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Abstract

This study investigates Armenian editorial conventions for inscriptions and evaluates their
compatibility and the possibility of their further integration with international standards of
epigraphic editing for open access and equal use. It focuses on the Divan Hay Vimagrut'yan (Corpus
of Armenian Epigraphy), launched in the 1960s, which introduced a systematic apparatus for
distinguishing diplomatic transcriptions from interpretative reconstructions. Later Armenian
publications often simplified these conventions, replacing specialized signs with typographic
substitutes. While these changes improved accessibility, they also reduced palaeographic precision
and created inconsistencies across editions. Through comparative analysis with the Leiden
Conventions and the EpiDoc TEI framework, the research identifies both areas of alignment and
points of divergence. Armenian conventions handle missing letters, restorations, redundancies, and
abbreviations in distinctive ways, sometimes reassigning the meaning of symbols across different
publications. This variation, if not explicitly documented, complicates digital encoding and risks loss
of information. Methodologically, this study develops a digital heritage interoperability model that
translates local Armenian editorial practices into machine-actionable standards, enabling their
integration into international infrastructures such as EpiDoc and FAIR-based cultural heritage
systems. The principal contribution of this work is the proposal of a dual-track encoding strategy.
One track applies a granular mapping of Armenian signs to the full set of Leiden and EpiDoc
categories, ensuring maximum interoperability. The other track preserves a simplified schema
faithful to Armenian usage, reflecting local scholarly traditions. Together, these approaches provide
both international comparability and cultural specificity. The conclusion is that Armenian
inscriptions can be effectively integrated into global digital infrastructures by means of transparent
documentation, crosswalk tables, and encoding policies that follow FAIR principles. This ensures
long-term preservation, machine-actionability, and the broader reuse of Armenian epigraphic data
in comparative cultural heritage research.

Keywords: Armenian epigraphy; digital heritage; interoperability; EpiDoc TEI; FAIR data principles;
Leiden Conventions; editorial conventions; digital encoding; cultural heritage standards; epigraphic
data modeling

1. Introduction

The field of epigraphy has been shaped by long-standing editing practices and major publication
projects. The Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum (CIL) [1] started in 1853 under Theodor Mommsen,
and the Inscriptiones Graecae (IG) [2], which continues the earlier Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum,
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created comprehensive collections of Greek and Latin inscriptions and developed standards that still
influence scholarly editing [3]". These collections focused on accurately reproducing inscriptional
texts and on editorial reconstruction, using sigla to mark restorations, missing parts, and other textual
features. The Leiden Conventions, first established in the early 20th century and revised in 1931 and
1982, summarized these practices into widely used international guidelines. Similar efforts exist in
other traditions, including the Répertoire d’épigraphie arabe for Arabic inscriptions and large-scale
editions of cuneiform texts from Mesopotamia [4,5]. More recently, digital projects like EAGLE! in
Europe and OCIANA!i for Ancient North Arabian show how traditional collections can be integrated
into interoperable digital infrastructures [6-9].

Within this global context, Armenian epigraphy shows both continuity with worldwide
practices and the development of unique methods. The Armenian alphabet, created in the early fifth
century, laid the groundwork for one of the earliest Christian epigraphic traditions. They are
scattered worldwide—from India and Iran to Turkey, Europe, and the Americas—testifying to the
long history of Armenian communities across diverse regions. Over the centuries, varying degrees of
care have been devoted to preserving this heritage. Surviving inscriptions are numerous and spread
across various regions, carved into the walls of churches and monasteries, engraved on khachkars
(cross-stones), and placed on bridges, fortifications, and tombstones. These texts record a wide range
of information: dedications, commemorations, donor lists, epitaphs, and documentation of
construction projects. They are a vital part of Armenian cultural and religious history. Today, the
challenge is not only to safeguard but also to digitize these invaluable assets. Digital preservation is
essential for Armenian national history and identity, and for the study of Christianity and for broader
regional and comparative historical research [10-12].

The scholarly investigation of Armenian inscriptions began in the nineteenth century, when
early antiquarians and travelers such as M. Brosset [13], Gh. Alishan [14], M. Barkhudaryants, Y.
Lalayan, and others collected, copied, and occasionally published inscriptions they encountered.
Their methods were often inconsistent, limited to hand-drawn facsimiles or textual transcriptions
without a systematic framework [15].

A significant development took place with the launch of the Divan Hay Vimagrut‘yan (DHYV,
Corpus of Armenian Epigraphy) [16-25] initiated in the 1960s by the Armenian Academy of Sciences.
The DHV created a systematic framework for the transcription and presentation of Armenian
inscriptions. The DHV introduced, for the first time, a standardized scholarly apparatus for
transcribing inscriptions, distinguishing between diplomatic transcription, a faithful reproduction of
the state of the stone, and interpretative transcription, an editorial reconstruction with expanded
abbreviations and restored text. It is noteworthy that the diplomatic transcription was considered
equivalent to the drawing. Already in the earliest volumes of the DHYV, in the section where the
editorial signs are explained, each sign is described as it appears in the interpretative transcription
(Jtipuwodtnipyulb dby) or in the drawing (qdwgqnpnipjul), the latter corresponding to the diplomatic
transcription.

