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The article reviews research related to the location of the city of Mocheresis, situated
in Lazica (Colchis), and proposes its function and possible localization. There is also
a region with the same name, and ancient historians often did not distinguish between
the city and the region, which significantly hinders the location of the former. More-
over, references to both toponyms are mostly laconic. The first part of the article is an
overview of the sources and proposals for situating the toponym and the difficulties
faced by researchers of the geography of the southwestern Caucasus in Late Anti-
quity. The second part is an attempt to reconstruct the defensive system of Lazica and
to limit the area in which the city of Mocheresis should be sought. Based on source
data, I propose to consider Mocheresis as a component of this system. The city of
Mocheresis was not a theater of military operations during the Persian-Roman war
during the sixth century, therefore I point out that the possible location of the polis
was the area in the north or north-east Mocheresis-region on the border with Persian
Iberia, as indicated by the itinerary of St. Maximus the Confessor, and the insights of
Procopius of Caesarea, Agathias Scholasticus, and Novella 28 of the Justinian Code.
It could serve as a fortress securing valley on the border along with the other fortress
Losorion and existed only in the sixth century A.D.

Introduction

The eastern coast of the Black Sea was the site of the events of significance to
Persian-Roman relations in Late Antiquity. The area, then known as Lazica and
earlier as Colchis thus became a strategically important point on the borderland
between the two empires. Mocheresis, in particular, was then a significant
site in the country.' It was a region located in eastern Lazica, identical to the
western part of modern Imereti, at the eastern end of the Colchis plain.? It is
assumed that the western border of the Mocheresis region may have been

1 Toponym Mocheresis has many variations, for the clarity of argument, I will use the form
used by Procopius of Caesarea. In the case of other ancient Greek names, I preferably use
the variations from Procopius’ De bellis with some exceptions. In different cases, I use the
classical scheme of transliteration.

2 This is indicated on the one hand by Kotais usually identified with modern Kutaisi, as well
as the Rheon River, the name given to the upper reaches of the Phasis in the 6™ century A.D.
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the Tskhenists’q’ali® river (perhaps the ancient Hippos)* and the Rioni River
(ancient Phasis) to the south.” The region is famous for its wine production.
In the east of Imereti, the Likhi Range lies with the towns of Shorap’ani and
Sk’ande, both with ruins of fortresses and identified with Lazian Sarapanis and
Skanda. Imereti is surrounded on three sides (southern, eastern, and northern)
by mountains, which in ancient times could be crossed mainly by following
river valleys.® It was important for the economy of Lazica and as a border area
with Caucasian Iberia under Persian control. However, the name is not only
used to describe a contemporary region, but also attested as a city or fortress.

3 Inthe case of Georgian names, I use the Georgian national system of transliteration (2002).
The only exceptions are well-known places.

4 R.J.A.Talbert (ed.), Barrington Atlas of the Greek and Roman World, Princeton 2000, map
88. 0. LANCHAVA, 0000l 50dgmema0s, Jrmoobo 2015, 223. 56303900 35335L00,
R. Gordeziani — M. Danelia — G. Ugulava (eds.), mdogoobo 2020, IV.1, 133 as concluded
by S. KAUKHCHISHVILI, 39063035, 9056¢ 0900 3f90Megdob 36mdgdo Lads@mzgamls
dglobgd, mdoerolio 1965, 11, 208-210.

5 See, e.g.: TALBERT, Barrington Atlas, op. cit., map 88. LANCHAVA, Jvos0lob, op. cit., 223.
D. MUSKHELISHVILI, Ugo6039mb 0bEGMM09¢00 390ma055300L 30H0ma@o bozombgdo,
®d0oobo 1977, 1, 114-115. 56&0zm@o 35335b0s. IV.1, 133.

6  Transportation of things in the Rioni Valley was important from antiquity until the indus-
trial age: E. E. INTAGLIATA, Settlement networks and river navigation in the Rioni — Western
Georgia. From Strabo to Jean-Frangois Gamba and back again, WIREs Water 8/1, 2021,
2-4.
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There is also another Mocheresis, being a city or fortress. Procopius briefly
mentioned it in Book II of De bellis, and unfortunately, he does not describe
the place more extensively. However, the problem lies not only in whether
Procopius was mistaken in attributing urban characteristics to this toponym,
but also in the context where it appeared in the text. A detailed description of
Mocheresis, however, as a region, appears only in the later Book VIII of the
afore-mentioned work. If Mocheresis as a city was a mistake on Procopius’
part, it may have stemmed from the sources he used when editing the earlier
books and was corrected later when the theater of warfare moved again to the
borderlands, which, in turn, would make one wonder about the essence of the
two Mocheresis mentioned here. In my reflections, I will consider whether
the shape of the defense system of the region of Mocheresis can be helpful in
locating a potential city of Mocheresis. To better understand the problem, it is
necessary to try to examine a distinction between the city and the region. For
the sake of clarity and lucidity of the narrative, I will use two artificially created
terms: Mocheresis-city and Mocheresis-region. However, this division does
not reflect the difficulty of assigning these toponyms in the sources to each of
these categories. (Map 1)

Background

The name Mocheresis shows a very high variability. No available historical
sources repeat exactly the same variant, which makes it impossible to attribute
the name Mocheresis to all mentions with certainty. Nevertheless, the largest
number of certain references to Mocheresis comes from the 6™ century A.D.
and the most comprehensive source on Mocheresis-region is the mentioned
De bellis by Procopius of Caesarea. In describing Persian warfare in his work,
the author focuses on both the land itself and its economic importance. His de-
scription reveals that it was an important place for Lazica in the 6™ century, not
only lying in the strategic location, but also serving as a significant agricultural
base. While he writes extensively about the land, providing numerous details
and accounts of other towns in the region, he mentions Mocheresis-city in the
context of a general description of Lazica.”

The second important source is the historical work by Agathias Scholasti-
cus. Written as a continuation of Procopius’ text, it mentions Mocheresis, as
Moucheirisis (Movyeipioig), more often than its predecessor, and does so with
brief, insignificant mentions,® which are intended to introduce the reader to the
place of action rather than describe it. This is because Agathias, out of respect

7 Procopii Caesariensis, Opera Omnia, 1-1V, J. Haury (ed.), Monachii — Lipsiae 2001. City:
1, 292 (11,29,18). Land: 1I, 488 (VIII,1,5-6), 11, 564-565 (VIII,14,46-49).

