Azerbaijani historians also told me that in the 

Middle Ages the present territory of Georgia was called Abkhazia, or ‘Abkhaz’, as a whole. In 

confirmation of these accounts I shall cite one fact. For example, two letters (surviving to this 

day) of the Azerbaijani mediaeval poet Khaqani Shirvani (twelfth century) report that in his 

time Georgia was called ‘Abkhaz’.
26

 In connection with the Baku written sources 

of the Middle Ages, one may also point to the accounts of the distinguished 

fifteenth-century Azerbaijani traveller and geographer Abd al-Rashid, ibn Salih, 

ibn Nuri, al-Bakuvi (Bakuvi for short). Describing Arran (the Arabic name for 

Caucasian Albania), Bakuvi writes: ‘Arran is a region between Azerbaijan, 

Armenia and the land of Abkhaz.’ ‘There flows the river al-Kur (Kura), which 

rises in the land of Khazaran (Khazaria) and then flows through the land of 

Abkhaz, in the region of al-Lan’ (Alania).
27

 From this text it is clear that Bakuvi 

here twice calls the present territory of Georgia Abkhaz. (I am most grateful to the 

well-known coach and mentor of Abkhazian athletes, a true aristocrat, Oleg Lakrba, for 

providing this material so valuable for the history of Abkhazia.) And finally, let us point out 

that the tenth-century Armenian historian Ukhtanes, in his work History of the 

Separation of the Georgians from the Armenians (Tbilisi, 1975, p. 67), likewise 

calls the territory from the Black Sea to Armenia and (Caucasian) Albania the 

land of Abkhazia, and not Georgia. 

That there is specific (state-related) material on Abkhazia in Azerbaijani, Persian and Greek 

primary sources alike is evident from the texts we have just quoted. It is confirmed by the 

words of the great orientalist Vasily Bartold (I quote): ‘In Arabic and Persian sources of 

the pre-Mongol period the Bagratids (meaning David the Builder, Queen Tamar 

and others) are mentioned only as “Kings of the Abkhaz”. The term “Archon of 

Abasgia” in the Byzantine author Kedrenos has the same meaning.’
28

 

Independently of Bartold, the foremost Georgian historian Ivane Javakhishvili also wrote 

that ‘Arab historians called the present territory of Georgia Abkhazia, and called the kings of 

those times kings of Abkhazia’.
29

 And the publisher of the Persian texts from which we draw 

these unique titulatures of the Abkhazian kings, Magala Todua, himself writes that at that 

time Georgia was called Abkhaz.
30

 

Why, then, does it happen that Georgian mediaeval written sources contain so little 

state-related material of this kind on Abkhazia, while those of neighbouring countries 

contain a good deal?! In my view this is because, as is well known, at the beginning of the 

eighteenth century Georgian written sources were copied out with changes to their content, 

or were even written anew! This was noted in their day by the Georgian historian Prince 

Teimuraz and by the European scholars Frédéric Dubois de Montpéreux, Julius Klaproth, 

Saint-Martin and others. The academician Marie-Félicité Brosset also held this view at one 

time.
31

 That Georgian historians gathered ‘learned men’ and amended, corrected and all but 

rewrote their history is concealed by no one. Associate Professor K. Grigolia even wrote a 

doctoral dissertation on the subject. It was published in Georgian under the title The New 

Chronicle of Georgia (Tbilisi, 1954). It states: ‘In the eighteenth century the Kartlis 
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Tskhovreba underwent such editorial changes that in many respects it came to differ from 

what it had been.’
32

 It follows that the Georgian mediaeval narrative materials 

officially published today do not reflect the true history of Abkhazia. Historians 

of Abkhazia therefore face this task: in every reference to the texts of Georgian 

mediaeval primary sources, they must without fail check them against Greek, 

Persian, Armenian, Azerbaijani and other sources. 

It must also be stressed that (as we indicated above) Georgian scholars regard the Persian 

materials quoted above as purely Georgian, that is, as relating solely to the history of 

Georgia. Yet for some reason foreign authors write that in the Middle Ages the present 

Georgian territory was called Abkhazia! The question then inevitably arises: why, in the 

Middle Ages, did the present territory of Georgia suddenly come to be called Abkhazia? In 

my view there is only one answer: it is because, as the Georgian sources themselves 

show (although the well-known Georgian word daipqro, used dozens of times 

in Old Georgian written sources in the sense of ‘seizure’, is arbitrarily 

reinterpreted time and again by modern Georgian historians), the present 

territory of Georgia had at that time been conquered by Abkhazia. That is 

precisely why it was called Abkhazia. This fact demolishes the fundamental idea of 

Georgian scholars that the Abkhazian kings, supposedly from the early Middle Ages, 

conquered Georgia region by region in order to unite it and create a single Georgian state, 

which is in itself utterly unnatural! For it never happens that a people fights and 

sheds its blood to create someone else’s state! 