“JdBMOULNRE-8UL MIBUULUUUL LGULLEN

- hnphgnbwub qony tpgwd Gl piimgph Wty hwiwwyumwupawb pyny swpnywd gntipn,

... utimbipny tpqwo Gb plwugph dtip puapnywd gptipp” wiiljuiju pywpwiiuljhg,

duuqdny tpgwd it pwupnywd gpiph ytipwjubgimdbtpn ,
Ouljuqony tpud L ptiwmgph dtip gpsh pug pnnud, unud jud wnwbg wuwuyh (undwd twh)
unnuititiph ytpuyubgbnidatpn,

[ ] b2qwd bl phwgpnid tnud wtinpy qptipp,

/ (¢tp qdny bpgwd tib ptitugph wnntiph uvwhdwbbbpp -7 [17] (p.1).

To support this dual presentation, the DHV employed a system of editorial signs. These allowed
scholars to mark damaged or missing letters, restorations, abbreviations, and honorifics consistently.
Over time, however, subsequent Armenian publications began to adapt these conventions. Some
introduced typographic simplifications, while others reinterpreted or replaced certain signs. As a
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result, Armenian epigraphy today does not follow a single uniform practice but exhibits a range of
overlapping variants.

This apparatus established a consistent reference point for Armenian scholarship. It compares
to the role of the CIL or IG in their respective traditions because it provides both a large corpus and
a standardized set of editorial standards. At the same time, the DHV conventions reflect the specific
needs of Armenian epigraphy, such as handling highly abbreviated formulas or the presence of
distinctive ligatures in carved letters.

In the decades that followed, Armenian editorial practice became marked by both innovation
and instability [26-29]. Many later publications simplified or reinterpreted DHV conventions, often
replacing specialized symbols with typographic substitutes. While these changes improved
accessibility for a broader readership, they also diminished palaeographic precision and introduced
inconsistency across editions. At the same time, publications produced under the leadership of the
Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography of the Armenian Academy of Sciences—the institution
responsible for the DHV —have continued to follow the conventional sign system established in the
corpus [30]. This dual trajectory highlights the fragmentation of Armenian editorial practice, which
raises challenges for integrating Armenian epigraphy into broader international systems and
underscores the need for systematic comparison with established frameworks such as the Leiden
Conventions [31] and EpiDoc TEI [32]. Addressing this issue requires careful documentation rather
than eliminating variation.

A representative example illustrating the DHV editorial method is an inscription from volume
5, carved on the stone of a lintel embedded in the southern wall of the Church of St Minas in the
village of Ablah, located in the historical provinces of Artsakh—-Utik" (later the Khanlar region). The
inscription is commemorative in nature and, as noted by one of its publishers, Sedrak Barkhudaryan,
its subtext also contains a reference to the renovation of the church, which was carried out through
the patronage of the individuals mentioned in the text. In addition to the main inscription, the stone
also preserves, almost in its center, a monogram, several cross reliefs, a rosette, and architectural
motifs resembling a church with a dome. Barkhudaryan provisionally read the monogram as
“Servant of Christ, Ter Poghos,” a reading we also consider correct. However, the capital letters
U.[¢<. visible above the rosette were considered illegible; Barkhudaryan even attempted to interpret
them as a date (“U. — year 400 of the Armenian era”). Yet, taking into account that in the photograph
of the inscription published in DHV vol. 5 the stone is clearly broken before the letter N (Figure 1),
we propose restoring there the initial letter 3 and reading the sequence as the frequently attested
Christological formula in Armenian inscriptions:

«[S]lhumuj 'Lvlulqmlphghj [B-lmqunan <lpl:th» (“Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews”).

As for the restoration of the other damaged parts of the inscription, these follow the copy made
by Bishop Makar Barkhutareants at the end of the nineteenth century, when the inscription was still
intact [33].
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Figure 1. Memorial inscription, Ablah village (previously Khanlar region), St. Minas Church, 1738 AD (DHV/5,
CShh

Inscription 828).
LU K3y %%% % i §
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Figure 2. The drawing of the Inscription 828.

(e, bu, 39U (1732) 8hGUSUN L AGSNUNY, LONAE B, UPPIPY] (B
SPARR SE. M0 0UP . OF LhUR| NP BRGSPUR. [P BO9ED  2UD[0L0LS.
0P B GUU U LUNY UL UZUUSKY, AP M2k BULUUL. (P BUR TR
BBUR B BPObI RULUBS. RUSNRY G0N URGIGLS:

Umﬁnp. unmzlﬁl xflill A llliu A 1[11{12[171 wmagh whgph l’lllllli(l,‘_l zfllemd b, Uuugfuluf lﬁlg
AbY Apwnwpulyo [ jmUfig:

¢“'I[“"I['['L' L'il[alul}luupml»t ll“‘[”"l[' I3 l[llpt,mil[il ‘f’p[\umnu[l dwnu \Hl‘p q]o\'lull

lll:iunlmilmlluﬁl Juwpguwhpy  Jhp Epkp wmwnkpp dAamd  bu uﬁ:&mullw'iuu[[r Lfdl Ruuduipifp
HA (400) 4. Luljng wupus gpsm @i sh ﬂmll'wu[‘uurmu[uuﬁlh mifyury  Fond wSnl i

rww. Puppimquphwlyg, 267: lujpwbwh, V, 317:
Lowwél. 122.