8  Agathiae Myrinaei, Historiarum libri quinque, (CFHB), R. Keydell (ed.), II, Berolini
1967, 65 (11,19,1), 69 (11,22,3), 90 (111,6,1-3), 91 (111,6,9-10, I11,7,1-2), 103 (1IL,15,1), 109
(I, 19,5), 121-122 (111,28,6-10), 134 (1V,9,7), 140 (IV,13,5).
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for his predecessor, is careful not to repeat his words.’ The narrative itself about
the events in Lazica begins, moreover, where Procopius interrupted.'* In that
case, it must be assumed that Agathias understands Mocheresis in the same way
as Procopius at the end of his work, which almost certainly means the region.

Another significant text is Novella lustiniani 28. The document written in
535 is a legal regulation of the incorporation of the province of Pontus Pole-
moniacus into Hellenopontus and its administrative reorganization. The text’s
introduction includes the information about the fortresses conquered in Lazica
during the Persian-Roman war of 527-531. Muriseus, which appears to be
Procopius’ Mocheresis, is mentioned among them. It is interesting to note that
the content of the novella singles out places conquered “from the Persians”,
those that apparently were still part of Lazica before the war, and — most inter-
estingly — perhaps fortified on Justinian’s orders. This latter category included
Muriseus.!' The novella also states that with the incorporation of Lazica into
the Roman state system, the neighboring Souani, Skymni, Apsiliae and Abasgi
become “friendly to us, and are ours.”!?> The information contained in the no-
vella is similar, though not identical to that gathered by Procopius; hence, it is
reasonable to believe that it comes from a common source.

Chronologically, the youngest reference to Mocheresis is a letter from Ana-
stasius Apocrisiarius to Theodosius of Gangra.'* Anastasius, who was exiled
to Lazica along with his master Maximus the Confessor, probably wrote it
shortly before his death on 11" October 666.'* In the letter the author does not
explain what Moucourisis (Movkovpioig) mentioned by him essentially is.'
He limited himself to stating only that it was a place he had reached with the
half-dead Anastasius, a different monk, where they were separated. Anasta-
sius the monk was then transported to the fortress of Souania (“gic kdoTpoVv

9  On Procopius in particular in: Agathiae, Keydell (ed.), op. cit., 7-9 (ITpooipiov, 22-32),
where he props him up as an authority, briefly summarizing the topics Procopius dealt
with and would continue from. Yet he also happens to abandon Procopius’ authority: 162
(1v,30,5).

10 Agathiae, Keydell (ed.), op. cit., 65 (II,19,1).

11 The identification of Muriseus with Mocheresis, as well as its construction by Justinian, is
emphasized by KAUKHCHISHVILI, 490m®039, 11, op. cit., 36, fn. 1 and D. BraunD, Georgia
in Antiquity. A History of Colchis and Transcaucasian Iberia, 550 BC — AD 562, Oxford
1994, 291. In fn. 99, 291, Braund also gives other possible locations.

12 Corpus iuris civilis, R. Schoell (ed.), Berolini 1895, 111, 212-213. The Novels of Justinian,
D. J. Miller — P. Sarris (eds.), Cambridge 2018, I, 305-306.

13 Ep. Anastasii Apocrisiarii ad Theodosium Gangrensem, in: P. Allen — B. Neil (eds.), Maximus
the Confessor and His Companions Documents from Exile, Oxford 2002, 132—-148.

14 Allen — Neil (eds.), Maximus the Confessor, op. cit., 2002, 21.

15 A.Vmocrapov, Some Notes on the Topography of Eastern Pontos Euxeinos in Late Antiquity
and Early Byzantium, Higher School of Economics Research Papers, series: Humanities,
No. WP BRP 82/Hum/2014, https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2543458 (retrieved September
12,2022), 2014, 17.
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tfig Lovaviag™).!® Pauline Allen and Bronwen Neil are of the opinion that
Moucourisis was located in the lower reaches of the Rioni, but they do not
discuss it.'” Another interesting text related to Maximus the Confessor is the
Hypomnesticon of Theodorus Spudaeus. Written in late 668 or early 669, it
describes the exile and martyrdom of Pope Martin I and Maximus along with
two of his disciples. Theodorus himself, who seems to have been partial to the
exiles, went with his afore-mentioned native brother Theodosius of Gangra to
the Caucasus to visit the exiles. The latter, however, died before their arrival.'®
In the letter, Theodorus writes about the Lazian fort of Thousoumes (“év kdotpm
(...) ®ovcovung”) located north of the land of Mochoes near the border with
Apsilia (and near Abasgia and Alans at the foot of the Caucasus Mountains,
about 8 km from Zichachoris)."” However, the description of the land rules out
a connection to Mocheresis.

There are several less certain toponyms sometimes considered to be Mo-
cheresis.?® One of them is the locality of Mechlessos (Meyleocdg) noted in
Claudius Ptolemy. However, this source does not convey much information.
Ptolemy only wrote that it was a town or village located inland. He also
provided geographic coordinates that indicate that this settlement was in the
northern part of Colchis.?! The location of Mechlessos in the interior works in
favor of identification with Mocheresis, however, this cannot be taken as a key
argument. The name may also have been related to the Laz king Malassas or
the Macrones people (called Machelones by Ps.-Arrian).?> It may also have

16 Ep. Anastasii Apocrisiarii, Allen — Neil (eds.), 136-137 (§4). Procopii, Haury (ed.), II,
565-566, (VIII,14,53-54) also points to the relationship between Mocheresis and Souania.
Cf.: The History of Menander the Guardsman, R. C. Blockley (ed.), Liverpool 1985, 78-83,
(6,1, Ins. 458-514), 84-85, (Ins. 545-558).

17 Allen — Neil (eds.), Maximus the Confessor, op. cit., map 2, 46.

18 Allen — Neil (eds.), Maximus the Confessor, op. cit., 21-22.

19  Theodori Spudaei Hypomnesticon, 154—155 (§5), in: Allen — Neil (eds.), Maximus the
Confessor, op. cit., 21-22. Possible clues as to the location are mentioned by VINOGRADOV,
Some Notes, op. cit., 17.

