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A message from the President of the Society for
Armenian Studies

In 1974, a group of scholars spearheaded the project to establish a Society
for Armenian Studies: Richard G. Hovannisian, Dickran Kouymjian, Nina
Garsoian, Avedis Sanjian, and Robert Thomson. Considered as the pillars of
Armenian Studies, the main objective of this group was the development of
Armenian Studies as an academic discipline. Since then the aims of the Society
have been to disseminate Armenian culture and society, including history, lan-
guage, literature, and social, political, and economic questions; to facilitate
the exchange of scholarly information pertaining to Armenian studies around
the world; and to sponsor panels and conferences on Armenian studies. With
access to very limited resources, this group of scholars was able to establish
the foundations of a Society that would play a dominant role in developing
Armenian Studies in North America and beyond. From a handful of chairs and
programs that supported the initiative at the time, today Armenian Studies as
a discipline has flourished in the United States with more than thirteen Chairs
and Programs providing their unconditional support to the Society.

Ten years after its establishment, the Society published its first academic
journal under the title of the Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies (JSAS).
In 1984 the first volume appeared under the editorship of Prof. Avedis K.
Sanjian (1921-1995). Since then, it has served as the foremost journal for schol-
arship in the field of Armenian studies in the Western Hemisphere. The pur-
pose of the Journal, according to the inaugural editor, was “the dissemination
of the best original scholarship in Armenian studies and closely related fields,
without any chronological limitations.”

Since 2018 the Society has embarked on several major projects in order to
disseminate knowledge of the field and make it relevant to a 21st century audi-
ence. One of the most important projects was to publish the journal through
a prestigious and professional publishing house. After thorough research, the
Society agreed unanimously that Brill would be the desired place for publishing
JsAs. The Society for Armenian Studies (sAS) is thrilled about this new partner-
ship with Brill. There is no doubt that the Journal of the Society for Armenian
Studies (Jsas) will become a leading journal in the field of Armenian Studies
with a new editor, advisory and editorial boards as well as book review
editors.
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We look forward to a fruitful collaboration with Brill with the aim of transform-
ing the Journal into a global hub of disseminating knowledge about Armenian
Studies. With its first female editor, Dr. Tamar M. Boyadjian, and a highly quali-
fied scholars on the advisory and editorial boards, Jsas will open new horizons
for developing as a cross-cultural and interdisciplinary field. Through Brill we
are looking forward to achieving high strides in the field of Armenian Studies.
I have no doubt that yjsas will soon become a prestigious journal attracting
scholars from all around the globe.

Bedross Der Matossian, Ph.D.
President of the Society for Armenian Studies (SAS)

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 1-2
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Message from the Former Editor-in-Chief,
Dr. Sergio La Porta

It has been an honor for me to serve as the Editor-in-Chief of the jsas from
2011-2019, and I would like to thank all those without whom it would not have
been possible to produce the journal. In particular, I would like to thank the
contributors, reviewers, and readers with whom I have worked. I would also like
to thank Prof. Barlow Der Mugrdechian for all his help with the lay-out, his sup-
port, and advice. I would also like to thank the Editorial Advisory Committees
and Boards of Academic Advisors with whom I have collaborated, as well as
both past and present Executive Committees of the sas who placed their
confidence in me. Finally, I would like to express my gratitude to the Dolores
Zohrab Liebmann Fund, which has generously supported the jsas over the
years. Thanks in large part to the diligence of sas President, Dr. Bedross Der
Matossian, our efforts with BRILL succeeded and the ysas begins a new era in
its history. I was also extremely pleased in the decision of the sas Executive
Committee to appoint Dr. Tamar Boyadjian as the new editor of the Journal.
Dr. Boyadjian brings the enthusiasm, scholarly acumen, and fresh perspectives
that the editing of the journal requires. I'm confident that the ys4s will achieve
significant milestones under her guidance. This issue truly marks an exciting
new beginning for the Journal and for Armenian Studies in general.

Since the last issue of jsas appeared, we have lost two valuable scholars of
Armenian Studies and personal friends, Professors Robert Hewsen and Robert
Thomson. The immense scholarly contributions of both are well known, but I
feel fortunate to be among those who also had the opportunity to know them
personally. Both men were intellectually inspiring and represented what was
best about academia. Their presence is deeply missed.

When I started Armenian Studies some two and a half decades ago, it was
a bit of a lonely field, especially for a younger person. It has been invigorat-
ing to see how interest in Armenian Studies and the number of students of
Armenian Studies has markedly increased since then. I hope, encourage, and
expect that many of these younger scholars will be contributing to the pages of
thejsAs in its new incarnation. Nevertheless, the academic environment today
remains a challenging one, and these scholars will need our support. I would
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like to end this brief note with an appeal to our readers to provide our new
generation of Armenian Studies scholars as much support and encouragement
as possible. Thank you and please join me in celebrating the future of ysAs and

of Armenian Studies.

Sergio La Porta

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 3—4
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From the Editor-in-Chief

Dear Readers,

I accept the position of Editor-in-Chief of the journal of the Society for
Armenian Studies (JSAS) with great honor and sincere enthusiasm, and thank
the Society for Armenian Studies for entrusting me with this task. This volume
presents the first under my editorship, and our first volume published through
the prestigious Brill, with whom we will be publishing both our online and
print issues moving forward.

The launch of the ysas with Brill marks a strategic and symbolic expansion.
Propagating the goals of the journal’s inaugural members, the journal will con-
tinue to facilitate scholarly exchanges, and through rigorous scholarship ad-
vance the field of Armenian Studies internationally.

As Editor-in-Chief, I am committed to upholding the journal to the highest
of standards. I see editing as the extension of an ethical responsibility to ser-
vice scholarly advancements in Armenian Studies, and to reconcile the field
with developing global, transcultural, and interdisciplinary conversations. I
see my role as a facilitator of voices, a mediator of information, and a promoter
of texts and bodies that have not seen much scholarly attention in the past.

I serve my colleagues and readership as a translator; I see that ascription as
also an obligation to keeping the field active and healthy. For this, I am dedi-
cated to articles on subjects which broaden our understanding of the develop-
ment of “Armenian Studies” as a field, that inform us of new discoveries, that
break new theoretical ground, as well as those that extend beyond the tempo-
ral, geographic, and historical categories that traditionally defined Armenian
Studies in the past.

As the first female Editor-in-Chief of the js4s, I imagine my service as editor
as one that also carries the legacy of foremothers, that considers the work of
women as an integral part of its success and sustainability, and one that strives
to consistently acknowledge how cultural and genealogical implications of
gender formation intersect with research and scholarship.

I am thrilled to be working closely with a group of brilliant Review Editors,
and with an Advisory and Editorial Board of pioneering colleagues. I am grate-
ful for their input and dedication as generators of impactful direction, as they
help me shape the journal for its long-term and international tenability. I
also
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thank the authors who have contributed to this volume, as well as you, the
readers, who have kept the journal alive for almost half a century.

Let us continue together as we keep the legacy of the ysas alive. Collectively,
we establish here, a distinguished venue, where we respectfully engage in
scholarly dialogues that spark the discovery of new research avenues, that
build and invite a community of interested scholars both in and outside the
field, and that engage with cutting-edge research, as we continue to uphold the
JSAS to the standards set by its predecessors and us.