And finally, one may postulate that the creation of Abkhazia’s second capital, after Anakopia, 

at Kutaisi was likewise prompted by the Abkhazian kings’ policy of conquest. The first in our 

historiography to write about this correctly and accurately was Spartak Zhidkov, in his 

monograph The Thrust of a Small Empire.
33

 As can be seen, the examples we have given 

from Greek materials, and especially the Persian ones quoted, together with our additional 

arguments, prove that both David the Builder and Tamar were kings of Abkhazia! Is this a 

new history of Abkhazia, or a bluff?! To answer this question, let us look into the substantial 

monograph by the eighteenth-century Georgian author Vakhushti Bagrationi, History of the 

Kingdom of Georgia. Here is what is written there (I quote): ‘And after this Bagrat (he died 

in 1014) the reign of the Bagratids was established in Abkhazia. Nota bene! And these 

Abkhazian kings reigned in Abkhazia for 199 years’!!! Further on we read: ‘And 

David Narin sat as king of the Imers in the year of Christ 1259. From that time David and 

the kings who followed him were called kings of the Imers, and not of the 

Abkhaz.’
34

 It follows, then, that until 1259 the kings we have traditionally regarded as 

Georgian, David the Builder and Tamar among them, were kings of Abkhazia and not of 

Georgia?! It turns out that Mikhail Gunba was right when he wrote that the Abkhazian 

Kingdom, having arisen at the start of the second century and having extended its territory 

as far as the Rioni in 766, went on to exist right up to the thirteenth century.
35

 How, then, are 

we to treat the official tradition in our historiography that from the eleventh to the thirteenth 
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century what functioned was not an Abkhazian state but the ‘Kingdom of the Abkhaz and 

Kartvels’? 

Concluding this lengthy passage, I should like to draw attention to the following curious fact 

as well. In the work I have cited, Georgian-Persian Studies, volume III, there is also a 

titulature in which, for some reason, the jurisdiction of the kings of the Abkhaz includes such 

ethnic designations as ‘Rus’ and ‘Rum’(!). As regards Rus, the Georgian commentator 

(translator and publisher) of the work observes that the example refers not to the whole of 

Russia but to some ethnic group of Russians, cut off from their greater homeland and living 

in the North Caucasus.
36

 As for Rum, this is in all likelihood the Empire of Trebizond, which 

was formed as a result of the capture of Constantinople by the crusaders. The founders of 

this state were the grandsons of the Byzantine emperor Andronikos I, Alexios and David 

Komnenos, who with the help of Queen Tamar’s army took Trebizond in 1204.
37

 

And finally, as food for thought, I should like to quote the words of Professor Cyril 

Toumanoff of Georgetown University in the United States, from his work ‘The Chronology of 

the Kings of Abkhazia and Other Problems’, published in English in the journal Le Muséon in 

1956: ‘In the second century AD united Colchis broke up into several clan-ethnic 

states; one of them was the state of the Abkhaz.’
38

 And yet, strange as it may 

seem, Abkhazian historians have still not paid due attention to this 

authoritative word from an American scholar! 

At the same time, we know the view of the well-known Abkhazian scholar Yuri 

Voronov, expressed in his booklet The Abkhaz: Who Are They? (A Brief 

Sketch), published in 1992, which confirms Toumanoff’s words (I quote): ‘The 

most ancient early class states of the Abkhaz were the kingdoms of Sanigia, 

Apsilia and Abasgia, attested in the sources from the first century AD.’
39

 What is 

more, our mediaevalist Mikhail Gunba wrote in his monograph Abkhazia in the 

First Millennium AD (Sukhum, 1989, p. 252): ‘Throughout the entire first 

millennium AD a gradual strengthening of the Abkhazian Kingdom mentioned 

by Arrian can be observed.’ So we have a scholarly precedent for stating with 

confidence that the initial period in the history of the national state of the 

Abkhaz belongs to the first centuries AD! 