Figure 3. The decipherment and comment of Inscription 828.

<hG tytntgn pwpwynphG' 8 wd 9 winm.

(hG) 62U (1732), jhpwunl £ Mmpnupg,
Swlnpht, Upqlp(G) wpn()p S(E)p Monjoupl, np
thtp [ npnhp Utkwhuh, [ h wqqlkG’ <wujwbwlg, np Ep
dwdw GG Jwihl Uhdunnhl, np gnsh Owhdwq, np
puwp/unpligut h bpgphl Pwpuhg, pugnid Quitwnu
witiptiwg:

<pwun. «Updwquip», 1886, N 20, Ly 293: Aupfununwupbtwig
U, Upgwju, t9 267: Lwjwjbwl G., GuiGdwyh quiwn, te 317:
«Hhywd...», V, tp 232:

Owlnp. uyqplGuwiwuh dthumdGuynp ptpwd 2-3 wnnbpp
Inwgnty t6p pun GuhuihG hpwwmwpwyhyGbph ypowlnpjwi:

Figure 4. Later edition of the same inscription [26].

2. Methodology

Armenian epigraphy has never been systematically compared with the Leiden and EpiDoc
systems. Therefore, the purpose of this study is twofold. First, it demonstrates practical pathways for
aligning Armenian editorial conventions—developed most systematically in the Divan Hay
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Vimagrut‘yan (DHV)—with international frameworks such as the Leiden Conventions and EpiDoc
TEI, without erasing local practice. Second, it shows that the principal contribution of Armenian
material lies not in providing greater granularity of sigla (Leiden is more detailed), but in transparent
documentation and consistent cross-walking of Armenian conventions to international categories,
ensuring that editions remain both comparable and machine-actionable.

Methodologically, the study advocates corpus-level editorial policies, explicit mapping tables,
and dual-track encoding strategies: a granular Leiden/EpiDoc mapping where evidence permits,
alongside a simplified encoding faithful to Armenian usage. This approach supports large-scale
digitization and promotes the interoperability of the globally dispersed Armenian inscriptional
record, enabling its use in comparative epigraphic research across traditions.

By situating Armenian conventions within the Leiden-EpiDoc ecosystem, this research
addresses a long-standing gap: the underrepresentation of Armenian Christian epigraphy in modern
comparative inscriptional studies. The alignment highlights the unique methodological heritage of
Armenian scholarship and ensures its interoperability in digital encoding and scholarly exchange.
also. In this way, Armenian epigraphy moves from the heritage tradition kept in the margins of global
research into an integrated framework where its specific practices contribute to international
standards.

2.1. Corpus

This study explores the internal variation of editorial signs in Armenian epigraphic publications
and evaluates their compatibility with international standards. The main assumption is that
Armenian editorial practices form a continuum rather than isolated toolsets. Historically, this
continuum begins with the Divan Hay Vimagrut'yan (DHV). The DHV created a systematic
distinction between diplomatic transcription, which reproduces inscriptions exactly as carved, and
interpretative transcription, which restores missing or abbreviated parts. Later publications,
especially from the 1990s onward, maintained these core principles while adding reinterpretations,
simplifications, and typographic adjustments [26,29,34]. This layered history makes Armenian
epigraphy a valuable case for studying the development of local editorial conventions and their
potential alignment with frameworks such as the Leiden Conventions and EpiDoc TEI [6,7,32].

2.2. Theoretical Framework

The theoretical foundation of this analysis rests on semiotic ontology, which treats inscriptional
signs as triadic entities composed of material representation, conventional value, and interpretant.
Following C. S. Peirce’s model [35], a sign is not merely a visual mark but a dynamic relation between
the representamen (the carved form), the object (its linguistic value), and the interpretant (the
meaning attributed by editor or reader). Applied to Armenian editorial practice, this model
highlights that symbols such as brackets, dashes, or ligature marks embody interpretive acts as much
as they denote textual features. As Umberto Eco argued in his notion of the encyclopedia [36]], signs
operate within culturally embedded systems of knowledge.

Building on this semiotic basis, the study draws from editorial hermeneutics, particularly as
formulated by Tanselle [37]. Editing is conceived not as a neutral transfer but as an interpretive act
that mediates between the witness (the inscription), the editor, and the imagined text reconstructed
in transcription.