Tamar M. Boyadjian

Associate Professor of Medieval Literature, Department of English,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan, USA;
Editor-in-Chief, Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies

tamar@msu.edu

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 5-6
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Creedal Controversies among Armenians in
the Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Empire

Eremia C'élepi K‘éomiwrcean’s Polemical Writing against Suk‘ias Prusac’i

Anna Ohanjanyan

Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts “Matenadaran,”
Yerevan, Armenia

annaohanjanyan@gmail.com

Abstract

In the late seventeenth century along the lines of European confession-building and
Ottoman sunnitization, the Armenian Apostolic Church initiated the reshaping of its
orthodoxy in the face of growing Tridentine Catholicism. Through the contextualiza-
tion of the polemical writing attributed to the famed Constantinopolitan Armenian
erudite Eremia C‘élépi K‘eomiwrcean, this article discusses the ways of detecting “bad
innovations” in the doctrine and practice of Armenian communities in the Ottoman
realms, and the doctrinal instruments used for enforcing “pure faith” towards social
disciplining of the Apostolic Armenians.

Keywords

Eremia C'élépi K'@domiwrean — anathema — Armenian Church — Armenian
Theology — Roman Catholic and Armenian Church relations — Tridentine Catholicism —
bad innovation — confessionalization — catechism — ‘ilm-i hal — Nicene Creed —
orthopraxy — polemics — sunnitization
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1 Introduction!

In the age of “mutually exclusive and restrictive infallible churchdoms” as Ernst
Troeltsch claims, the seventeenth-century Constantinople-based Armenian
author Eremia C‘élépi K‘@omiwréean (1637-1695) stood as “a man who res-
cued his century”? Eremia’s extensive historiographic heritage has not only
documented the socio-historical sweep of the Armenian communal life in the
Ottoman Empire, but has also represented the Armenian viewpoint regarding
major religious and political developments across the Empire and, in particu-
lar, within the Empire’s Armenian communities.

Ute Lotz-Heumann argues that early modern confession-building processes
noticeably affected literary genres, works, and their authors across Europe and
beyond its boundaries.3 Such an impact made polemical, catechetical, liturgi-
cal and spiritual writings from the period extremely valuable for better under-
standing the entangled social processes of the premodern world. In this regard,
Eremia C‘élépi’s polemical writings are considered as important as his histori-
cal oeuvre. Largely recognized as a historiographer, Eremia C‘élépi has not
been recognized as either a polemicist or a catechist. His polemical treatises,
however, contain rich material for the study of the confession-building dynam-
ics within the Armenian communities in the early modern Ottoman society.

This article seeks to explore Eremia K'@omiwrcean’s polemical writing
against Suk‘ias, the Armenian prelate of Bursa. Through the polemical en-
counter of these two men, this article seeks to disclose creedal controversies
among the Armenian communities in the Ottoman Empire in the confessional
age. The article attempts to reconstruct Suk‘ias’s life and relations with Eremia
K‘eomiwrcean as well as the politico-confessional context in the scope of
which their debate transpired.

1 I am grateful to Tijana Krsti¢ and Sebouh David Aslanian for their helpful suggestions on this
article. This project has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under
the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement
No 648498).

2 Ernst Troeltsch, “Die Bedeutung des Protestantismus fiir die Entstehung der Modernen
Welt,” Historische Zeitschrift 97, no. 1 (1906): 29. For a critical edition on Eremia Celépi
K‘éomiwrcean, see Gayane Ayvazyan, “Eremia Ch'elepi K'yomyurchyani patmakan
zarangut'yun¢’ [The Historical Heritage of Eremia Célépi K'€omiwréean], (PhD diss.,
Institute of History, NASRA, 2014). For a complete bibliography of Eremia’s works, see Gayane
Ayvazyan, “Eremia K‘yomurchyani dzeragrakan zharangut‘yuné” [The Manuscript Heritage
of Eremia K‘éomiwrcean|, Banber Matenadarani 20, (2014): 349—-398. Yakob Siruni, Polis ev ir
deré [ Constantinople and its Role], vol. 1, (Beirut: Mesrop Press, 1965), 606.

3 Ute Lotz-Heumann, Matthias Pohlig, “Confessionalization and Literature in the Empire,

1555-1700," Central European History 40, no. 1, (2007): 35-61.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69
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2 Armenian Confession-Building within a Multi-Confessional
Ottoman Framework

The paradigm of confessionalization or confession-building (Konfessionsbildung)
was put forward by German historian Ernst Walter Zeeden in search for com-
mon models of confessional, social, political development and the means
of promoting the confessional identity during the period of the rise of
Reformation and Counter Reformation.* Zeeden’s views were developed by
Wolfgang Reinhard and Heinz Schilling in the early 1980s.5 They argued that
the building of the Lutheran, Catholic, and Reformed confessions in the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries had deeper social and political implica-
tions beyond theology, including the processes of early modern state building.
Although Reinhard’s and Schilling’s theories have been vociferously criticized
and modified since their formulation, the confessionalization paradigm “still
addresses discord, disagreement and plurality within and between the various
confessional spheres,” hence, remains ongoing.b

In recent years scholars of the Ottoman Empire have begun to embrace
paradigm’s heuristic potential for understanding intra- and inter-communal
dynamics among Ottoman Christians and Muslims. Tijana Kriti¢ and Derin
Terzioglu studied a parallel process to confessionalization in the Ottoman
Empire by coining it “sunnitization.”” The process of “sunnitization” aimed at
Sunni identity formation and the reshaping of Sunni orthodoxy through indoc-
trination of the Muslim population in the face of both Safavid Shi‘i challenge
and the polyphony of Sunni practice. Interestingly, the Ottoman Christians as
well experienced the impact of the confessional trends of the age. A multi-
tude of patterns of confession-building processes in Greek, Slavic and Syriac

4 Ernst Walter Zeeden, Konfessionsbildung: Studien zur Reformation, Gegenreformation und
katholischen Reform, (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1985).

5 Wolfgang Reinhard, “Reformation, Counter-Reformation, and the Early Modern State. A
Reassessment,” Catholic Historical Review 75, no. 3 (July 1989): 383—404. Heinz Schilling,
“Confessionalization: Historical and Scholarly Perspective of a Comparative and
Interdisciplinary Paradigm,” in Confessionalization in Europe, 1550-1700, ed. John M. Headley,
et. al. (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), 21—36.

6 Forasummary of critical works, see Ute Lotz-Heuman, “The Concept of ‘Confessionalization:’
a Historiographical Paradigm in Dispute,” Memoriayy Civilizacién 4 (2001): 93-114; and “Forum”
German History 32, no. 4 (2014): 579-598. See the discussion in “Forum,” German History, 586.