Here I should also like to show the ‘technology’ by which Tbilisi scholars have falsified
40

 our 

national state history. In this connection one is obliged to state that the Tbilisi historians act 

in this matter with very little scruple. For the very motive behind the ‘legitimate’ looting of 

the early mediaeval state history of the Abkhaz, and its attribution to the Georgians by a 

large part of the Tbilisi historians led by Pavle Ingorokva, is cynical and vicious. It turns out 

that Georgian historians were outraged that, according to the Georgian written sources 

themselves, in the eighth century the ethnic Abkhaz (who, as Pavle Ingorokva himself writes, 

figure in historiography as ‘non-Georgians’!) seized Lazica and Argveti as far as the Likhi 

Range.
41

 And moved their capital from Anakopia to Kutaisi?! In this way an extensive early 

mediaeval imperial state came into being under the name of the ‘Abkhazian Kingdom’. The 
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Abkhaz then established their administration even in Kartli
42

 and went further... To correct 

this historiographical ‘error’ (as Ingorokva saw it), set out in History of Georgia I (edited by 

Simon Janashia and published in 1948), Pavle Ingorokva retrospectively rebaptised the early 

Abkhaz peoples, the Abasgians, Apsilians and Sanig-Heniochi, calling them Georgians! In his 

words, they were ‘the same as the Kartlians, Mingrelians and Svans’.
43

 And he called his new 

‘conception’ ‘precise’, that is, exact (in English, ‘precision’ means exactness).
44

 Thus did the 

majority of Georgia’s historians, led by Pavle Ingorokva, fabricate a state history of early 

mediaeval Georgia that never existed. And with the appearance in 1954 of Ingorokva’s book 

Giorgi Merchule: A Georgian Writer of the Tenth Century, most historians of Georgia came 

to adhere to this theory. 

That from 1954 Georgian historiography set about the wholesale eradication of the early 

mediaeval history of Abkhazia (all that was left of it after the distortions caused by the 

rewriting of the Kartlis Tskhovreba in the eighteenth century, of which we spoke above) and 

its attribution to Georgia can be seen with one’s own eyes by reading page 140 of Pavle 

Ingorokva’s book Giorgi Merchule: A Georgian Writer of the Tenth Century. Here, in order 

to show the reader the full ‘absurdity’ (in Ingorokva’s view) of what is reported in mediaeval 

written sources and in the texts of the Georgian historians who wrote before him, Ingorokva 

first sets out the titulature of the Abkhazian kings traditionally found in the written sources, 

and the name of Abkhazia generally, from the eighth to the thirteenth century, as erroneous 

and mistaken sources! Let us read these sources, ‘mistaken’ in Ingorokva’s view (I quote): 

‘From the second half of the eighth century to the end of the tenth century, as is well known, 

Western Georgia was called Abkhazia. It was called so specifically in the work of Giorgi 

Merchule too. It should be noted here that the name “Abkhazia” remained in use for Western 

Georgia in the later period as well, when the Georgian kingdoms united into a single state at 

the turn of the tenth and eleventh centuries. As is well known, in the official designation of 

this state Abkhazia was named first, and it was understood to include the whole of Western 

Georgia. In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, when the whole Caucasus was united within 

the bounds of Georgia (when the Caucasian border shores of Anatolia and Iran were annexed 

to it), the full titulature of the kings of the Georgian state was as follows: “King of the Abkhaz 

and Kartvels, of the Rans and Kakhs, of the Armenians, Sharvansha, Shahansha of all the 

East and West”. When this titulature was used in abbreviated form, the head of Georgia was 

called King of the Abkhaz. And the Georgian state as a whole was called Abkhazia, or the 

Land of Abkhazia. Thus, for example, in both Georgian and foreign sources the title King of 

the Abkhaz was attached to the designation of David the Builder and Queen Tamar. And in 

the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the territories on which modern Georgia lies were called 

Abkhazia or the Land of Abkhazia. The name Abkhazia thus becomes a synonym first of 

Western Georgia. Later, after the unification of Georgia, it (that is, the designation Abkhazia: 

E. A.) was used as a synonym for the entire Georgian state’ (end of quotation). This long 

passage (based on real written sources), which we have taken unchanged from Pavle 

Ingorokva’s monograph, represents the conceptual paradigm of Georgian historiography 

regarding the Middle Ages accepted by all the scholars of Georgia, in both the 
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pre-revolutionary and the Soviet periods, until 1954, when Ingorokva’s book appeared. It 

must also be noted that this paradigm reflected only the conception of the Vakhtang revision, 

which had largely expunged a great deal of information concerning the state history of 

Abkhazia from the many-volumed corpus of the Kartlis Tskhovreba. Does Ingorokva 

consider even this truncated remnant of information on Abkhazia, preserved in Georgian 

historiography after that ‘revision’, to be ‘mistaken’? Nonetheless (on the strength of 