20 BraunD, Georgia in Antiquity, op. cit., fn. 98, 291, indicates that Mocheresis is sometimes
identified with Mochora and with Mechlessos.

21 Klaudios Ptolemaios Handbuch der Geographie, 1, A. Stiickelberger — G. Gra3hoff (eds.),
Basel 2017, 542 (V.10).

22 Ps.-Arrian (= Anonymi): Anonymi, Periplus Ponti Euxini, in: Geographii Greeci Minores,
C. Miillerus (ed.), Parisiis 1883, I, 412 (10 B). Arrian: Arriani Nicomediensis Scripta
Minora, R. Hercher (ed.), Lipsiae 1885, 93. Arriani, Epistola ad Trajanum [Adrianum] in
qua etiam Periplus Ponti Euxini in: Geographii Greeci Minores, Miillerus (ed.), op. cit., I,
379 (11) used form MayeAroves. Pliny: Gajusz Pliniusz Sekundus, Historia Naturalna, 1.
Mikotajeczyk — N. Rataj — E. Twarowska-Antczak — K. Antczak (eds.), Torun 2017, 1, 436
(VL,11,29).
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been a settlement inhabited by Machlyans (after whom the area was named
Machlyene),” described by Lucian in the dialogue Toxaris.**

Even more problematic is the interpretation of Mochora toponym from the
Notitia Dignitatum.* The text lists numerous military units under the command
of dux Armeniae, many of which may have been stationed or originated in
Lazica. However, the path the census has taken over time has led to numerous
deformations in the text, including the passage listing units under the control of
dux Armeniae. Unfortunately, the line with Mochora’s cohort is clearly garbled
and abbreviated. While the resemblance and the context in which it is found fits
with Mocheresis-city, this alone cannot be the basis for such an identification.?®
Attempts to locate Mochora remain an open and debated issue for now.?’ The
site noted on Tabula Peutingeriana with the name Mahaxa is also interesting,
although the probability of it being Mocheresis is very low.?®

Alate but interesting source is the 50{g6s bsdggzMbs LogoMmZgEMUs,
Bbgbo s B39 gdsbo LadoMmzgumbsbo (Description of the Kingdom of
Georgia, its customs and canons) by the Georgian prince, historian and geo-
grapher Vakhushti Bagrationi, written while in exile in Moscow in the mid-18™
century. The work provides a detailed geographical description of the kingdom
of Georgia, along with maps and its history. Bagrationi mentions (though does
not directly identify) several places that may be the sought-after Mocheresis.

23 Paulys Realencyklopddie der Classischen Altertumswissenchafi, W. Kroll (ed.), Stuttgart
1931, XV.1, 17.

24 The works of Lucian of Samosata, H. W. Fowler — F. G. Fowler (eds.), Oxford 1905, III, 60-69,
(Ins. 44-60).

25 Notitia Dignitatum. Accedunt Notitia Urbis Constantinopolitanae et Latericuli Prouiciarum,
0. Seeck (ed.), Berolini 1876, 85.

26 It is uncertain whether any fortress mentioned is located on the coast of Lazica-Colchis.
P. BREnnaN, The User’s Guide to the Notitia Dignitatum: The Case of the Dux Armeniae
(ND Or. 38), Antichthon 32, 1998, 4244 (discussion on the location of Sebastopolis),
44-46 (discussion on other locations). O. Seeck states that it is Mogaro near Trapezunt,
Notitia Dignitatum, Seeck (ed.), op. cit., 85, fn. 10. TALBERT, Barrington Atlas, op. cit.,
1261 marks Mochora as one of the names of Mocheresis. A. BRyEr — D. WINFIELD, The
Byzantine Monuments and Topography of the Pontos, Washington 2007, 1, 304 also points
to the “Iberian” coast, with which C. Zuckerman polemicizes: C. ZuckermAN, The Early
Byzantine Strongholds in Eastern Pontus, TM 11, 1991, 530531, writing that Mochora was
located 30 km south of the city of Chaszanenica. Paulys Realencyklopdidie der Classischen
Altertumswissenchaft, W. Kroll (ed.), Stuttgart 1932, XV.2, 2314 indicates that Mochora
was said to lie 55km south of Trapezunt.

27 BrENNAN, The User’s Guide to the Notitia Dignitatum, op. cit., 45, especially fn. 34 and 35
summarizes the discussion on this topic — states that there is some probability that Mochora
may indeed be Mocheresis, however, the names differ too much to be certain. Constantine
Zuckerman argues that a cohort located deep in the Lazian hinterland would be too isolated
from other garrisons. Zuckerman, The Early Byzantine Strongholds, op. cit., 530-531.

28 K. MILLER, {tineraria Romana. Romische Reisewege an der Hand der Tabula Peutingeriana,
Stuttgart 1916, 739, reads Mazar and identifies it with Mezireh (contemporary Elazig in
Turkey).
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The manuscript was first published in a bilingual Georgian-French translation
by Marie-Félicité Brosset in St. Petersburg in 1842 under the title Description
géographique de la Géorgie.”

Current State of Research

It seems that the earliest attempt to show Mocheresis in the space of Lazica,
was a map by Guillaume Sanson and his father Nicolas Sanson entitled Colchis,
Iberia, Albania quaeque Caucasiae Gentes... from about 1667. The authors
identified it with the fortress of Outhimereos and placed it north of Kutaisi, at
the source of the Glaukos river. It was to lie in the northernmost territory still
belonging to Lazica, bordering Apsilia to the west and Souania to the east.
Even further north than that, they placed Mechlessos. The map attempted to
accommodate the numerous classical sources by placing all the known topo-
nyms, sometimes in rather unobvious places, making its scientific value small,
although it shows that interest in the ancient Caucasus existed as early as the
17" century.® There has never been much scientific research on Mocheresis,
although some interest in the subject was already shown by 19" century re-
searchers and travelers. The first to scientifically study the Southern Caucasus
was Swiss traveler Frédéric Dubois de Montpéreux. Between 1839 and 1849,
he published his six-volume description of his travels through the Caucasus,
titled Voyage autour du Caucase, chez les Tcherkesses et les Abkhases, en
Colchide, en Géorgie, en Arménie et en Crimée,*' in which he was tempted to
attempt a historical analysis, including, among other things, the identification
of Mocheresis.*? F. D. de Montpéreux gives us intriguing information that it
was the Imeretians themselves who located Mocheresis in Tsikhedarbasi, also
known as Tamaratsikhe. In the village known today as Geguti, there are ruins
of the palace that is the mentioned Tamaratsikhe.** However, modern research

29  Tsarévitch Wakhoucht, Description géographique de la Géorgie, M.-F. Brosset (ed.), St.-Pé-
tersbourg 1842.

30 G. Sanson —N. Sanson, Colchis, Iberia, Albania quaeque Caucasiae Gentes..., in: G. Sanson
(ed.), Cartes et tables de la géographie ancienne et nouvelle ou méthode pour s’instruire
avec facilité de la géographie, et connoistre des empires..., Paris 1697 (or 1709), 11, 45. Map
is accessible on the BNF Gallica webpage, https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b8491045f
(retrieved December 20, 2023).