7 Onthe processes of Sunnitization, and recent engagement with Sunnitization in the Ottoman
context, both Muslim and Christian, see Tijana Krsti¢, Contested Conversions to Islam:
Narratives of Religious Change in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 2o11); Derin Terzioglu, “How to Conceptualize Ottoman Sunnitization:
A Historiographical Discussion,” Turcica 44 (2012-13): 301-38.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69
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Christian Churches, reveals an important case of entangled histories in the
early modern era.8

One should exercise caution when engaging with the theory of confession-
alization as formulated by Reinhard and Schilling and its implications for the
Armenian communities living in very different conditions in the Ottoman
and Safavid realms. One can speak of the processes of confession-building
or re-articulation of doctrine and practice, especially among the Armenian
communities in the Ottoman Empire. However, Armenians never under-
went confessional processes like Europe, particularly with the emergence of
Protestantism in the sixteenth century. Armenian confessional developments
fail to fit in the timeline of the confessional age—the late 1540s-1700 and
1520s-1731/32, as suggested by Reinhard and Schilling.® Before the schism in
the Armenian community of Lvov (1625-1630), relatively peaceful cohabita-
tion with Tridentine missionaries prevailed in both Ottoman and Safavid parts
of Armenia. As demonstrated by John Flennery and Christian Windler, the
relationship between the Armenian clergy and missionary orders in Safavid
Persia perfectly fit in the frames of “good correspondence.”® The vector of
Armenian confession-building was internal rather than external, directed
against the “inner confessional enemy”—the Catholic Armenians. The confes-
sional consciousness of Armenian Apostolic clergy was triggered in the face of
conversions to Catholicism.! Therefore, it seems that confession-building pro-
cesses in Armenian communities began in the early seventeenth century and
lasted till the second half of the eighteenth century. Given that the Armenian
Apostolic Church strove to reaffirm and reshape its miaphysite (or non-
Chalcedonic) faith through the preservation of traditions rather than to build

8 For recent scholarship, see Ovidiu Olar, “Io se puotesse reformare la mia chiesa, lo farei
molto volentieri...” Kyrillos Loukaris and the Confessionalization of the Orthodox Church
(1620-1638); John-Paul Ghobrial, “The Conversion to Catholicism of the Christians of
Mosul in the Seventeenth century,” papers presented at Entangled Confessionalizations?
Dialogic Perspectives on Community and Confession-Building Initiatives in the Ottoman
Empire, 15th-18th Centuries,” Budapest, June 1-3, 2018 (Gorgias Press, 2020, forthcoming).

9 Lotz-Heuman, “The Concept,” 101-102.

10  Christian Windler, “Ambiguous Belonging: How Catholic Missionaries in Persia and
the Roman Curia dealt with Communicatio in Sacris, in A Companion to Early Modern
Catholic Global Missions, ed. Ronnie Po-Chia Hsia (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2018), 205-234;
John Flannery, The Mission of the Portuguese Augustinians to Persia and Beyond (1602
1747), (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 111-147.

11 The term “Apostolic” has come into regular use in later centuries. For this period
Lusawor¢‘adawan from the insiders’ perspective and Gregorian from the outsiders’ per-
spective was a common use. However, here I circulate “Apostolic” to distinguish between
miaphysite and Catholic Armenians.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69
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anew confession, the term “soft confessionalization” may be more suitable for
the Armenian context. The same term is applicable to the sui juris Armenian
Catholic Church, which, like the Chaldean Syrian Church, accommodated
ancient Armenian Apostolic traditions with some exceptions in doctrine and
practice, such as mixed chalice in the Communion and the doctrine of Filioque
(i.e. the doctrine of procession of the Holy Spirit also from the Son).12

The mechanisms of European confessionalization contributed to the sun-
nitization processes in the Ottoman Empire, and included the following: the
(re)formulation of “pure faith” through creeds and confessions of faith; the
distribution of “pure faith”; and its enforcement and internalization towards
social disciplining. Among other instruments of internalization—such as the
installment of the namazct office and empowerment of mosque preachers—
the Ilm-i hal (“state of faith”) literature, that is the Islamic equivalent of Catholic
catechisms and Protestant pater familias literature, composed in the vernacu-
lar, became instrumental for training all Muslims in the vein of “correct Sunni
faith and conduct.”® In constant contact and dialogue with both Western
Christian and Muslim communities, Eastern Christians too, increasingly paid
more attention to various formulas and definitions of faith and strove to de-
fine the limits of orthodoxy. In an attempt to redefine and enforce the “pure
faith,” the Armenian Apostolic Church gravitated toward appropriation of con-
fessionalization mechanisms by resorting to the confessions of faith, creeds
and catechisms.!* In this regard, Eremia K’€omiwrcean’s polemics with Suk‘ias
Prusac'i shines light on the employment of confessional literature for social
disciplining of the Armenian communities in the Ottoman lands.

12 More on the doctrine of Filioque, see A. Edward Siecienski, The Filioque: History of a
Doctrinal Controversy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010).

13 On the use of catechisms by Sunni Muslims, see Derin Terzioglu, “Where Ilm-i Hal
Meets Catechism: Islamic Manuals of Religious Instruction in the Ottoman Empire in
the Age of Confessionalization,” Past and Present 220, no. 1 (2013): 79—114; Tijana Krsti¢,
“From Shahada to Aqida: Confession to Islam, Catechization and Sunnitization in
Sixteenth-century Ottoman Rumeli)” in Islamisation: Comparative Perspectives from
History, ed. A.C.S. Peacock, (Edinburgh: University Press, 2017), 296—314.

14  For a more elaborate discussion on confessionalization for the early modern Armenian
world, see Sebouh D. Aslanian, Early Modernity and Mobility: Port Cities and Printers
Across the Armenian Diaspora, 1512-1800, chap. 3 (Yale University Press, forthcoming).
I thank the author for kindly sharing the manuscript of the book with me.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69
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3 Eremia C‘élépi’s Polemical Heritage

Eremia C‘élépi was born to a wealthy and renowned priestly family in
Constantinople who contributed to the city’s most significant developments.
Well-educated and ambitious, he had never wished for a career as a cleric.
His father Martiros K‘€omiwrcean was the priest of Saint Sargis Armenian
Apostolic Church of Langa. In 1652, during his visit to the city, Catholicos
Pilipos Atbakec'i (1633-1655) appointed Martiros his vekil (“deputy”) and
treasurer of the alms-box of Ejmiats‘in in Constantinople. Years later, Eremia
would assume this obligation unofficially replacing Mahtesi Ambakum—
Eremia’s uncle on his mother’s side, a descendent of a royal family, to whom
the Catholicos had entrusted the alms-box after Martiros’s death. Holding the
offices of patriarchal secretary and counselor, and active in the high society
of Constantinople, Eremia C‘élépi fully integrated into the ecclesiastical, ad-
ministrative, and economic life of the Armenian communities of the Empire.
Running a bakery shop in the city market, where he spent most of his time,
Eremia acted as an observer or t'emasha (“city-watcher”), which enhanced his
knowledge of the social fabric of the city.!> Eremia took his first steps as a his-
toriographer when he was still twelve years of age. His Oragrut‘iwn or Diary, il-
lustrates the intra-, inter- and trans-communal history of the Ottoman Empire.
In 1939, Mesrop Nshanian published the Diary along with some of his epistles,
hymns, and laments. His Jewish Poems, containing polemical remarks about the
followers of Sabbetay Sevi, have been published and partly translated as well.16
His major polemical writings against the Jews, Greeks, Armenian Catholics,
and crypto-Protestants have heretofore remained unstudied.
Notwithstanding his early literary achievements as a historiographer,
Eremia C‘élépi first voiced his objections against confessional “others” only in
1656 when he engaged himself in polemics with the Greeks in reaction to the
rivalry over disputed sacred sites in the Holy Land. The Greeks in Jerusalem
had been in fierce dispute with the Armenians since their deviation on the

15  The intense engagement of Armenians in urban life through city-watching people watch-
ing, promenading and exchanging information in maydans was an inseparable part of
daily life for an average inhabitant of Constantinople. See Polina Ivanova, “Armenians in
Urban Order and Disorder of Seventeenth-Century Istanbul,” Journal of the Ottoman and
Turkish Studies Association 4, no. 2 (2017): 239-260.