The study also employs the framework of diachronic graphemics, which treats writing systems
as layered structures subject to systematic change. Graphemics distinguishes between graphetics (the
physical form of signs), graphematics (the functional level of graphemes), and orthography (the
regulated system) [38,39]. This model helps separate typographic substitutions from functional
reassignments. By tracing these movements across visual, functional, and orthographic layers,
graphemics provides a means to understand how Armenian editorial signs evolve and accumulate
meaning over time.
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Taken together, these perspectives —semiotic ontology, editorial hermeneutics, and diachronic
graphemics—frame editorial signs as semiotic artifacts whose meanings are historically and
culturally situated. This integrated approach also helps to distinguish graphic variation from
conceptual change, to interpret editorial choices as hermeneutic acts, and to model inscriptional
practices as layered writing systems. In turn, this enables a systematic mapping of Armenian
traditions onto Leiden and EpiDoc international frameworks, where clarity, interoperability, and
cultural specificity must be carefully balanced. The Leiden system provides a set of editorial symbols
to show how ancient inscriptions are transcribed from damaged or incomplete originals. Created by
philologists for print editions, it uses simple punctuation to tell readers what is visible, missing, or
uncertain on the stone. The EpiDoc standard builds upon the Leiden conventions, but is a digital
framework for encoding inscriptions so that computers can process, search, and display them online.
It uses the .xml machine-readable format (tags).

2.3. Procedure

The procedure integrates formal-comparative and semiotic analysis. Each editorial sign was:

1. documented as it appears in the Divan Hay Vimagrut‘yan (DHV),

2. correlated with attestations in later Armenian publications, and

3. examined for semiotic status, including its use, interpretive value, and role within the editorial
system.

This workflow produced a principled typology:

e  Graphic variation: typographic substitution without change in meaning (e.g., [ = [D-
e  Conceptual divergence: reallocation of editorial function (e.g., [ ] marking redundant letters in

DHYV but restorations in later editions).

e  Systemic innovation: introduction or repurposing of signs that reorganize the local editorial
ecology.

Special emphasis was placed on three categories where divergences are most pronounced: (a)
damaged letters (known vs. unknown quantity), (b) restorations versus redundancies, and (c)
ligatures and honorifics. These were analysed both semiotically and functionally to determine their
interoperability within digital corpora.

At the final stage, Armenian conventions were mapped against international epigraphic
standards. The Leiden Conventions served as the benchmark for print epigraphy, while EpiDoc TEI
provided the XML schema for digital encoding. Armenian signs were assigned to EpiDoc categories
such as <gap> (missing text), <supplied> (restorations), <unclear> (uncertain readings), <abbr>
(abbreviations), and <surplus> (redundant letters). This mapping highlights both areas of alignment
and unique features requiring explicit documentation.

By combining comparative, semiotic-functional, and digital methods, the study accounts for the
historical diversity of Armenian editorial conventions and ensures their compatibility within the
broader semiotic paradigm of digital epigraphy.

3. Results

The comparative analysis confirms that Armenian epigraphic publications share a common
foundation in the Divan Hay Vimagrut‘yan (DHV) but diverge in both graphic representation and
conceptual interpretation. By mapping Armenian practices against the Leiden Conventions and
EpiDoc encoding standards, the study identifies areas of alignment as well as points of divergence
that require particular attention.

3.1. Damaged and Missing Letters

The Divan Hay Vimagrut'yan (DHV) distinguishes carefully between two cases: a dash (-) for
each missing character, with the number of dashes equaling the number of lost letters, and an ellipsis
(...) for an unknown number of missing letters. These correspond respectively to Leiden’s sublinear
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dots and ellipsis, and to EpiDoc <gap quantity="n” unit="character”’/> and <gap
extent="unknown”/>. Later Armenian publications frequently collapse these two cases, employing
ellipses for both. While this simplification improves readability, it diminishes palaeographic
precision. For example, in the inscription (DHV/5, no. 828) (Figure 2), the missing characters are
clearly represented with three dots.

By comparison, the Leiden Conventions and EpiDoc offer a much more differentiated
framework. They distinguish between visible but illegible letters, erased or corrected text, lacunae of
known or unknown extent, and other fine-grained cases. Armenian conventions, by contrast, collapse
these nuances into just two categories: (-) for known missing characters and (...) for unknown ones,
with later publications often reducing both to a single ellipsis. Categories such as erased versus
corrected text, or illegible versus entirely lost characters, are usually relegated to the commentary
rather than encoded in the transcription line.

A further structural difference concerns how information is distributed within editions. In DHV,
missing or unclear letters are not always shown directly in the transcription line but are explained in
the accompanying Commentary (Owlnpwqgpnipynil), which specifies whether letters are damaged,
uncertain, or supplied from earlier witnesses. By contrast, Leiden-based systems expect such
distinctions to appear directly in the transcription itself. For example, letters ambiguous outside their
context may be marked as abc and encoded in EpiDoc <unclear>abc</unclear>, while vestiges of
illegible letters are represented as +++ and encoded as <gap reason="illegible” quantity="3"
unit="character”/>. This comparison underscores a fundamental difference: Armenian editions often
distribute palaeographic detail between transcription and commentary, whereas Leiden and EpiDoc
integrate it directly into the line of transcription.