31 Between 1842 and 1846, a three-volume edition was published under the same title.

32 F. DuBois DE MONTPEREUX, Voyage autour du Caucase, chez les Tcherkesses et les Abkhases,
en Colchide, en Géorgie, en Arménie et en Crimée, Paris 1839, II, 112.

33 Geguti was called by Vakhushti Bagrationi Tsikhe-darbaz (30bg-o®ds%b), Tsarévitch
Wakhoucht, Brosset (ed.), op. cit., 370-371. Sine nomine, F. Dubois de Montpereux Voyage
Autour du Caucase, chez les Tcherkesses et les Abkhases, en Colchide, en Georgie, en Armé-
nie et en Crimée, par Frédéric Du Bois de Monpéreux, Bibliothéque universelle de Genéve.
Novelle Serie 43, 1843, 108. A contemporary of Dubois de Montpereux, Louise Vivien de
Saint-Martin, disagreed. Instead, he would have seen Rhodopolis in Tsikhedarbasi, M. VIVIEN
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has shown that the oldest structures in Geguti dated to the 12% century.** For
the following years, Mocheresis was not a topic of research.

Today, Mocheresis itself is not addressed by many researchers. The location
of the region is not a subject of discussion, while the city is of marginal impor-
tance to comprehensive studies, sometimes authors give possible locations, as
David Braund in Georgia in Antiquity. A History of Colchis and Transcauca-
sian Iberia 550 BC — AD 562.*° Only Georgian researchers have made more
extensive attempts to locate Mocheresis. The first and the most important one
who examined this topic was Simon Kaukhchishvili, a prominent Georgian
scholar, at the beginning of the 20™ century. He pointed out — after a historian
Nikoloz Berdzenishvili — that the Mocheresis-city should be located in Mtis-
dziri, the village close to Dablagomi.*® Unfortunately, he did not write where N.
Berdzenishvili wrote about the city.’” Gela Gamkrelidze, in his first article about
Mochersis, has not argued with S. Kaukhchishvili idea,*® but, as he later stated,
there is no conclusive evidence for this and the localization remained uncer-
tain.* Omar Lanchava shares this opinion.*’ The only evidence, that Mtisdziri
was Mocheresis-city are some medieval remains of a village and a toponym
Mukhuri near Dablagomi. However, this kind of toponym is common in the
area,*' and archeological excavations indicate that Mtisdziri was only a small

DE SAINT-MARTIN, Extrait d’un Mémoire sur la Lazique de Procope, Bulletin de la Societé
de Géographie. Troisiéme Serie 8, 1847, 338. M.-F. BROSSET, Additions et éclaircissements
a I’histoire de la Géorgie, St.-Pétersbourg 1851, 88, located Rhodopolis in Vartsikhe.

34 O.LANCHAVA, 3153090 Lodo00939emb 0bEHMM0IE0 29MM530009b (,,89boMmolO™),
0369 4, 1974, 136.

35 Braunp, Georgia in Antiquity, op. cit., 291.

36 KAUKHCHISHVILL, 396039, II, op. cit.,, 209-210, fn. 1. (cf. with the review of the first edition
of'this volume: P. PEETERS, Georgica II. Scriptorum byzantinorum excerpta ad Georgiam per-
tinentia. Tomus II Procopium Caesariensis, lustiniani Novellas, loannem Lydum continens.
Textum greacum cum versione georgica edidit et commentariis instruxit Sim. Kauchtschis-
chwili. Thiphilisiis sumptibus Societatis Georgicae Historiae et Etnographicae, 1934, in—S§;,
228 pp. (En géorgien. A paru en articles das le « Moambe » du Musée de Géorgie, t. VI-VIII),
review, AnBoll 53,1935, 403-404). G. GAMKRELIDZE, 39b&®5¢06M0 30mebgomol dggeo
B53mLobEsM9d0, Mmdoobo 1982, 118. MUSKHELISHVILL, bygo®m3gemb ob@m®owywo,
op. cit., 104 repeating after S. Kaukhchishvili.

37 G. Gamkrelidze had the same problem in his research, GAMKRELIDZE, 39B&®s¢Mo
3Mebgomob, op. cit. 121.

38 GAMKRELIDZE, (396GH®o60 3mebgmob, op. cit., 118—122.

39  G. GAMKRELIDZE, 30M3030 39560090l 05 535000L 0bH)e0gd9ddo dmbligbogdewo
,,399boGobob™ dqlobgd, in: G. Gamkrelidze (ed.), 3mEwbmemyon®o bszzgz9d0,
mdowobo 2010, 11, 129. I'. TAMKPEMMA3E, K apxeonoeuu @acuca, Thilisi 1992, 101-113.