16 Paolo Lucca, “Sabbetay Sewi and the Messianic Temptations of Ottoman Jews in the
Seventeenth Century According to Christian Armenian Sources,” in Contacts and
Controversies between Muslims, Jews and Christians in the Ottoman Empire and Pre-Modern
Iran, ed. Camilla Adang and Sabine Schmidtke (Wiirzburg: Ergon-Verlag, 2010), 197—206.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



CREEDAL CONTROVERSIES AMONG ARMENIANS 13

date of Easter, referred to as crazatik (“curved Easter”).}” At that time the con-
fessional quarrels over the “curved Easter” reached their climax, giving rise to
a number of anecdotes among the Armenians and Greeks.!8 In fact, the litiga-
tions between the Greeks and Armenians were for the domination over the
sites of the Copts, Ethiopians, and Syriac Orthodox in Jerusalem, which were
under the jurisdiction of the Armenian Church. Years later, in 1656, with the
help of their Constantinopolitan allies, the Greeks succeeded in obtaining a
permission from grand vizier Boynuyarali Mehmed Pasha for the appropria-
tion of an Ethiopian church of Abba Abraham that used to be under Armenian
jurisdiction.

The Armenian Patriarch of Jerusalem Astuacatur Taronc'i (1645-1664; 1668—
1670) arrived in Constantinople to seek the assistance of wealthy Armenians
in settling the issue. Being aware of the wealth and influential role of vardapet
Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i, the patriarch promised the position of vekil in return for his
support. Given that Eliazar had found himself in the middle of a severe com-
petition for the patriarch’s office in Constantinople with the deposed patri-
arch Yovhannes Mulnec'i (1652-1655), he agreed to negotiate with Boynuyarali
Mehmed Pasha to return the Ethiopian Church to the Armenians.!® Eliazar
succeeded in his effort with the help of Xoja Ruhijan, a wealthy Armenian with
excellent connections to the Ottoman elite. As promised, he was appointed the
patriarchal vekil in Jerusalem, where he headed at the beginning of October,
1656. When Kopriili Mehmed Pasha (1656-1661) assumed the office of grand
vizier, Patriarch Paiseus of Jerusalem (1645-1660) negotiated on behalf of the
Greeks to obtain a firman, allowing the Greek Church to usurp not only the

17 For more details on the deviation of the date of Easter, see Pavel Kuzenkov, “Corrections
of the Easter Computus: Heresy or Necessity? Fourteenth Century Byzantine Forerunners
of the Gregorian Reform,” in Orthodoxy and Heresy in Byzantium: The Definition and
the Notion of Orthodoxy and Some Other Studies on the Heresies and the Non-Christian
Religions, ed. Antonio Rigo, Pavel Ermilov (Roma: Universita degli Studi di Roma “Tor
Vergata,” 2010), 147-158.

18 For Greek sources about these events, see Pavel Kuzenkov, Konstantin Panchenko,
“Krivye Paskhi i Blagodatniy Ogon’ v Istoricheskoy Retrospektive” [““Curved Easters and
the Holy Fire’ in the Historical Retrospective”], Vestnik Moskovskogo Universiteta 13, no.
4, (2006): 3—29. It seems that Dositheos 11 of Jerusalem and later historiographers have
simply seconded the famous narrative about the Ascent of the Holy Fire, circulating in the
early modern Orthodox folklore.

19  The real intention of Eliazar was to diminish the influence of Ejmiacin over the
Armenians under Ottoman jurisdiction. Therefore, the newly elected Catholicos Yakob
J'utayec'i (1655-1680) took the side of Yovhannés Mutnec'i. For this reason, the monks
in Constantinople refused to mention Yakob J utayec‘i’s name during the Divine Liturgy
for some time. Eremia C‘élépi K‘¢omiwréean, Oragrut‘iwn [Diary], ed. Mesrop Nshanian,
(Jerusalem: St. James Press, 1939), 209.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



14 OHANJANYAN

Ethiopian dominions in Jerusalem, but also the Armenian Convent of Saints
James.20 Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i was accused of disobedience and persecuted dur-
ing this process, escaping to Aleppo. Afterwards, he was further detained by
the ruler of Damascus, Teyar Oglu, then transferred to Bursa, from where he
escaped but was apprehended again and brought to face Kopriilii Mehmed
Pasha. He was finally released thanks to the intervention of Xoja Ruhijan and
Eremia K‘éomiwrcean. It was not until 1659, through the mediation of Kopriilii
Mehmed Pasha’s kahya (“chamberlain”), that Eliazar resumed the rights of the
Armenians to the Saints James Convent.2!

In light of the aforementioned events in 1656, Eremia C'élépi composed his
Vicabanut'iwn Yunac'. J atagovut'iwn Haykakan Eketec‘'woy (Polemics with the
Greeks or Vindication of the Armenian Church) known also as the Apology of
the Rites of the Armenian Church—a work that has remained hitherto unpub-
lished.?2 We know little about Eremia’s polemical treatise: he mentions once his
piece “on the Greeks,” but he might probably be referring to his Vipasanut‘iwn
Arman Surb Géorg Eketec'woy (Narrative on the Takeover of Saint Géorg Church
from the Greeks) penned in 1677.23

20  According to a well-known anecdote this convent was granted to the Armenians in
Jerusalem by the prophet Muhammad. See Samuél Anec'i, Hawak‘munk' i groc‘ patmagrac
[Compilation from the Writings of Historiographers], ed. Arshak Ter-Mikelian,
(Vagharshapat: St. Ejmiatsin Press, 1893), 80; Mxit‘ar Anec'i, Patmut‘iwn [History], ed.
Kerovbe Patkanian (Saint-Petersburg: 1879), 47; Babken Kiwleserian, Islamé hay mat-
enagrutyan mej [Islam in Armenian Literature], (Vienna: Mekhitarist Press, 1930), 122.

21 For details, see K‘@omiwrcean, Oragrut‘iwn, 206, 225-226, et. cetera. Mik‘ael C'améian
describes these events based solely on Eremia’s Diary and Chronicle [Taregrut'yiwn], see
Mik‘ael C‘amétian, Hayoc* patmut‘iwn [History of Armenia], vol. 3, (Venice: St. Lazzaro,
1786), 671-687.