In the diplomatic version (drawing),
damaged or missing characters are -
indicated dots...
.
. 1; L

[0, by, 30U (1732) 8b J AGSPNURY,  ZOUAE B, RPN By

SPORE SF. A0[0URY. (F I;t-w| PR TRGSPUR, (b D290 2UD[U U8,

00 B U U, BUNG LULRY ULUUSEG, AP G2 OULUDL. NP PUR|TUNP-
BEUN 1 GPLDG RULUDS. RUSNRT GHURUHD URGIGUS.

Uwbnp. Unwypls dbly b hliv b fbpop%e munl vlhgph dwubpp gbgdwd b%, pughmd hip
ApS Apunnwpulyo [ jmfig In the commentary, it is mentioned that the
Puslyusghpp bufdwgpupmp huplyp b flpdwily Pphuwneh dwnw whp Goyou. ':dl:;: are restored based on the previous
Wi prilpw Jupgabpy  hp hpkp wmnkpp dumd b% wSSwalpwSagp. btk Awdwpdh
i (400) P dwing, wagu gy @i gl Swdwsunfisis wfgy Gk wSufs
raw. Puppunopuphubg, 267 lupuhat, V, 317
Lowwbl. 122,

Figure 5. The restoration of the damaged letters in DHV.

3.2. Restorations, Honorifics, Redundancies, and Abbreviations

Armenian practice is not uniform across editions. In DHV, [...] denotes restorations,
corresponding to Leiden [ ] and to EpiDoc <supplied reason="lost”>, while [...] indicates redundant
letters, corresponding to EpiDoc <surplus>. Later publications often collapse this distinction, using [
] for restorations and leaving no clear symbol for redundancies. This shift erases the precision of the
DHYV system and introduces ambiguity in digital encoding.
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The divergence extends further. Grigoryan reverses the DHV usage of [...] and .. .J; Karapetyan
applies [...] to restorations and parentheses to expansions [26]; Kortoshyan adopts [ ] for restorations
and parentheses for abbreviations [34]. Another important difference from Leiden is that Armenian
conventions do not define a separate category for letters that have disappeared from the stone but
were recorded by a previous editor. In Armenian editions these are marked simply as restored
characters, while the commentary notes which earlier scholar last saw them. In Leiden/EpiDoc, by
contrast, such cases can be encoded explicitly as <supplied evidence="previouseditor”>.

Abbreviations are likewise treated differently. DHV draws a clear line between ordinary
abbreviations and sacred abbreviations marked with honorific signs (overlines). Ordinary
abbreviations are expanded using brackets lJ, as in (3. (“year”) — pyhl, while later publications
substitute parentheses, collapsing the visual and conceptual distinction. Sacred abbreviations, such
as UR — Unipp (“Holy”), U8 — Wuwmniwd (“God”), and SI* — Stp (“Lord”), are generally not
expanded in DHYV, preserving their sacred character. Later editions, however, often expand even
these forms, for example rendering SI* as S(k)p.

In EpiDoc, both practices can be encoded consistently: <abbr><expan> when expansions are
supplied, or <hi rend="superscript”> when the honorific form is preserved without expansion.
Armenian corpora therefore require clear editorial policy at the project level to decide whether to
follow the DHV convention of non-expansion (Figure 6) or the later convention of expanded
transcription (Figure 7).

e, by, QU (1732)

SPARE[S[Y, 200U, |
00 &P U, U, DU 1,

G8UR P G

Figure 6. In the transcription the abbreviation with the honorific sign is not extended in DHV.

<hG tytntignt pupuynphG’ 8 ud 9 wnn.

O(hG) 06U (1732), S('I:) upnuhd,
Bulynpht, Upqlh@ wpnip PN Joupa, ny
thGp [ npphp Uitinpuh, | h wqqltl <wufwlwlg, np kp
dwdwlwlyl Ywih(G Uhdunnhl, np gnsh Owhdwq, np

Figure 7. In the transcription, the abbreviated letters have been restored and are shown in brackets in later

edition.

3.3. Ligatures and Line Breaks

Ligatures are consistently visible in DHV drawings, but they are not marked in the transcriptions
themselves. In later publications, the ligatured letters may be connected by underlining, italics, or
omitting explicit marking altogether. In EpiDoc, ligatures can be represented either as <g
type="ligature”> or through <choice><abbr/><expan/></choice>, depending on whether the ligature
is treated as a palaeographic feature or as an abbreviation requiring expansion. This flexibility allows
Armenian practice to be captured with precision, but only if the editorial policy defines clearly how
ligatures will be encoded [40].

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202510.2376.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 30 October 2025 d0i:10.20944/preprints202510.2376.v1

9 of 17

Line breaks present fewer difficulties. DHV employs the symbol “/”, while some later

//l//

publications use either “/” or a vertical bar “|”. Both map directly onto the <Ib/> element in EpiDoc
and therefore pose no interoperability challenges.