Ingorokva’s own words just quoted), one can be sure that from the eighth to the thirteenth 

century what we usually called Georgia (according to all the early mediaeval written sources 

and later literary texts) was called Abkhazia, and all the kings of that country in that period 

were likewise kings of Abkhazia. Outraged by this, Ingorokva wrote his large monograph 

Giorgi Merchule. Thus Pavle Ingorokva, in defiance of all the primary sources and literature 

that actually existed, subjectively offered the reader an invented, false history of Georgia, 

having plundered the history of Abkhazia like a looter(!). This act can be called nothing other 

than a crime against historical reality! For it is criminal to ignore wholesale all the reports of 

the mediaeval written sources because they mention the Abkhaz and Abkhazia(!) After all, in 

historical science, as in jurisprudence, there is a maxim: the principle of the presumption of 

the reliability of the primary source. 

Georgian historians adhered to this false ‘discovery’ of Ingorokva’s throughout the whole 

communist regime, especially after 1954, when his book came out. In post-Soviet Georgia 

this principle was raised to the rank of the highest historiography. On its basis a large 

number of pseudo-scholarly monographs are still being produced in Georgia under the 

slogan ‘History without Falsification’. A striking example is Zurab Papaskiri’s monograph 

Abkhazia: History without Falsification(!), published in Tbilisi in 2009 under the imprint of 

‘Sukhum State University’(!) and the ‘Abkhazian Organisation of the All-Georgian Historical 

Society’(!): 538 pages, with a lengthy preface, 22 chapters, an extensive conclusion and 

notes, and a 33-page summary in English. 

Concluding my account of the Ingorokva passage cited here, and of the whole research idea 

of this article, there is in all likelihood good reason to put the following leading question: 

Why have our historians still not paid attention to the examples of the titulature of the 

Abkhazian kings that existed in the source materials of Georgian and other mediaeval 

narratives? Why has the Ingorokva passage quoted in this article still not been subjected to 

concrete analysis by our scholars, even those who have devoted critical articles to this 

Georgian scholar? For, as Ingorokva himself writes, according to the principal early 

mediaeval written sources, Georgia and other countries and peoples adjoining the Caucasus 

were called Abkhazia in the Middle Ages. In short, the whole of the territory we usually called 

Georgia was called by that name. And the kings of all that territory were likewise called 

Abkhazian kings. And why, in general, was the whole Caucasus called Abkhazia in that 

period? And, most important of all, these words were not invented by me but taken from 

Pavle Ingorokva’s monograph mentioned above (p. 140!). He presents them as fact, as a 

reality present in all the Georgian mediaeval written sources and literary works on the 

history of Georgia written before him. All this historiographical information must be 
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confirmed by scholarly research, above all by Abkhazian mediaevalists! In any case, very 

probably, the real early mediaeval history of Abkhazia will be written only by future 

Abkhazian historians with a command of classical, oriental and European languages! Most 

likely this will become possible once a classical gymnasium has been founded in our capital 

city and a department of oriental and classical languages established at the university. And 

the university itself will be moved to the centre of our capital, to the old ‘Lakoba’ buildings 

and the multi-storey Government House, which was damaged in Abkhazia’s anti-colonial 

war against the Georgian metropole. 

Since we are dealing with the titulature of the kings of Abkhazia in the Middle Ages, that is, 

with the state of the Abkhaz, there is evidently good reason to adduce information on the 

Abkhazian military formations of those times too, as inseparable attributes of that same 

state. In this connection let us note that as early as the fourth century AD an Abkhazian 

military (cavalry) formation called the Ala prima Abasgorum served in the Byzantine 

forces.
45

 

That the Abkhazian state had its own army in the Middle Ages is reported in several places in 

the Kartlis Tskhovreba (Tbilisi, 1955, vol. I, pp. 297, 311). 

I also consider it my duty to cite here one curious report. Among the mediaeval Greek 

esoteric astrologers, the Catalogus Codicum Astrologorum Graecorum states that the 

heavens are divided into seven constellations and, correspondingly, the earth into seven 

countries, one of which was Abasgia.
46

 I believe that this report, too, merits special study. 

As regards writing among the mediaeval Abkhaz, we have a report from the Slavonic 

mediaeval narrative source Vita Constantini, where the Abkhaz are listed among the peoples 

possessing writing.
46

 

In conclusion let us note that, according to the English scholar David Marshall Lang, the 

Abkhaz in the Middle Ages also had their own coin, a gold hyperpyron weighing one 

mithqal,
47

 and so on. 