22 The manuscript is preserved in Mekhitarist Library of Venice, V621. For details see
Ayvazyan, “Eremia K'yomurchyani,” 362. There is an uncatalogued polemical writing
against the Jews (old cat. no. Vuss), which is not to be confused with Eremia’s Jewish
Poems on Sabbateans. Henceforth Armenian manuscripts are cited according to Bernard
Coulie’s system in Répertoire des bibliothéques et des catalogues de manuscripts arméni-
ens. Liste des utilisés pour désigner les manuscrits, (Accociation Internationale des Etudes
Arméniennes, edition revue: 2002), https://sites.uclouvain.be/aiea/wp-content/up-
loads/2014/03/Sigles.pdf

23 «..hul Gpadhwyh Qdwiwpugy, b Qquunhnyt, Qunin pphunnuht, b Qunijpul
dthEdbinhtu, Qoudwugngt ¢+ hwwnpu U Qquuly pwdnipht, Quwihdpthgu
wununuwnwy b Quupujugu, 2hnodwjtiging U 2 nitwg, Qunp twhwnwlugu
U 2hpyhgniphtt unwduorny, Quukphquiht bt Qunuwintinht, 2hwdwnowmn
oudwugnil, Qpuwqgpuuinitutugut U 2Uhihitigngt hwdwnow, Q2unquhuht
hwdwnown U 2sntwnniphtt hwyng, U Qdudwtwlughpu b Quonwphwgnyg U
Unpuwpnnniphtup ndwig wqqug, U wyp pugnidp pun opntd U unyu dwnbwlu
dwultwinpuwyku...» (... and Eremia’s on the Hungarians, and Crete, False Christ and
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CREEDAL CONTROVERSIES AMONG ARMENIANS 15

Eremia C‘élépi’s reproachful stance towards the Greek Orthodox Church was
expressed early on, versus his balanced attitude towards the Roman Catholic
Church—specifically Catholic Armenians. Eremia compiled an Armenian
Catholic catechism in 168, titled Girk’ harc‘'manc' (“Book of Questions”).24
It was commissioned by an Armenian Catholic priest T‘adéos Hamazaspean
Isfahanc' (Erevanc'i), who along with the Julfan Armenian merchant residing
in Venice Xoja Gaspar Sarhadean, established a printing press in Venice and
published a Xorhrdatetr (“Missal”) and Casoc‘(“Lectionary”) in 1686.25 T‘adéos’s
confessional identity seems to be rather ambiguous; in 1691 the Roman Curia

Sultan Mehmed, four volumes on Ottomans and Tamerlane, Caliphate of Baghdad and
Persians, on the Romans and Greeks, on New martyrs and the Fire of Istanbul, on America
and Albanian [baker], Brief on Ottomans, on Bagratide dynasty and Brief on Cilicians [i.e.
Rubenid and Hetumid dynasties], Brief on Moses, and the Flight of Armenians, on the
Chroniclers and Geography and Traditions of some nations, and many other things and
this codex in particular...), NOJ498, f.77r. Editio princeps published by Yarut‘iwn K‘iwrtian,
“Vipasanut'‘iwn aiman Surb Géorg eketec‘woy, or i Makédoniay i P‘ilipupolis i jefac’ azgin
Yunac” [The Narrative on the Takeover of Saint Gevorg Church that is in Macedonia in
Philippopolis from the Hands of the Greeks], Bazmavep 84, no. 8-9, (1927), 237—239. For
the bibliographical details, see Ayvazyan, “Eremia K‘'yomurchyani,” 354—355, 385-386, n.
454-457.

24  Eremia’s Book of Questions is preserved in two copies: one in New Julfa (NOJ498), and an
incomplete version at the Matenadaran (M72; f123r—179v). Its full caption is [H]arc' ew
patasxank‘usumnasirac‘xndrotac’, or uni ink’ean parunakeal i masanc*astuacabanut‘eanc’
ew p'ilisop‘ayut‘eanc’ ew Zamanakagrut‘eanc’ ew kerpic‘ atot'ic‘ areal i latinac'woc’, yunac’
ew hayoc’, [Question and Answers of the Seeker Philomaths, that Contain Excerpts from
Theology and Philosophy and Chronicles and Kinds of Prayers Taken from Latins, Greeks
and Armenians].

25  «..Gt unju dwntwtu dwutwinpuuwbu dnnnytwy h fjuunpny pwptnu tGphgnt
huywhwtgny g puiwtdwtop» (...And this codex was especially compiled at the
behest of the priest T‘adéos Isfahanc‘i with much solicitation), NOJ498, f.77r—v. For T‘adéos
Hamazaspean’s autobiography, see [Grigor Galemk‘erian], “T‘adéi ericu patmakan méek
gorcé”[An Historical Writing of Priest T‘adéos], Handés Amsoreay 1, no. 11 (1887): 168-173,
1n0 12:194-197. For T‘adéos’s letter to Etiazar Aynt‘apec', see Cashoc' [Lectionary], (Venice:
St. Lazzaro, 1686), 2—3. The fact that in Istanbul T‘adéos Hamazaspean commissioned
Eremia K‘@omiwrcean to compile an Armenian-Catholic catechism as his pocketbook has
remained hitherto unknown. However, Sahak Djemjemian talks about Hamazaspean’s
visit to Istanbul with Salomon de Leon, Oskan Eerevanc'i’s nephew and fellow printer. For
the details see his Hay tpagrut‘iwné ev Hrom. ZHE dar [ Armenian Typography and Rome:
XVII century], (Venice: St. Lazzaro, 1989), 151-155. Apart from the Missal and Lectionary
in 1687, Xoja Gaspar and T‘adéos published Xokumn K'ristonéakan [ Christian Meditation]
translated by Catholic Armenian author Yovhannés Holov or Yakob Kostandnupolsets'i
(1635-1691). Presumably, the print was carried out by Giacomo Moretti’s printing house
or was under its nominal jurisdiction, as the book has his name on the title page. After
1688 Gaspar quit the printing enterprise. For more details see Raymond H. Kévorkian,
Catalogue des “incunables” arméniens (1511/1695) ou chronique de l'imprimerie arménienne.
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16 OHANJANYAN

labeled the missal he printed in Venice as “heretical,” because the text fol-
lowed the Armenian Apostolic tradition.26 However, the Book of Questions that
Eremia tailored for T‘adéos might be considered the first Armenian-Catholic
catechism per se.?” The very existence of such a catechism proves that—if so-
licited and probably commissioned—Eremia would have written equally for
both the Apostolic and Catholic Armenians.

After 1691—when Eremia wrote against the Armenian Catholics and
Lutherans—he explained the social causes of such tolerance towards
Catholicism.?® Criticizing the wealthy youth of Constantinople as being keen
on “prestigious European” confessions, Eremia claims:

Gt gh wtntwgbtwy; th h ungniug, gh qunpwwnwg, wjuhtupl
ghwjng U qynitwg Jyuwiniphituu ny puuuwt npyku qh wwntght
i ghwpniunu uhptight: Fuphnp £ gh U htdA ntuntught uhpbp
qutdwwnnitu quhpthu hiptiwtg

And as I have been informed of them [the wealthy], that they do not
accept the attestations [of faith] of the poor, that is, of Armenians and
Greeks, for they loathed [the latter] and loved the rich [Catholics and
Protestants]. Fair enough, for I too was taught to love the wealthy—their
favorites [Ms V317, f.ar].2°

It seems that in the past Eremia K'€omiwrcean somewhat tolerated pro-
Catholic affinities among Armenians. It is important here to acknowledge that
Eremia’s attitude towards pro-Catholic Armenians changed after 1692, when

Préface de Jean-Pierre Mahé, (Geneve: P. Cramer, 1986), 106-107. I owe this information to
Sebouh D. Aslanian.

26  Djemdjemian assumes that in the Missal printed around that time, T‘adéos attempted
to steer clear of deviations from the Apostolic tradition in spite of his being a Catholic.
Eremia played not the last role in keeping the Missal in line with the Armenian Church
tradition as we see him put his seal on a certificate in 1682 attesting that he was involved
in making corrections with Hamazaspean on the Missal: Djemdjemian, Hay tpagrutiwné,
154-155 and 173-179.