A recurring pattern is that DHV often relies on accompanying drawings to display ligatures in
detail, including distinctions such as Juwghp (cursive ligature), Ygughp (connected ligature),
thwyghp, thwljughp (monogram), and dwdljwghp (cryptogram). These features are explained in the
commentary but not consistently reflected in the transcription line. For digital encoding, however,
such details must be captured explicitly to ensure they are machine-actionable rather than remaining

only in descriptive notes (Figure 8).

(e, by, 39U (1732) 8hGUSUN L] ABSUNUDPY,  Z[DUAR B, UPPAPY| B
SPARR SP. "IO'L|OUI"1J.UI_IT‘| LhUR| AP URGSPUPR. [P BOGEY  Z0D[UWUS.
e[ Be FUU U0y LULFY BZUUSEY, N SN2k 0UZUUL. NP PUR TURAC-
G8UN PGP RULUPS. RUSNRD GDRUMD DRBGI'GUS:

)

[P[sr FEV T U4 RS P M G N2h - m&mf&_ui
—ELRPVRUPL 3-RUL U G L MmU-LkErEUS -

e ey

Figure 8. In the transcription, ligatures are presented in their expanded forms, without any special notation in
DHV.

3.4. Authorial and Scribal Signs

Decorative motifs such as crosses, rosettes, and architectural elements are not normally
reproduced in the transcription line, but they are visible in accompanying drawings and sometimes
mentioned in descriptive notes. Armenian editions therefore convey this information through
multiple channels—transcription, drawing, and commentary —without necessarily integrating it into
a single textual layer.

Some original graphic signs, however, are carried directly into the transcription. For example,
the mark “: :“ frequently functions as a numeral indicator. These are faithfully preserved in DHYV,
reflecting the Armenian practice of reproducing semiotic features of the stone within the line of text
(Figure 9). A particularly common case is the use of two dots (: :) flanking a letter to indicate numerals,
though the same sign can also serve as a word divider or general punctuation. In Armenian usage,
the single colon-like mark (:) often functions as a full stop at the end of a sentence, highlighting its
polyvalent role in inscriptional practice. In EpiDoc, these signs can be encoded with <g type="punct”
subtype="numeral-marker”> for numeral indicators, <g type="word-divider”> for dividers, and <g
type="fullstop”> for sentence-ending colons.

“

Armenian inscriptions also preserve authorial formulas such as “qptigm” (grec'aw, “was
written by”), which identify the scribe or stonecutter. These function as agentive signs, comparable
to colophons in manuscript traditions or signatures in other epigraphic corpora. Their systematic
documentation ensures that Armenian corpora capture not only the commemorative content of
inscriptions but also the practices and identities of their creators.

Later publications continue this approach but with further simplification: abbreviations and
insertions are marked with parentheses rather than specialized signs, while line breakers (/) remain

consistent (Figure 10). These changes reflect a shift in editorial practice rather than a loss of
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information, since explanatory notes still provide details about abbreviations, restorations, and other
palaeographic features.

For digital epigraphy, however, this distribution of information across transcription,
commentary, and drawing presents a challenge. If damaged letters, ligatures, or decorations appear
only in commentary or illustrations, they are not immediately available for computational analysis
or cross-corpus comparison. To ensure both fidelity to Armenian scholarly tradition and
interoperability with other corpora, such details must be recorded explicitly at the text level as well
as in commentary, using EpiDoc elements such as <gap>, <unclear>, <g type="ligature”>, and
<figure>. In this way, the richness of Armenian editions is preserved while making the data fully
usable in digital collections.

This synthesis illustrates the central tension of Armenian editorial traditions: the rigorous but
commentary-dependent system of DHV versus the simplified and accessible conventions of later
editions. It underscores the necessity of harmonized encoding strategies that retain palaeographic
and semiotic detail while ensuring usability within international digital corpora.

i, by, 30 (1732)
SPARR SP. M0°L|0URT. AF
0 EP GUU U, WU WY,

GSUR P! GPQ

Figure 9. The principle of date decipherment in DHV.

a Lo a

O(hG) AU (1732), jhpwwmwly £ Nnpnuhd,
Buwimpfiti,” Upqjp(G) wpn()p | S(E)p (Monjoupd, np
thip [ npnhp Uittinhuh, [ h wgqta <wwojwGwlg, np kp
dwiwlwli Jwihl Uhdunnhl, np gnsh (cwhdwq, np
puwpfunnplgun h bpgphl Fwpuhg, pugmy quuiunu
wibpbwg:

LoLL

Figure 10. The simplified system of signs in later editions.

Table 1. Crosswalk table of editorial conventions in epigraphic editions (Panciera/EDH, SEG/DDb, Armenian
DHYV, later editions, and EpiDoc)®.