And finally, I should like to remind the reader of one forgotten old piece of ‘news’ in the 

national history of Abkhazia. As long ago as 1925, Simon Ashkhatsava wrote in his book 

Paths of Development of the History of Abkhazia: ‘Undoubtedly, at that time (the author 

meant the period from late antiquity to the thirteenth century) the Abkhaz and the 

Circassians formed a single state unit.’
48

 

In this article I have not given a chronological list of the Abkhazian kings from the late 

antique period up to the thirteenth century. The interested reader will find concrete material 

on this in the specialist articles of such authors as Dositheos Notaras, Marie-Félicité Brosset, 

F. Zhordania, Ekvtime Takaishvili, M. Seleznev, Dmitry Gulia, Cyril Toumanoff and A. 

Kollautz, and in the books of D. Chachkhalia, T. Gytsba, V. Bganba, A. Mukba and others. 

Of course, this preliminary (fragmentary) information on the titulature of the 

Abkhazian kings of the Middle Ages cannot be regarded as final until the 

13 



Persian and other originals themselves have been seriously studied by the 

appropriate specialists. Naturally, this requires a dedicated programme. 

Post Scriptum 

In the general context of social evolution, of the genesis, formation and further 

transformation of the early types of state, scholarship has produced various 

definitions of the process of transition from primitive society to civilisation, 

such as politogenesis, post-primitivity, stategenesis and so on. Some call the 

science of the state itself etatology, or even statology. The origins of this 

socio-anthropological science go back to the distant ancient world and are 

linked with the name of the greatest of ancient Greek scholars, Aristotle, and 

his professional kin. 

From the time of the ancient Hellenes to our own day, the problem of the origin 

and evolution of states, as a field of political anthropology, has aroused great 

interest in the minds of advanced humanity. And numerous studies in this field 

prove irrefutably that there is diversity both in the paths by which tribes and 

peoples moved towards the state and in the types of archaic politico-legal 

structures themselves. The science of the state has by now come more or less 

close to determining what level of sociocultural complexity, and even what size 

of population and what form of government, separates pre-state societies from 

the traditionally known types of state structures and institutions. And it may be 

said that certain stable postulates on the problem that concerns us have already 

been established, that is, identified. For example, if we take the general 

(theoretical) view of what determines the origin of states, the dominant 

position in the specialist literature is still held by the so-called conflict and 

integration theory put forward by the American scholars Elman Service and 

Morton Fried. All the more so since the Marxist-Leninist paradigm of the class 

basis of the origin of the state is today rejected altogether. For there are many 

examples of societies with a developed political structure that had no class 

differentiation, and of societies with developed class stratification that neither 

had nor attained statehood (N. N. Kredin). The specialist literature points out 

that even clans, chiefdoms and other political structures performed tasks 

similar to those of the state. To say nothing of principalities, kingdoms, realms 

and similar political structures, which modern specialists have defined as real 

types of state. 

In analysing the typology of early state formations, specialists work with such concepts as the 

‘small early state’, the ‘medium early state’ and the ‘large early state’ (Leonid Grinin). 

Moreover, many see dozens of traditional and stable features of legal policy in the very 

earliest state. What is meant is, above all, not only the size of territory and population but 

also forms of government, with the obligatory components of bureaucracy, fiscal policy, 

territorial organisation, the means of organising military defence, the building of fortresses 
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and so on. To speak more concretely of the size of territory and population of early states, the 

historical evidence allows us to state that some of them covered no more than a few dozen 

hectares, or less, with a population of no more than a few thousand (Leopold Kohr, The 

Breakdown of Nations, London, 1952). And, most important of all, the great Aristotle 

himself wrote: ‘A community made up of several villages is a fully complete state.’ As for the 

status and legitimacy of the leaders of early states, they were endowed, as it were, with 

heavenly mandates. For divine will was held to be the only lawful authority on earth. And 

what united the inhabitants of particular narrow territories, the kin-based clans, was nothing 

but local ancestral shrines: centres of common worship of the deity who protected the 

lineage or a traditional occupation, and so on. Paganism, however, not only knew no 

nationwide communal unity but even divided tribes of one language by their ancestral 

shrines. That is why the emergence of a great many of the classical states of the Middle Ages 

was due to Christianity, the basis of whose ‘sacral politics’ was national communal unity and 

the centralisation of the spiritual, and partly the political, government of the country in the 

church. 

Although historical science here in Abkhazia is quite active and a good many specialists work 

in it, very few as yet are working on the history of the origin of the state among the Abkhaz. 

Yet this is a highly topical and priority problem in our humanities research. It is not merely 

that, in reviving our statehood, we cannot forget its origins and so on. The point is a different 

one. It is that the state is the principal characteristic of a people. For, as the classics of social 

history define it, peoples that have not attained statehood do not belong to history; that is, 

they remain, as it were, outside history. In this respect our people unquestionably has a rich 

history. All that remains is to study it thoroughly, from every side and in all its dimensions. 