27 The first part of the Book of Questions is an excerpt from the Christian Doctrine pub-
lished by Oskan Erevanc'i in Amsterdam in 1667 (imprimatur by Brieven van Theodorus
Petraeus), which corresponded to the “needs of the Armenians” more than that of
Belarmin’s Dottrina Christiana. See Doctrina Christiana: Armenice, in Latinum versa
(Amstelodami: Imp. auctoris, et typis Armeniorum, 1667).

28  Bernard Heyberger, “Le Catholicisme Tridentin au Levant (XVII*-XVIII®¢ siecles),”
Meélanges de UEcole frangaise de Rome. Italie et Méditerranée 101-102, no. 2, (1989): 9o2.

29  Unless otherwise indicated translations of these original texts are my own.
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CREEDAL CONTROVERSIES AMONG ARMENIANS 17

he penned his two major vindications of Armenian Apostolic faith against the
“Frankish” practice. What exactly provoked this kind of switch in his attitude?

After the death of his three children—Yovsép’ in 1680, Sotomé in 1690 and
his elder son vardapet Grigor in 1692, of whom he had great expectations—
Eremia got isolated from the outer world by “sacrificing himself to the books.”30
This period coincided with the surge in the activity of Catholic Armenian
priests educated in Collegium Urbanum (a college established in 1627 by de
Propaganda Fide in Rome to train Catholic missionaries from the East), who
continued to occupy offices in Armenian churches and enjoy the liberty of
preaching Tridentine Catholicism from their pulpits.3! In a letter to his friend
and mentor Etiazar Aynt‘apeci, Eremia C‘élépi describes the heated intra-
communal debates on orthodoxy and orthopraxy initiated by vardapet Sargis
T‘ok‘at‘ec”i or Sargis Sahétci Gasparean in 1690, who publicly differentiated
the Armenians into “Catholics and schismatics, Frank and Armenian.”32

It is widely known that the Catholic strategy of infiltration into Eastern and
Oriental Christian Churches turned out to be very productive. The access of
Catholic Armenian priests into the Armenian churches through communicatio
in sacris (here: participation of the Catholics in liturgical practices and sac-
raments like baptism, marriages and funerals with the Armenian Apostolics),
and their printing activities under the protectorate of Charles de Ferriol (1691—
1711)—Luis X1v’s Ambassador to Constantinople and the Levant—provide the
context in which the work and life of Eremia K‘éomiwrcean can be better un-
derstood.?3 The relatively patient attitude of the Ottomans towards European

30  K‘éomiwrcean, Oragrut‘iwn, 66 and Appendix, 578-579.

31 Tridentine Catholicism represents Catholic doctrine and practice, in the celebration of
the mass, following the reforms of the Council of Trent (1545-1563). It was a reaction to
and against Protestantism. After the Council of Trent its decrees became imposed on
Catholics of all orders in an attempt to synchronize the faith.

32 Sargis was the bishop of Bethlehem from 1684-1690. Ordained a vardapet by Minas
Hamt‘ec'i, he traveled to Jerusalem. He was consecrated a bishop by Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i in
1676. For more details, see Grigor Galemk'erian, Kensagrut'iwnner erku hay patriark'neru
ev tasn episkoposneru ev zhamanakin kat'oghikéayk’ [Biographies of Two Armenian
Patriarchs and Ten Bishops and the Catholics of the Time], (Vienna: Mekhitarist Press,
1915), 64-99; Eremia C'élépi K‘@omiwrcéean, Patmut‘iwn Stampaolay [History of Istanbul],
ed. Vahan Torgomian, (Vienna: Mekhitarist Press, 1913), 176.

33 Altough communicatio in sacris was generally prohibited by the Holy Office in
1729, it continued to be exercised under certain conditions even after the prohibi-
tion. For an overview, see Cesare Santus, Trasgressioni Necessarie. Communicatio in
Sacris, Coesistenza e Conflitti tra le Comunita Cristiane Orientali (Levante e Impero
Ottomano, XVII-XVIII secolo), (Rome: Bibliothéque des Ecoles Francaises de Rome et
d’Athénes, 2019), 309-376. Idem, “La communicatio in sacris con gli ‘scismatici’ ori-
entali in eta moderna” in Les Mélanges de ['Ecole frangaise de Rome, 2014, (https://
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18 OHANJANYAN

presence in the Empire had changed after the Venetian occupation of Chios

between 1694-1695. The occupation resulted in the Sultan’s Hatt-t Serif (“edict”)

in May 1695, proscribing the proselytizing activity of Catholic missionaries.3*

At the time of this historical backdrop, Eremia C‘élépi decided to exercise his

talent as a polemicist and compose two works between 1692-1695:

(a) Jatagovutiwn Hayastaneayc’ Eketec'woy (Apology of the Armenian
Church) composed as a refutation of diverse accusations against the prac-
tice of the Armenian Church coming from various confessions, mainly
from crypto-Catholic and crypto-Protestant contexts.3>

(b) Patasxani Astucov ev vasn Astucoy, or Argileac’ Zisk ork‘ asenn,” zor
Asac‘eal en i Verjn Hawatamk‘in (Response with God’s help and concerning
God to the Person, who Disallowed the Recitation of “As for those who say”
at the end of the Creed), a brief treatise aimed at defending the practice of
the Armenian Church against “precarious novelties.”36

Historian Gayane Ayvazyan considers the two writings as a single treatise, and

places them under the Apology of the Armenian Church—despite the fact that

Eremia’s biographer Nersés Akinian, followed by a historian of Constantinople

Yakob Siruni, considered them separate texts.3” Presumably, the two works

journals.openedition.org/mefrim/1790#toctoin2); Mardiros Abagian, “La Questione
della ‘communicatio in sacris’ nel secolo XVIII e la formazione del Patriarcato Armeno
Cattolico” [The question of Communicatio in Sacris in the Eighteenth Century and the
Formation of the Armenian Catholic Patriarchate], Bazmavep 139, no. 1-2 (1981): 129-184;
141, no. 1-4 (1983): 215-234; 146, no. 1—4 (1988): 155-174; 147, no. 1—4 (1989): 244—258; 148,
no. 1-2 (1990): 146-162; no. 3—4 (1990): 413—419; 149, Nno. 1-2 (1990): 461-476; 150, no. 14
(1992): 202-216; Guillaume Aral, Les Arméniens Catholiques: Etude historique, juridique
et institutionnelle XVII*-XVIII® siécle; suivi Les Mythes de la Christianistion de Arménie,
(Nice: Les Edition de Nichéphore, 2017), 104-112. On the common practice with Apostolic
Armenians in New Julfa in the seventeenth century, see Windler, “Ambiguous Belonging,”
205-234.

34  According to the Hatt-t Serif, Catholics were perceived as “not only Agents of the Roman
Pope, but Spies in [Ottoman | Empire,” thereby, the engagement of Armenians, Greeks and
Syriacs with any Frank was punishable by the law. See A. de la Motraye, Travels through
Europe, Asia and into Part of Africa, vol. 1, (London, 1723), 159, and 393—394. For a thorough
treatment of the subject, see Santus, Trasgressioni necessarie, 316—320, and 320—358.

35  Yakob Siruni places the Apology under the caption Responses to Those who Slander against
Armenian Church; Siruni, Polis, 630. I am thankful to Archbishop Boghos Levon Zekiyan
for his assistance in getting access to this manuscript at the Library of Mekhitarist
Congregation in Venice. I am currently working on preparing a critical edition of the
Apology.