40 LANCHAVA, QQ5bogegom, op. cit., 136.

41 The toponyms like Mechlessos, Mochora and the names of peoples known from the works
of geographers strongly suggest that. The etymological evidence gives a few explanations.
The most probable is the Mingrelian language root. It suggests that the toponym derived
from the Mingrelian-Lazian stem okhor- (mbm®-) meaning “house”, “palace” but also
“farm,” “hamlet”, H. FAuNRICH, Kartwelisches Etymologisches Wérterbuch, Leiden — Bos-
ton 2007, 689-690. G. A. Kuivov, Etymological Dictionary of the Kartvelian Languages,
Berlin — New York 1998, 176. LANCHAVA, J©9050b0U, op. cit., 224, states that such etymo-
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fortress which protected a trade route through Phasis.** What is more, Procopius
wrote that to the south from Phasis, there were no Lazian settlements.** Ruins
in Mtisdziri contradict this opinion, but from Procopius’ point of view, we must
admit, he would not localize any fortress or city there.** Other possibilities are
also indicated, such as Geguti (Tsikhedarbazi)* and recently Kutaisi.* Also,
3bE03Mem0 35335b00 (Caucasus Antiquus = CA), encyclopedia of ancient
history of the Caucasus, published since 2010 in Tbilisi, in volume IV.1 under
the heading dmJmMglolo (Moyopnois/Movyeipnais/Movyeipioig) using data
taken from Paulys Realencyklopddie der Classischen Altertumswissenchaft (=
RE) and gqm®Ma03s (Georgica) of S. Kaukhchishvili, without referring to more
recent studies.”’” RE under Moydpnoic summarizes only Procopius.*®

Some scholars of Ptolemy and the Notitia Dignitatum also indirectly deal
with Mocheresis, albeit on the margins of their deliberations.*” RE under the
heading of Mochora does not mention Mocheresis, equating, after Otto Seeck,
the toponym of Mochora, known from the Notitia Dignitatum, with Mogaro

logy highlights the residential importance of Mocheresis. Another possibility is Mingrelian
mukhur- (8«9bw-) means “corner”, ““side” or “edge”, probably connected with the modern
Georgian mkhare (0bstg), FAHNRICH, Kartwelisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, op. cit.,
299. H. FAHNRICH — Z. SARIVELADZE, 50396 9bsms 9B0dmermaow)®o ¢wgdbogmbo,
mdoobo 2000, 338. KLimov, Etymological Dictionary, op. cit., 127. The next one is the
word mokha (8cmbs), meaning grain or wheat in modern Lazian, FAuNRICH, Kartwelisches
Etymologisches Wérterbuch, op. cit., 283. FAHNRICH — SARIVELADZE, Jo®39¢0w9M gboms,
op. cit., 321. Krimov, Etymological Dictionary, op. cit., 117-118. Georgian mukha (8+9bs)
as a synonym for Migrelian prefix ¢goni (3gmbo) or Lazian ckoni (33060), meaning “oak”
is also taken into consideration, FAuNRICH, Kartwelisches Etymologisches Wérterbuch,
op. cit., 661. FAHNRICH — SARIVELADZE, Jo®m39we 9bsoms, op. cit., 676—-677. KLiMov,
Etymological Dictionary, op. cit., 317. 1. ABULADZE, d39¢00 Jo®ovgeno gbol ergdbogmbo
(Qsboangd0), ;mdoobo 1973, 302. The last meaning is pointed out by K. KEKELIDZE,
930990900 d390 JoHMNIE0 OEIMGHWIOOL OLEHMOH00B, Mdowolo 1961, VIII,
29 citing BRrossET, Additions et éclaircissements, op. cit., 104. I would like to thank my
reviewers for their guidance in this matter.

42 GAMKRELIDZE, 30m3M30 39boG0geoob, op. cit., 122.

43 Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., I, 292 (II, 29, 17-19), 11, 557 (VIII, 14, 2).

44 GAMKRELIDZE, 3603030 39Lo6M0geob, op. cit., 121-122. The description of the river in
Procopius is unclear. Prokopiusz z Cezarei, O wojnach, D. Brodka (ed.), Krakow 2013, 1,
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45 G. GAMKRELIDZE — D. MINDORASHVILI — Z. BRAGVADZE — M. KVACHADZE, Jo® ool
35™3Mgd0L BHMIMMJgMEMmy0Ho wgdbozmbo, mdowobo 2013, 138, claim that K.
Kekelidze points to Geguti as the location of Moucourisis from Anastasius’ letter. However,
Kekelidze does not so much discuss the location of Moucourisis as he gives this informa-
tion after Dubois de Montpéreux, KEKELIDZE, 901900 d39geo, op. cit., 29. DuBoIS DE
MOoNTPEREUX, Voyage autour du Caucase, op. cit., 112. Argument on whether there was
a city at Geguti: V. CHAKVETADZE, 393¢1000b 30b9-0oMmd5%0, 0dowobo 1958, 24-25.

46  LANCHAVA, ggonsobob, op. cit., 223.

47 5bBH03mMo 3033509, op. cit., IV.1, 133-134.

48 Paulys Realencyklopddie, op. cit., XV.2, 2314.

49 BrENNAN, The User’s Guide to the Notitia Dignitatum, op. cit., ZUCKERMAN, Early Byzantine
Strongholds, op. cit.
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south of Trapezunt.®® CA, however, in addition to citing information from RE,
states that some researchers equate Mochora with Mocheresis locating them
in Geguti or Kutaisi, although without providing the names of these research-
ers.’! The author of the entry places Mochora under Armenia, thus favoring the
placement of Mochora by Trapezunt (which, according to Novella 31, belonged
to the province of Armenia Prima), rather than in the interior of Colchis. Simon
Kaukhchishvili identified Mochora with Mocheresis and described it as a place
of great strategic importance but cited also a different opinion of Nicholas
Adontz.>? RE also does not directly mention the identification of Mechlessos
with Mocheresis. Nevertheless, he does link the city from Ptolemy’s work
to northern Colchis and the people of Machlyes from the Liber Suda and
Machylenes, known from Lucian’s Toxaris.”* CA repeats the same information,
stressing that only Ptolemy repeats this toponym, and its location remains
unspecified (although within northern Colchis, in contemporary Samgrelo).**

The most recent attempt to locate Mocheresis is the concept of Omar Lancha-
va. In his book §mmsoliols sdgmanmyos (Archaeology of Kutaisi), he argues
that Mocheresis is actually another name for Kutaisi.*

Presumed Locations of Mocheresis

Turning to the analysis of the source material, we should first start with the
description written by Procopius. The first, and only time that Procopius men-
tions Mocheresis-city is in Book II of De bellis. He mentions it among the other
cities of Lazica in a brief geographical passus:

For all the villages of the Lazi are here beyond the river, and towns have been
built there from of old, among which are Archaeopolis, a very strong place, and
Sebastopolis, and the fortress of Pitius, and Scanda and Sarapanis over against the
boundary of Iberia. Moreover there are two cities of the greatest importance in that
region, Rhodopolis and Mocheresis.*

The places mentioned are a geographical introduction to the account of the war.
Therefore, Procopius does not describe any of these places at this stage of the

50 Paulys Realencyklopddie, op. cit., XV.2, 2313-2314. Notitia Dignitatum, Seeck (ed.), op.
cit., 85, fn. 10.

51 56@03mMo 35335b0s, op. cit., IV.1, 134.