Here, by way of posing the question, we should like to characterise, in literally a couple of 

words, certain elements of the politico-legal aspects of the early Abkhaz state formations. 

As is well known, according to historians’ research, the Apsilians, Abasgians, Sanig-Heniochi 

and Missimians are regarded as the indigenous ancient Abkhaz peoples. Indisputable 

historical evidence proves that all of them had kings (in Greek, basileus). This is 

unquestionably the most important proof that their political organisation belonged to the 

category of statehood. Moreover, we know from written sources that each of them had its 

own military contingents, fought even against empires, and possessed strong fortresses in 

which the centre of military and civil administration was, as it were, concentrated in one. All 

this gives grounds for defining the early Abkhaz states of the small type as having arisen in 

the late antique period, and not in the eighth century AD. Here is how Professor Cyril 

Toumanoff of Georgetown University in the United States writes about this in his substantial 

treatise ‘The Chronology of the Abkhazian Kings and Other Problems’, published in English 

in the Paris journal Le Muséon in 1956: ‘In the second century AD united Colchis broke up 

into several clan-ethnic states; one of them was the state of the Abkhaz.’ Regrettably, this 

authoritative word from an American scholar, spoken in 1956, has still not been quoted in 

the works of our historians. Admittedly, Yuri Voronov too writes in his exclusive essay The 

Abkhaz: Who Are They?: ‘The most ancient early class states of the Abkhaz were the 
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kingdoms of Sanigia, Apsilia and Abasgia, attested in the sources from the first century AD.’ 

Our respected historian Mikhail Gunba, who recently passed away, writes the same in his 

monograph Abkhazia in the First Millennium. 

In the light of what has been said here, one question, in my view, deserves attention: were 

the aforementioned state formations subordinate to one another within a single vertical 

chain of authority, or did they possess, as it were, their own internal sovereign powers? In 

my view, such a provisional definition as a ‘confederation’ of the state formations of late 

antique and early mediaeval Abkhazia may be applied to them. 

And finally, one may note in passing that in the writings of some of our authors there is a 

kind of identification of archaeological culture with ethnic culture. In this connection I would 

observe that such an interpretation as a ‘culture’ of the Abasgians, Apsilians, Sanigs and so 

on, each in isolation from the others, is in my view not entirely correct. It is another matter 

that the absence among our historians of a single ethnic designation for this period makes it 

very difficult to characterise these peoples in terms of their common ethnogenesis. In this 

connection, in all likelihood, the ethnonym ‘Abkhaz’ or ‘Abkhazia’, which denoted both the 

inhabitants and the whole territory of the Caucasus, acquires particular scholarly relevance. 

It is fitting here to recall Dmitry Gulia’s categorical demand, in his book History of Abkhazia 

(p. 100), that ‘the forms “Abkhaz” and “Abkhazia” are entirely untenable and must be 

replaced by the only correct forms, “Abas” and “Abasgia”’! Indeed, there may be good reason 

to adopt such a collective designation as ‘Abaza culture’ as a general cultural concept for all 

the early Abkhaz peoples. All the more so since many today (especially in the East) call us, 

together with the Abazins, ‘Abaza’. Here one recalls a poem by the Russian poet E. Zaitsevsky 

in which Abkhazia is called nothing other than ‘Abazia’. Moreover, as I recall, in that poem 

my homeland is described as ‘Enchanted land, refuge of flowers! Country of spring and 

inspiration!’ 
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Source 

Translated from the Russian for AbkhazWorld from: Е. К. Аджинджал, О титулатуре абхазских царей 

(Adzhindzhal, E. K., O titulature abkhazskikh tsarei), Sukhum: Dom Pechati, 2014, 32 pp., published 

under the International Centre of Caucasologists; academic editor G. D. Gumba, reviewer T. M. 

Gabunia, editor T. Alekseeva, layout N. Gunba, print run 500. First presented as a paper at a session of 

the Abkhazian Institute of Humanitarian Research (AbIGI) on 27 April 2011, and published in abridged 

form in Trudy AbIGI, no. 7 (2012), pp. 52-56. The 2014 booklet is the expanded edition. 

 

Translator’s notes 

1. Roman, Romania, Byzantine. The author uses ‘ромейский’ and ‘Ромея’, the Byzantines’ own name 

for their state, alongside ‘византийский’. They are rendered ‘Roman’ and ‘Romania’ on the one hand 

and ‘Byzantine’ on the other, keeping his distinction. Both refer to the Eastern Roman (Byzantine) 

Empire. 