36  Yakob Siruni mentions the Franks under the caption Response with God's help and
Concerning God. Siruni, Polis, 630.

37  Ayvazyan, “Eremia K‘yomurchyani,” 360 and 390, n. 74.
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were written simultaneously or shortly after each other as they contain similar
textual passages:

... b pk Ltuwnp wyuykbu puppwustwg Juut Lphuwnnuh, Uphnu
wjuyku pwywntg Jwul Lphuninuh, Shpwl ptothty wjuyku
Junpdtg quut Lphuwnnuh b hwskg:.. . Lwugh thhpp tngnit ghunintup,
pwjg wdpwpunuwiwtnipbwdp hwjunwljtgwt uppnthiny Gykntging,
npwktu Uphnu phip th ¢h puppwttng, b Uwltinnt pwudnip dh
pwowntny U LEuwnnn wj] hdt nonuuetiny U tdwup Ungnil:

.. and [telling] that Nestorius trifled in such-and-such manner about
Christ, and Arius prattled so-and-so about Christ, and the such-and-such
dog assumed so-and-so about Christ and barked [MS BNF Arm.334]....
For their [Protestants] sages are knowledgeable, but they contradicted
the Holy Church with haughtiness, likewise Arius trifling a lot of blun-
der and Macedon prattling something arrogant and Nestorius talking idly
something else, and the likes of them [Ms V317].

Both writings reflect primarily on issues of orthopraxy within the Armenian
Church. The Apology is the first document in Armenian officially testifying
the existence of crypto-Protestant Armenians in Constantinople in the late
seventeenth century.38 It is also a set of questions and answers on the “true
faith” collected by Eremia from the representatives of various religious groups.
In contrast, Response with God’s help is a set of rhetorical questions and argu-
ments, which Eremia himself addressed to Suk‘ias, the prelate of Bursa, ac-
cusing him of planting “precarious” novelties into the minds of the Apostolic
faithful. Suk‘ias—Ehazar Aynt‘apec‘i’s desciple and loyal assistant—was advo-
cating against the recital of the Nicene Anathema (incipit: “As for those who
say”) during the Divine Liturgy, which was the ancient custom of the Armenian
Church. It provoked Eremia to rebuke Suk'ias for a “bad innovation” aimed at
ruining the liturgical traditions and the reputation of the Apostolic Church.

38 It is worth noting that the scholarship on Protestants and Armenians has focused on
the work of nineteenth-century missionaries, and this earlier phase is in need of further
research.
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4 Suk‘ias Prusac'i, the Author of “Bad Innovation”

Little is known of Suk‘ias (Hesychius, Gr. ‘Halytog), the Armenian prelate of
Bursa, and his relations with Eremia K‘éomiwrdean.3® Maghak‘ia Ormanian
refers to Suk‘ias as to a prominent archpriest, whose name has remained un-
known in history.#° To reconstruct his life, one has to delve into the small details
scattered in manuscript colophons. The manuscript catalogues have preserved
three vardapets by the name of Suk‘ias who lived in the period in question,
namely Sukias of Bursa (Prusac‘i), Suk‘ias of Van (Vanec'i) and Suk‘ias of Tokat
(T‘ok‘at'eci).

Careful examination of manuscripts demonstrates these three individuals
to be the same person. Two arguments support this assumption. First is the
poem dedicated to the Holy Virgin (incipit: Iskuhi Astuacacin, Surb Koys) pre-
served in the collection attributed to Suk‘ias Vanec'i, which also appears under
the name of Suk‘ias Prusac'i, and Suk‘ias T‘ok‘at‘ec'i.*! Second, is the unique
dating system used in the poems and colophons found under the name of ei-
ther Suk‘ias Prusac‘, Vanec'i or T‘ok‘at‘eci. He writes the date, for instance,
as UfFU.&DPL (1+1000+1+100+20+30=1152 +551=1703), which was not the com-
mon pattern of indicating a date according to the Armenian Era—otherwise
it would be [+*& U £ (1152+551=1703). This numbering is unique across the three
figures, and therefore this particular system supports the assumption that
under all three names, the same Suk'ias is arguably to be recognized as the
same scribe.

A theologian and a poet, vardapet Suk'ias was also a masterful scribe, com-
missioner, owner, donator and dedicatee of a multitude of manuscripts cop-
ied in Jerusalem, Bursa, Tigranakert and elsewhere affixed with his personal
seal with the inscription “Suk‘ias theologian vardapet.”#? In the colophon to a
manuscript copied in 1674 in Jerusalem and sealed by Suk'ias, the latter calls
himself T‘ok‘at’ec'i and mentions his father’s and grandfather’s names—Sargis

39  The copyist of a Girk” harc’otac‘ [Book of Questioners] (J619) reports in 1721 that he has
copied it from the sample of Suk‘ias, the archbishop of Bursa. In fact, Suk'ias is rarely
called a bishop or an archbishop in the manuscripts, but rather “a theologian vardapet”
or “a philosopher vardapet” that underlines him to be famous for his education and theo-
logical knowledge.

40  Maghak‘ia Ormanian, Azgapatum [Narratives of the Nation], vol. 2, (repr. Ejmiatsin,
2001), 3142.

41 Mi63s, f. 7v-8r; M1430, f. 68r-69v; BNF Arm. 85, f. 170

42 For instance National Library of Armenians in Galata (ITT) 84, ITT 92, ITT 114; J623, J930,
Jo40, J1741, J1587, J1926, J2827, ]3202, ]3328, Karmir vank' (ANKK) 124.
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and T‘oros T‘ok‘at‘ec'i, a proof that he came from Tokat (Eudokia).*? In most of
the manuscripts he is called “theologian vardapet Suk‘ias,” whereas in his tats
(“poems”) and colophons he frequently refers to himself as “worthless and sin-
ful Suk‘ias.”** He was confusingly called Suk‘as Vanec'i because in two of his
poems he mentions the city of Van in “Kurdistan” as the locus for some of his
poems, which reveals him having spent some time in Eastern provinces of the
Empire. The scribe of a Mastoc’ (“Ritual Book”) informs us that the nickname
of Suk‘ias Prusac'i was Karéahasak, meaning “of short height.” Here his fame of
being “a vardapet of vardapets” is also noted.*>

Vardapet Suk'ias is said to have been born in 1636. At the end of a poem
which dates from 1702, he mentions that he is sixty-six years old.*¢ He was
Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i’s student and protégé, who frequently accompanied him
during his travels. In his Diary, Eremia remembers him as “vekil [deputy] of
vardapet Eliazar” only once while describing the trip to Galata and Balat in
1653.47After his release and dispatch to Jerusalem in 1659—to assume the
office of the Patriarch’s vekil as well as to receive Saints James Convent back
from the Greeks—Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i conceived and carefully executed a plan
to establish an anti-Catholicosate of Jerusalem. His aim was to detach the
Armenian prelacies in Ottoman provinces from the pontifical seat of Ejmiacin,
then under the control of his arch-rival, Catholicos of all Armenians Yakob 1v
J utayec'i (1655-1680).48 To this end, in 1663 Eliazar won the trust of Catholicos
of Sis Xac¢‘atur Minterci (1657-1674) to perform a service of consecration with
holy myrrh by calling for the preservation of the Catholicosate of Cilicia. To
justify his rivalry against Catholicos Yakob J'utayec'i, Etiazar had collected the

43 ITT 92, f. 742; see in Ts‘uts‘ak azgayin matenadaranin hayoc’ i Ghalat'ia, Kostandnupalis
[Catalogue of Manuscripts in Armenian National Library in Galata, Constantinople], ed.
Babken Coadjutor Catholicos, (Lebanon: Antelias, 1961), 594.