52 S. KAUKHCHISHVILI, 39003035. 30056@0gwo dfgmangdol 36mdgdo Lado@mgguml
F9Lobgd, mdoobio 1961, 1, 178, repeated in S. KAUKHCHISHVILI, 3906035 00Dsb@ogwo
09O goolL (36mdgd0 Lodo®mzgerml Ggbsbgd, mdorolbo 1952, 1V.2, 192. N. BERDZE-
NISHVILL, Bogdo®m39emb oLGmMool bszombgdo, mdowobo 1990, 523-524 seemed to
share this opinion.

53 Paulys Realencyklopddie, op. cit., XV.1, 17.

54 5B6@03MMo 35335L09, op. cit., IV.1, 110.

55 LANCHAVA, Jo9000b0U, op. cit., 223.

56 Procopius, History of the Wars. Book I and II, H. B. Dewing (ed.), Harvard 1962, I, 553.
Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., I, 292 (11, 29, 18).
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account, but only later when the events of the war directly take place there.
Mocheresis-city plays no role in the war at this point, it is not mentioned any
more by him in De bellis.

However, there is a second source that presumably mentions the existence
of such a city directly. It is worth noting Novella 28 of the Code of Justinian:

Post quos etiam nostra consistit After those, there is our Lazica,
Lazica, in qua et Petracorum est containing the city of Petra — whose
civitas, a nobis civitas esse et title and status as a city was received
nominari percipiens et utens from us, with the added appellation of
nostrae pietatis cognomine et Justiniana, after our Piety — and also
lustiniana vocata, et Archaeopolis the very large ancient garrison towns
et Rodopolis, castra maxima et of Archaeopolis and Rhodopolis.
antiqua. Inter quae sunt et ea quae ~ With these, we also have the garrison
anobis ex Persis capta sunt castra, towns recaptured by us from Persia:
Scandis et Sarapanis et Muriseus et Scandis, Sarapanis, Mourisios and
Loriseus et si quod aliorum nobis  Lysiris, and whatever other fruits of
in Lazis est laboratum.”’ our labours that there are in Lazica.*®

Novella 28 was already written after the first war with Persia — as indicated by
the statement that Scandis (= Proc. Skanda), Sarapanis, Muriseus and Loriseus
were captured as a result of the fighting. Muriseus is assumed to be the city
of Mocheresis.” To understand why the city appeared in the text, it is essen-
tial to carefully examine the rest of the fortresses. It is noted that once again
Rhodopolis was specified, but Muriseus—Mocheresis not. Loriseus is most
likely the same place as the Losorion mentioned in Procopius’ De aedificiis.
We know from De bellis that Sarapanis and Skanda are the fortresses defend-
ing the entrance to Lazica.®® This suggests that perhaps the last two fortresses
mentioned in the novella may also have formed a group and were in some
kind of dependency on each other. Unfortunately, the location of Loriseus
remains as unknown as Mocheresis.®! The information from De aedificiis and
De bellis, however, allows us to draw some general conclusions. After the first
war with Persia, the Lazian-Iberian border became a strategic location from
Constantinople’s perspective, which had a strong defensive system based on
mountain valleys. In the case of Novella account, Muriseus is a regular fortress
enumerated along the border fortresses. The inclusion of Muriseus and Lori-

57 Corpus iuris civilis, Schoell (ed.), op. cit., I1I, 212-213.

58 The Novels of Justinian, Miller — Sarris (eds.), op. cit., I, 305-307.

59 Braunp, Georgia in Antiquity, op. cit., 291. KAUKHCHISHVILL, 9mM3039, 11, op. cit., 208-210.

60 Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., I, 292 (I, 29, 18), II, 555 (VIII, 13, 15).

61 The Novels of Justinian, Miller — Sarris (eds.), op. cit., I, 306, fn. 5. Losorion is sometimes
identified with Batumi: I. Mania — N. NarsvLisaviLi, Littoral Fortifications in South-West
Georgia, in: F. G. Karagianne (ed.), Medieval Ports in North Aegean and the Black Sea: links
to the maritime routes of the East, (International Symposium Thessalonike 4-6 December,
2013), (Proceedings), Thessalonike 2013, 279. BraunD, Georgia in Antiquity, op. cit., 295.
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seus suggests that they were related to the Persian-Roman conflict, and both
had a clear military function. It is known from De aedificiis that Losorion was
to be erected or, even more possibly, expanded by Justinian. In the same way
the emperor fortified nearby, located in the city country (tfj y®pq.), important
mountain passes, as the text suggested.®® It is likely that Mocheresis-city was
no exception. Consequently, the Novella and just one Procopius’ passus indicate
that the Mocheresis-city should be an important military point, but no crucial
battle ever happened nearby. That allows drawing a conclusion that the best
place to look for the city is in the mountain passes on strategic routes on the
Lazian border, but far from Persian military operations.

It appears that Mocheresis-city existed and was most likely strongly con-
nected to the Mocheresis-region. A more detailed description of the region we
find in the eighth book of De bellis. There, Procopius describes that the region
was extremely fertile (he mentions fruit and wine crops) and at a distance of
a day’s journey from Archaeopolis.® It was economically and strategically
important, so it is worth reflecting on its defense system. It is highly probable
that the region and the city are connected in the Greek term ywpa. Although
there is no strong proof that we should consider the Mocheresis-city as the
center of the Mocheresis-region, especially in the 6™ century.

The fortresses mentioned in the sources, together formed the defense system
of Lazica. This issue was recently investigated by Nikoloz Murghulia. In the
results of his research, he concludes that the various elements of the Lazica
defense system had three main purposes: 1. to control the roads leading to La-
zica. 2. to communicate danger (e.g., through smoke signals). 3. to function as
administrative centers.* Points 1. and 2. seem to have particular relevance to
the places under discussion here. When we look at the location of the fortresses
mentioned by Procopius, we see a pattern. Most of the fortresses were situated
in the valleys of the great rivers flowing through the Mocheresis-region, most
often where these valleys opened onto the plain. Thus, they would have been
a defensive system based on natural obstacles such as mountains to control
roads. The only exception in the region is Rhodopolis (modern Vartsikhe)
located at the confluence of the Rioni, Khanists’q’ali and Q’virila rivers.