2. Titles and quotation marks. Titles of books, journals and newspapers are italicised and articles are 

set in single quotation marks. The author’s guillemets become single quotation marks, with doubles for 

quotations within quotations. 

3. Transliteration. Russian titles in the notes follow modified BGN/PCGN without diacritics or soft signs. 

The author’s Cyrillic renderings of Persian and Arabic terms are transliterated letter for letter (see note 

17 below). 

4. Names. Patronymics are omitted and full first names given where the person can be identified with 

confidence; otherwise the author’s initials are kept. Sara Kasumova’s patronymic (Yunus-gyzy) is 

omitted; the honorific ‘Khanum’, which the author uses for Sara Ashurbeyli, is kept. 

5. Corrected misprints. The following are corrected in the text: ‘Аджиннджал’ (imprint); 

‘Багрянародного’ (pp. 7, 10); ‘Цицрея’ to Circe (p. 5); ‘мужам’ (p. 5); ‘хазарь’ to Khazars (p. 11); 

‘Кутаис’ to Kutaisi (p. 19); ‘Гергий’ to Giorgi (p. 19); ‘ст. 140’ to p. 140 (p. 22); ‘первоисточникак’ (p. 

22); the author’s initials ‘А.Е.’ to E. A. (p. 20); ‘конфликная’ to ‘conflict’ (p. 25); ‘Leonard’ to Leopold 

Kohr (p. 26); ‘тысячелетия’ (n. 35); ‘Политические’ (n. 42); ‘Brussel’ to Brussels (n. 46); and the 

garbled Latin of the Catalogus Codicum Astrologorum Graecorum (p. 23 and n. 46). 

6. Quotation marks supplied. The original leaves quotations unclosed on pp. 5 (Circe), 8 (Nicholas 

Mystikos), 12 (al-Tabari), 14 (Ukhtanes’ title, Bartold), 14 to 15 (Javakhishvili), 15 (Grigolia), 18 

(Voronov’s title) and 29 (Gulia). They have been closed. A stray closing mark at the end of the 

Mordovtsev epigraph has been dropped, as the epigraph is set as a block. 

7. Handwritten corrections. On p. 28 of the printed copy a word before ‘такая условная дефиниция’, 

apparently ‘условно’, is struck through by hand and has been omitted. In n. 46 a handwritten insertion 

corrects the ending of the Latin title; the corrected form is used. 

8. The epigraph. Mordovtsev’s classical allusions are translated from his Russian as they stand. They 

draw on the Odyssey 10.135-136 (Circe, sister of Aeetes), the Iliad 6.186 (the Amazons as men’s 

equals), Hesiod’s Theogony 337-340 (the rivers, the Phasis among them), Aeschylus’ Prometheus 

Bound 415-419 (the maidens of Colchis) and Herodotus 2.102-110 (Sesostris). In Hesiod the mother of 

the rivers is Tethys, not Themis; Mordovtsev’s reading is kept. 

9. Pendant seals and bullae. ‘Вислая печать’ is a seal hung from a document by a cord. In De 

Ceremoniis (II.48), the gold bullae valued at two or three solidi are those the emperor attached to his 

own letters to foreign rulers; the author describes them as attached to letters sent by those rulers. 

10. ‘Christ-loving and glorious lord of Abasgia’. The Greek term behind ‘владетель’ is exousiastes 

(‘holder of authority’), the style the Byzantine chancery used for the ruler of Abasgia. 
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11. ‘Konstantinos Abazgias’. The seal inscription is given in the author’s Russian transliteration and 

rendered as he gives it. 

12. Byzantine dignities. Kouropalates, nobelissimos and magistros were high court dignities that 

Constantinople conferred on foreign rulers. Stephanos (Greek ‘crown’) appears in the Persian titulature 

as the author gives it. 

13. Regnal numbers. Georgian and Abkhazian historiography numbers the kings differently, so the 

author writes Bagrat IV-III and Bagrat II(III). These double forms are kept. The king he calls Giorgi II 

is Grigol in the letter he cites; both forms are kept. 

14. Martha. Martha is the Georgian name of the empress known in Byzantine sources as Maria of Alania, 

daughter of Bagrat IV. The author’s account of John Tzetzes’ family follows Bibikov’s book. 

15. Apsuara. Apsuara is the traditional Abkhaz code of conduct, honour and identity. The author glosses it 

himself. 