Arme ?lzril;e
Panci SEG i
Description a];c)l:lra/ DDb/ (lr;l:;/ (Leftfer EpiDoc
editio
)
ns)
wpq/  wpq/
. . < =II 7 > M s
Line breaks abc/abc wpg;  wpg Ib n” ”1 [>irst Im‘e
wpg | wpq | <Ib n="2"/>second line
Wpq wpg
Word wpg/w - wpg/w
— . . <1 :lllll > <1 :IIZII
divided  abc/def PV P PG bn="1"/afy<lbn
. oeC wipg | wipq | break="no"/>deC
across lines
Wpg wpg
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Text . “ ” :
< = >...</div>
divisions abc // abc div type="textpart /div
Clear but
incomprehe . .
<orig>abc< >
nsible ABC AB orig>abc</orig
letters
Letters
bi
am 1g.u ous abc, ap, <unclear>afi</unclear>
outside
context
Lacuna, <gap reason="lost”
extent [---] [ extent="unknown”
unknown unit="character” />
Lacuna, <gap reason="lost”
approximat [c.5] quantity="5" unit="character”
e extent precision="low” />
< =lll 77
Characters L] L] gapugenatsifn_”ycl) *
lost, lacuna d P Y .
unit="character” />
Vesti f
estges o <gap reason="illegible”
letters e dantity="3"
visible but quantity= >
. . unit="character” />
illegible
Omitted .
<supplied
letters; <abc> <af3> reason="omitted”>ap</supplie
added by PP
. d>
editor
Expansion
of <expan><abbr>a</abbr><ex>fy
b
abbreviatio a(be) a(py) </ex></expan>
n
Characters <supplied
lost but [abe] (o] reason—”lost’zgc </supplied>
restored p</supp
Erased [abc] [af] <del rend="erasure”>a3</del>
Text
o re.ad <supplied reason="undefined”
by previous . “ . o
. abc evidence="previouseditor”>af3
editor, now <Jsupplied>
lost Y</supp
Ligat
igatured ab™ <hi rend="ligature”>ab</hi>
letters
<subst><del
Erased and rend="corrected”>abc</del><a
overstruck / «def» dd
corrected place="overstrike”>def</add><
/subst>
Text added
by ancient “abc’ <add place="above”>af3</add>
hand
< =lll tll
Line lost o] gap reason="1os

quantity="1" unit="line” />
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7i 77
<gap reason="lost

Line(s) quantity="1"
possibly [---7] unit="line”><certainty
lost match=".."
locus="name” /></gap>
Letters
suppressed {abc} {ap) [wpg]  {wpqg} <surplus>afy</surplus>
by editor
L
etters <choice><corr>af3</corr><sic>
corrected [abc] <af3> [wpqg] . .
. a</sic></choice>
by editor
Abbreviati
on: . a(---) <abbr>a</abbr>
expansion
unknown
. <note>!</note>,
Editor’s .
" <note>sic</note>,
note
<note>e.g.,</note>
<space quantity="1"
Space left (vac3) v.; unit=”charact'er”/”> ,l, <space
on stone vacat quantity="3
unit="character” />
N 1
vmera J— , <num value="12">XII</num> |
(Roman| Gr XII a;a s
<num value="1">a</num>
eek)
Symbol (leaf) <g ref="#leat” />
< =/l 7’
Markers of g type " punct
upg: subtype="numeral-
numeral ,
marker”>::</g>
Separation <g type="word-divider”>:</g>
End of
< =“fullstopr”>:</g>
Sentence g type stopr”>:</g

4. Discussion

The comparative analysis demonstrates that Armenian epigraphy is rooted in a systematic
editorial apparatus established by the Divan Hay Vimagrut‘'yan (DHV), yet over time this framework
was reshaped by later publications, producing a landscape of overlapping but inconsistent practices.
On the one hand, DHV volumes set a rigorous standard, distinguishing carefully between diplomatic
and interpretative transcription and introducing a coherent system of signs for restorations,
redundancies, abbreviations, ligatures, and honorifics. On the other hand, later editions, especially
from the 1990s onward, opted for simplification: specialized symbols were replaced with typographic
substitutes, and some categories were reinterpreted or collapsed. This dual trajectory has left
Armenian scholarship with a fragmented set of conventions that must be reconciled before
integration into international digital infrastructures can take place.

From a philological perspective, the inconsistencies are significant. The same sign can denote
different categories depending on the edition: for example, [ ] mark redundant letters in DHV but
restorations in later works. Similarly, the distinction between “known” and “unknown” missing
characters, expressed in DHV through dashes versus ellipses, is often erased in more recent
publications. Such shifts not only obscure palaeographic precision but also create risks of
misinterpretation when Armenian inscriptions are compared across corpora. In the absence of
explicit documentation, readers may attribute meanings that were never intended by the original
editors.
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For digital encoding the consequences are even more direct. International frameworks such as
the Leiden Conventions and the EpiDoc TEI schema provide categories for nearly all of the editorial
phenomena observed in Armenian inscriptions: <gap> for missing text, <supplied> for restorations,
<surplus> for redundant letters, <abbr>/<expan> for abbreviations, and <hi rend="superscript”> for
honorifics. In principle, the alignment is straightforward. The complication arises not from a lack of
categories but from shifting and ambiguous usage within Armenian practice. Thus, if a bracket is
used for two different functions, without a consistent editorial policy, the same EpiDoc element may
be used to represent incompatible traditions, undermining the reliability of the corpus.