The location of Rhodopolis shows some interesting correlation already
demonstrated by N. Murghulia. The fortress is located at a focal point for the
entire plain and easily connected to the other fortresses in the area by means
of rivers and roads leading along them and the distance in a straight line from

62  Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., IV, 99-100 (II1,7,5): Kail gpovptov 6¢ dkodouncoto €mt
Aalikiig Aocopiov dvopa, Kol Tovg £V Tf) Y®pa 6TeEVeRoLS Etelyicato ovonep Kietsovpag
KoElv vevopikaoty, g 81 dmokekAelopévol Thg émt Aalicny ic6dov of moAétot elev.

63 Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., IT, 564-565 (VIII, 14, 46-48). The shortest modern distance
to the Tskhenists’q’ali (the accepted border of Mocheresis-region) is 14 km, but the river is
unregulated and prone to annual bed changes.

64 N. MURGHULIA, FaRiG Project: The Fortification system of Lazika (Egrisi) kingdom in the
4"—6" centuries (Research into West Georgian Castles). Final Report, Tbilisi 2010, 91.
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Rhodopolis was no more than 30-31 kilometers, or a day’s march. If we look
at the cities mentioned in De bellis 11.29.18, we see that each of them has
a strategic defensive function. The central location of Rhodopolis in relation
to the rest of the system in the region indicates that this fortress may have had
a tightly planned role as a logistic center, in addition to its undoubtedly de-
fensive function.® The city of Mocheresis may have had a similar one or have
been a part of the system.

It is unclear how Agathias exactly understood this toponym, though as-
suming that he drew his definitions from the work of Procopius, he was writ-
ing about the land in at least most cases. He mentioned Mocheresis almost
every time with Kotais.* This implies that the two places share some kind of
a relationship. Whether this is a relationship of a city (Kotais) lying in a land
(Mocheresis), or of two equivalent cities, perhaps near each other (perhaps one
line of defense?),” is difficult to say. Omar Lanchava believes that Agathias
thus gives two names for the same place, thereby identifying Mocheresis with
Kotais.®® However, there is no direct indication of this. While he is correct in
stating that the Mocheresis region and Kutaisi region (Koitaida) are the same,*
then it is not so obvious for the city. Procopius, in describing Kotais, gives
only the name Aea from the Greco-Roman tradition.” He wrote nothing about
whether the city had another name, and if it did, Agathias would certainly have
mentioned it. Thus, it can be assumed that Agathias’ silence on this issue is
because he adopts the manner of his predecessor’s account and felt no need to
explain it more. O. Lanchava emphasizes the role and greatness of Kutaisi,”!
but Procopius wrote that Kutaisi was destroyed by its inhabitants because of
poor defensive function and was provisionally rebuilt by the Persians, not the
Romans.” Kotais is not mentioned at all in Novella 28, and it should be if it
still existed.” However, it could also be interpreted that Kotais was then known
by the name Mocheresis, but the passus could be an argument for the existence
of a different city as well. Nevertheless, even if Agathias speaks of the city of
Mocheresis, he offers no precise information about its location. When Agathias
writes that Mocheresis (with or without Kotais) is the point from which Persian

65 MURGHULIA, FaRiG Project, op. cit. 61.

66 Agathiae, Keydell (ed.), op. cit., 65 (IL,19,1), 90 (IIL,6,1), 91 (I11,6,9-10; 111,7,2.), 103
(II1,15,1), 109 (111,19,5), 121-122 (111,28,6-10), 134 (1V,9,7), 140 (IV,13,5).

67 KAUKHCHISHVILI, 390mM3039, 11, op. cit., 209.

68 LANCHAVA, Joj000L0b, op. cit., 223.

69 LANCHAVA, J9j000b0U, op. cit., 224.

70 Procopius himself, however, was not sure whether the fortress of Kotiaion was the former
city of Kotaion, from which the name Koitaida was coined, where Aeétes was said to reign,
and here he cites the authority of Arrian, Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., I1, 549 (VIII,14,49).

71  LANCHAVA, J©90050L0U, op. cit., 224.

72 Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., II, 564-565 (VII1,14,47-50).

73  Similar problem was seen by G. Gamkrelidze, who emphasises that Procopius did not write
about the significant role of Kotais, GAMKRELIDZE, 396&®oqvMo 3mebgmob, op. cit.,
118-119.
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troops set out or returned,” he does not necessarily mean the city. We should
notice also that no more sources than Procopius and Agathias mentioned a re-
gion named Mocheresis. This region was known in the later medieval Georgian
sources as Samokalako.” That means, the name was temporal and used only
in the 6™ century. It is possible that the region was named after a new military
center after the destruction of Kotais.

The letter of Anastasius Apocrisiarius presents a similar problem. He did
not indicate what the nature of Moucourisis is, thus it is possible he uses the
term to mean the region.” It can be inferred from the context that it is indeed
near Souania or on the way toward it, which is an important clue.” Souania,
along with Skymnia, were strongly connected to Lazica, and according to Pro-
copius, whoever controlled the Mocheresis region, controlled access to them.”
They lay north of Lazica, in the Caucasus mountains, in modern-day Svaneti
(Souania) and Lechkhumi (Skymnia). Their inhabitants, although subject to the
authority of the Laz, were separate peoples with their own rulers and in some
ways independent.” During the Persian occupation of the Mocheresis-region, it
was particularly the eastern part of Souania that may have been largely cut off
from the rest of Lazica. Korneli Kekelidze believes that only the road through
Kutaisi provided access to those regions, so Anastasius Apocrisiarius had to
go that way to reach his place of exile.*

K. Kekelidze’s idea is also noteworthy in identifying Mocheresis-city.
Vakhushti, describing the Kingdom of Georgia in the 18" century, mentions
two interesting towns: Mouris-tsikhé (contemp. Tsageri) and Moukhura (eng.
Mukhura). The first one is located in Lechkhumi,*' on the Tskhenists’q’ali at the
foot of the Caucasus Mountains on the road to Svaneti and east of Lechkhumi.
The place was supposed to have never been conquered by anyone.® It is situ-
ated about 41 kilometers north of Kutaisi. The other is near Skanda (contemp.
Sk’ande), on the Zousa river (contemp. Dzusa), with the Modamnakhe fortress
standing nearby.® It lies about 29km to the east of Kutaisi. Both essentially

74 Agathiae, Keydell (ed.), op. cit., 65 (I1,19,1), 69, (11,22,3), 90-91 (111,6,1-7,3), 103 (IIL,15,1),
121-122 (111,28,6-10), 134 (1V,9,7), 140 (1V,13,5).