16. Tarassul. From the Arabic tarassul, ‘epistolography’: a manual of model letters and forms of address. 

17. Nisba and the Persian list. A nisba is the part of an Arabic or Persian name or title that indicates 

origin, affiliation or domain. In the list on pp. 11 to 12 the author’s ‘уа’ and ‘ва’ are rendered ‘wa’ (‘and’). 

A tentative normalisation, for specialist checking: malik al-muluk (king of kings, nos. 48 and 60); 

probably malik al-umara (king of emirs, nos. 51 and 113, the latter with taj, ‘crown’); marzban 

(march-warden, no. 63); probably makhdum (master, no. 75); pahlavan (champion, nos. 94 and 97); 

sahib (lord, no. 106). No. 47 is uncertain. ‘Arman’ is Armenia; ‘Shakii’ is probably Shaki. 

18. ‘Al’. In Arabic al- is the definite article. The author’s gloss ‘princely house’ is kept as written. 

19. Official examiner. ‘Официальный оппонент’ is the formal examiner at a Soviet or Russian 

dissertation defence. 

20. Daipqro. The Georgian daipqro is transliterated from the Georgian and glossed as the author glosses 

it, ‘seizure’. 

21. The Vakhtang revision. This refers to the commission of scholars convened by King Vakhtang VI in 

the early eighteenth century, which edited the Kartlis Tskhovreba. 

22. Imers. The inhabitants of Imereti, in western Georgia. 

23. ‘Sharvansha, Shahansha’. Kept as the author gives them. The standard forms are Shirvanshah and 

Shahanshah (‘king of kings’). 

24. ‘Lakoba’ buildings. Buildings in Sukhum from the period of Nestor Lakoba, head of Soviet Abkhazia 

from 1922 to 1936. 

25. Ala prima Abasgorum. The unit appears in the Notitia Dignitatum, a register of the late Roman 

army. The author calls it Byzantine. 

26. Catalogus Codicum Astrologorum Graecorum. Volume 4 of the series was published in Brussels 

in 1903; the ‘1983’ of n. 46 appears to be a misprint. 

27. Lang. Note 47 gives the full title. The author’s ‘130’ is the series number, not a page. 

28. Toumanoff. Toumanoff’s article, ‘Chronology of the Kings of Abasgia and Other Problems’, appeared 

in Le Muséon, vol. 69 (1956), pp. 73-90. The author quotes him in Russian, and the sentence is 

translated from the author’s Russian; both occurrences are rendered identically, though the Russian 

differs slightly. Le Muséon is published in Louvain, not Paris. 

29. Kohr. The author paraphrases Kohr rather than quoting him. The Breakdown of Nations was first 

published in London in 1957. 

30. Aristotle. The quotation is translated from the author’s Russian. The passage is Politics 1252b. 

31. Kredin. ‘N. N. Kredin’ (p. 25) is presumably the anthropologist Nikolay Kradin, one of the editors cited 

in n. 39. 

32. ‘Heuristic’. The author uses ‘эвристический’ and ‘эвристика’ loosely, in the sense of ‘research’ or 

‘scholarship’. They are rendered by sense throughout. 

20 



33. Statehood terms. ‘Этатический’ is rendered ‘state’ or ‘relating to statehood’ by context. 

‘Этатология’, ‘стейтология’, ‘политогенез’ and ‘стейтогенез’ are rendered etatology, statology, 

politogenesis and stategenesis, following the author’s own usage. 

34. ‘Нелицеприятно’ (p. 18). The word means ‘impartially’. The author plainly intends the opposite, 

and his sense is followed. 

35. ‘Почти многих’ (p. 26). The phrase is ungrammatical, literally ‘almost many’, and is rendered ‘a 

great many’. 

36. Duplicate note 46. The author numbers two notes 46 on p. 23. Only one note 46 is printed, and it 

refers to the Catalogus; no source is given for the Vita Constantini. 

37. Titles as printed. Where the author’s titles or dates differ between text and notes, each is given as 

printed. Medvedev’s article appears as ‘Istoriya’ in n. 6 and ‘Imperiya’ in n. 11; the published title is 

Imperiya i suverenitet. Bibikov’s book is Vizantiiskie istochniki po istorii Drevnei Rusi i Kavkaza. The 

Georgian Documents are dated X to XV centuries in the text and IX to XIII in n. 16. Grigolia’s work is 

titled differently in the text and in n. 32. Khaqani is placed in the twelfth century in the text but the title 

in n. 26 refers to the thirteenth. Ashkhatsava’s book was first published in 1925; n. 48 cites the 2006 

edition. 

38. Post Scriptum. The heading is bold and underlined in the original. Bold runs from the opening of the 

Post Scriptum to the end of its second paragraph, and is reproduced exactly. 
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