To address this kind of overlaps, three measures are essential:

1. Crosswalk tables — systematic mapping of DHV and later Armenian conventions against Leiden
sigla and EpiDoc elements, with explicit notes where functions diverge. The comparative table
presented in this article illustrates that nearly every Armenian phenomenon has a place in the
Leiden/EpiDoc framework but requires careful documentation.

2. Corpus-level editorial guidelines — policies must be established at the project level (e.g.,
Armenian Epigraphic Corpus, Noratus Digital Twin, RAA datasets), defining how specific signs
will be interpreted. For example, editors must decide whether [ ] in a given corpus encodes
<supplied> or <surplus>. These guidelines ensure internal consistency.

3. Metadata documentation — each transcription should carry metadata recording which tradition
it follows (DHV, later simplified, or hybrid). This allows both scholars and machines to
contextualize the data correctly, avoiding the conflation of practices.

As shown in this example, the strategy applied here is dual-track encoding. The granular track
applies the full Leiden/EpiDoc distinctions for maximum precision, interoperability, and
participation in international infrastructures such as EFES, Trismegistos, or Pelagios. The simplified
track reflects Armenian scholarly usage more faithfully, preserving the local tradition where fewer
categories are recognized. Rather than privileging one system over the other, this dual approach
ensures that Armenian inscriptions are both globally comparable and locally authentic.

This model also resonates with the theoretical perspectives adopted. From a semiotic standpoint,
Armenian editorial signs are not merely technical devices but interpretive acts, part of a triadic
relation between the carved form, its linguistic value, and the editor’s intervention. Their variation
across publications represents not only graphic substitution but also hermeneutic shifts. Diachronic
graphemics further shows that these signs form part of a layered writing system, where typographic
replacements and functional reassignments accumulate over time. Recognizing these dynamics
strengthens our ability to model Armenian epigraphy within international ontologies without
erasing its historical depth.

Finally, adopting this model secures alignment with FAIR principles. By making Armenian
inscriptions findable (with persistent identifiers), accessible (through open repositories),
interoperable (via standardized EpiDoc encoding), and reusable (thanks to transparent
documentation), this strategy guarantees long-term preservation and integration into the global
Cultural Heritage Cloud. In this way, Armenian epigraphy is not confined to the margins of classical
scholarship but emerges as a contributor to global comparative studies, offering insights into
Christian epigraphy, diasporic communities, and cross-cultural transmission.

5. Conclusions

Armenian epigraphy is characterized by a shared foundation in the Divan Hay Vimagrut‘yan
(DHYV) but also by significant variation in later publications, which introduced simplifications and
reassignments of editorial signs. These differences reflect both scholarly adaptation and practical
concerns but create challenges for consistency, digital interoperability, and long-term reuse.

This study demonstrates that understanding of local epigraphic principles and their
harmonization with international standards such as the Leiden Conventions and EpiDoc TEI is both
feasible and desirable. By documenting divergences transparently and establishing clear crosswalks,
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Armenian epigraphic heritage can be made interoperable and accessible for the global research
community

The principal innovation proposed here is a dual-track encoding strategy. One track enables
granular mapping of Armenian signs to the full set of Leiden/EpiDoc distinctions, supporting
maximum precision and comparability across corpora. The other offers a simplified schema faithful
to Armenian usage, ensuring continuity with local scholarly traditions. Together, these approaches
make Armenian inscriptions both internationally legible and culturally specific.

Aligning Armenian epigraphy with FAIR data principles guarantees that inscriptions will be
findable, accessible, interoperable, and reusable in global digital infrastructures. This strengthens
their integration into platforms such as EFES, Trismegistos, or the European Cultural Heritage Cloud
and ensures their availability for future research, education, and heritage preservation.

By situating Armenian editorial conventions within an international framework, this work not
only safeguards a vital Christian epigraphic tradition but also enriches the global repertoire of
inscriptional practices, offering new resources for comparative cultural heritage research.
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The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

DHV Divan Hay Vimagrut ‘yan (Corpus of Armenian Epigraphy)
CIL Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum
IG Inscriptiones Graecae

EpiDoc  Epigraphic Documents in TEI XML

TEI XML Text Encoding Initiative Extensible Markup Language
FAIR Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and Reusable

EAGLE  Electronic Archive of Greek and Latin Epigraphy
OCIANA Online Corpus of the Inscriptions of Ancient North Arabia
EFES Epigraphic Front-End Services
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original text (drawing), regardless of their number. Brackets [ | mark the restorations of broken letters (in the
interpretative transcription). Brackets | ] mark omissions left by the scribe in the original text —letters skipped,
abbreviated, or omitted without authorization (in the interpretative transcription). Square brackets [ ] mark
superfluous letters present in the original text (in the interpretative transcription). A slash (/) marks the line
divisions of the original text (in the interpretative transcription).

v Note: Column headings follow conventions used in major corpora. EpiDoc examples illustrate recommended

TEI-XML markup.
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