75 Jodoeol 3bmg®mgds, S. Kaukhchishvili (ed.), ®dowobo 1955,1, 299, 319, 367. S. Jones
(ed.), Kartlis Tskhovreba, A History of Georgia, Tbilisi 2014, fn. 29, 193.

76 VmocGrapov, Some Notes, op. cit., 17. Although Allen — Neil (eds.), Maximus the Confessor,
op. cit., fn. 14, 187, states that it is about geographic land.

77 Ep. Anastasii Apocrisiarii, Allen — Neil (eds.), op. cit., 136-137 (§4).

78 Procopii, Haury (ed.), op. cit., II, 565-566 (VII1,14,53-54).

79 The History of Menander, Blockley (ed.), op. cit., 84 (6.1, Ins. 563-571). Procopii, Haury
(ed.), op. cit., 11, 494 (VII1,2,23). The ease with which the Persians subjugated the Souans
in the aftermath of the war for Lazica shows that indeed Procopius properly recognized the
importance of the geography of eastern Lazica.

80 KEKELIDZE, 9&0v@gdo d39eo, op. cit., 29.

81 Today this town is administratively located in Racha-Lechkhumi and Kvemo Svaneti Region.

82  Tsarévitch Wakhoucht, Brosset (ed.), op. cit., 350-351.

83  Tsarévitch Wakhoucht, Brosset (ed.), op. cit., 363.
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lie on the road to Souania and Skymnia. Unfortunately, Mukhura has not been
archaeologically surveyed.® Moreover, although Vakhushti writes that there is
a Modamnakhe fortress to the north, it is actually 25 kilometers further east. All
in all, this makes for a considerable distance to travel in mountainous terrain. It
should be noted, however, that Mukhura is indeed in a convenient position on
the Lazian-Iberian border and indeed could have served a defensive function,
and it is situated on the way to Souania. The area around Mukhura is also more
open space than the southern part of the border, and could be a good position
for a smaller, but significant defense system. There are other different issues
in the case of Tsageri, which is sometimes indicated as Moucourisis.® It also
lies on the road to the mountains of Skymnia and Souania, and it seems that it
may have been the route of the exiled St. Maximus and Anastasius. Usually,
however, Tsageri is identified with the fortress of Schemaris, which was thought
to be the site of St. Maximus’ death.? In this case, Moucourisis would have to
be sought south of Tsageri, in the mouth of the valley leading to the Moche-
resis-region (it is worth remembering that the region already laid below) or it
could even be that region.®” Definitely Tsageri cannot be connected with the
Mocheresis-region. The description of the area by Vakhushti is close to the one
written for the region by Procopius, although the quantity of grains and fruits,
thus its economic significance were smaller. Again, however, incontrovertible
evidence is lacking.

Conclusion

While there is too little source data to definitively pinpoint the exact location
of the city of Mocheresis, one can be tempted to determine its likely function.
It was undoubtedly a center of a military nature, most likely a fortress secur-
ing some valley on the Lazian-Iberian border, as was the equally unlocated
Losorion, with which it may have had some kind of a relationship. Since this
site is most often mentioned in sixth-century sources, and Novella 28 links

84  GAMKRELIDZE — MINDORASHVILI — BRAGVADZE — KVACHADZE, do®omol 3bmg®gdol, op.
cit., 350.
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Spoudée, AnBoll 53, 1935, 62, fn. 1. sbGH03wMo 3033509, op. cit., IV.1, 134.

86 M. ToroNEN, St Maximus the Confessor, in: A. Casiday (ed.), The Orthodox Christian
World, Abingdon 2012, 245. A. LouTH, Maximos the Confessor, in: K. Parry (ed.), The
Wiley Blackwell Companion to Patristics, Oxford 2015, 251. Ep. Anastasii Apocrisiarii,
Allen — Neil (eds.), op. cit., 135 (§4). Allen — Neil (eds.), Maximus the Confessor, op. cit.,
187, fn. 6.

87 Mikheil Chikovani considered Moucourisis to be contemporary with Nik’orisdziri and
the Rioni, between the villages of T’vishi and Tskhuk’usheri. M. CHikovani, Maximus the
Confessor in Georgian Legends from the Seventh and Eighth Centuries, in: T. Mgaloblishvili
— L. Khoperia (eds.), Maximus the Confessor and Georgia, London 2009, 199-200 (article
originally published in 1971 in Georgian).
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Mocheresis to the war with Persia and the redeployment of Roman troops to
the border, it must be considered to have played the most important role then.
Mocheresis-city could not have been in an area directly involved in battles;
otherwise more sources would have mentioned it. It is likely that after the 7™
century, the role of Mocheresis-city was marginal or the fortress itself was de-
stroyed. The only mention of the city of Mocheresis in Procopius is most likely
the result of using the same source used by the author of Novella 28, which
listed Mocheresis (Mourisios) as a polis. It may indeed have been a command
center, similar in its role to Rhodopolis, but closer to the borders of Iberia and
perhaps on a smaller scale.

The Mocheresis-region played a larger role in the conflict with Persia than
the city, so it must be assumed that Agathias was writing about the first one. In
such a limited situation, the best place to look for its location is the passes of
the northern and northeastern borders of Lazica. In view of this, the strongest
candidate for Mocheresis remains the places on the mouth of mountains valleys
leading to Suania and/or Skymnia located near the areas of Persian influence or
occupation. The valleys located in the northern part of the Likhi range are more
open than the southern ones, thus they are the most convenient place for that
kind of military center or smaller defense subsystem, but other valleys cannot
be ruled out as well, which requires further research, including archaeological
studies. The earlier occurrence of toponyms like Mocheresis is so fraught with
misinterpretation that it seems impossible to confidently acknowledge that they
may refer to the same place.
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