44  Some of his poems were published in Ush mijnadari hay banasteghtsut‘yuné (XVI-XVII dd.)
[The Armenian Poetry of Late Middle Ages (xvi—xvi11 Centuries)], ed. Hasmik Sahakyan,
(Yerevan: Haykakan Gitut‘yunneri Akademiayi Hratarakchut‘yun, 1975), 392-443.

45  J2298, f. 326r; Mayr Ts‘uts‘ak dzeragrats‘ Srbots‘ Yakobeants'|Grand Catalogue of
Manuscripts of Saints James Convent], ed. Norayr Pogharian, (Jerusalem: St. James Press,
1974), vol. 7, 492. See also, Bishop Tsovakan (= Norayr Pogharian), “Gavazanagirk‘ varda-
petats” [List of Vardapets], Hask 22, no. 6-7 (1953): 171-172.

46 «E Juwpunit G ybg wwnwybnu, // UPQDPY Lk (1702) phipt quju pul
gppbinyu...», M163s, f. 40v.

47  Keéomiwrdean, Oragrutiwn, 47-48.

48  For the overview, see Avetis Sanjian, The Armenian Communities in Syria under
Ottoman Dominion (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965), 104-109. See,
Hakob Anasyan’s seminal XVII dari azatagrakan sharzhumneré Arevmtyan Hayastanum
[Liberation Movements During the xvir Century in Western Armenia] (Yerevan:
Haykakan Gitut‘yunneri Akademiayi Hratarakchut‘yun, 1961), 241-272.
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complaints about the vicious behavior of the Yakob J'utayec'i’s nviraks (“leg-
ates”) in Ottoman lands. The legates started to sell the myrrh to the Western
prelacies and provoked mistrust among the Armenians of the Empire. In 1664,
with the efforts of Apro C‘élepi—Eremia’s relative and the banker (sefanawor)
of grand vizier Kopriiliizade Fazil Ahmed Pasha (1661-1676)—Eliazar received
the vizier’s permission by having him assured that the detachment of Western
prelacies from Ejmiacin in Persian lands would prevent the flow of Safavid
spies to the Ottoman Empire.#?

In 1664 Eliazar Aynt‘apeci was consecrated by Xhac‘atur Mintérc¢i in
Aleppo and became the Catholicos of Jerusalem. This evoked the wrath of
Catholicos Yakob J‘ulayec'i.5° Receiving the news from vardapet Martiros
Kafac'i in 1665, he immediately summoned a council in Ejmiacin to launch a
campaign against Eliazar and sent encyclicals everywhere warning of Eliazar’s
uncanonical course.5! As a consequence, Eliazar had to roam around for a
while, reaching Bursa, Edirne, and Constantinople while waiting for a firman
from the grand vizier affirming his appointment as a Catholicos of Western
Armenians and allowing him to take the throne of Jerusalem. Eventually, with
bribery and the backing of Apro C'élépi, he arrived in Jerusalem in 1667 as a
“patriarch and Catholicos.”52 At the end of the same year, however, Catholicos
Yakob J'utayec'i’s trustee Martiros Kafac'i armed with Sultan Mehmed 1v’s
firman landed in Jerusalem and deposed Etiazar for a short period. In 1670
Eliazar recovered his rights to the seat, again resorting to bribery. The copy-
ist of a Tonapatcar (“Festal Homiliary”), priest Sahak reports in his colophon
that in 1677 once again Martiros Kafac'i and in 1680 Yovhannés Amasiac'‘i Topal

49 Ormanian, Azgapatum, 2962-2965.

50  Ormanian, Azgapatum, 2965,

51 For Catholicos Yakob’s encyclical letter, see Yarutiwn K'iwrtian, “Yakob Kat‘otikos
J'ulayec'ii noragiwt xist karevor vaveratught’ ma” [Newly Discovered Extremely
Important Document attributed to Catholicos Yakob J“utayec'i], Sion 43, no. 3—4 (1969):
126-133. Another letter to Eliazar from Eremia’s father priest Martiros explicitly demon-
strates the ardent willingness of the westerners to see Eliazar on the throne of Jerusalem
as the Catholicos of the Western provinces. See “Martiros k‘ahanay K‘@omiwrcean K.
Polsén ai Eliazar Aynt‘apc'ii Bera” [Priest Martiros K‘éomiwrcean from Constantinople to
Eliazar Aynt‘apc‘i in Aleppo], Sion 6, no. 9 (1932): 278—280.

52 When in 1667 Eliazar eventually settled in Jerusalem keeping the title catholicos, Apro
went so far as to call him “the Catholicos of all Armenians”—a title reserved exception-
ally for the Catholicos on the pontifical throne in Ejmiacin, see “Apro C‘élépi ai Etiazar
kat‘otikos” [Apro C‘élépi to Catholicos Etiazar], Sion 15, no. 1-2 (1941): 40.
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usurped the patriarchal throne of Jerusalem while Eliazar “was silently sitting
[somewhere] in Jerusalem.”>3

Eliazar’s loyal disciple vardapet Suk‘ias was his patron’s inseparable compan-
ion throughout his intriguing career. Suk‘ias was by his side during the clashes
between the Greeks and the Armenians in Jerusalem, 1656-1657.5% In 1660 he
was in Constantinople, in Uskiidar dispatched to settle fiscal issues on Etiazar’s
behalf. Later in the same year he was in Jerusalem at his patron’s feet.5® Suk‘ias
followed Eliazar Aynt‘apeci all the way from Aleppo (1664-1667), where the
latter was ordained a catholicos, up to his final settlement in Jerusalem in
1667.56 We do not know much about the Jerusalemian period of his life. Minas
Hamt'ec'i’s Oragrut‘iwn (Diary) may contain valuable information about the
years spent in Jerusalem, but having its manuscript at hand, we have yet to
examine it thoroughly.5” Piecing together various manuscript colophons, we
do find Suk‘ias in Jerusalem in 1668. In a manuscript colophon he claims to
have found that manuscript in the city of Tigranakert. Years later he commis-
sioned priest Tumas to copy it. Apparently, Suk'ias traveled to Tigranakert with
his patron in 1652, where Eliazar used to be the prior of the monastery of the
Barjrahayeac' Surb Astuacacin (“Exalted Mother of God”).58

In 1674—75, Suk‘ias was in Jerusalem with Eliazar, where he commissioned
priest Eremia (known as a poet) to copy a collection of patristic works.>® In
1677, when Martiros Kafac'i usurped the patriarchal throne in Jerusalem for the
second time, Suk‘ias was in Bursa, where he commissioned deacon Nikotayos
to copy a collection of theological writings as a gift for Nahapet Edesac'.6? In

53  J120,f 919-921. See the colophon of the scribe Sahak in Tonapatcar, Potarian, Mayr Cuc‘ak,
vol. 1, 336—337.

54  “Martirosvardapet Kafac'i Rotost‘oyén at Etiazar vardapet Aynt‘apc'i yErusalém” [Vartapet
Martiros from Rodosto to Vardapet Eliazar Aynt‘apc‘i in Jerusalem], Sion 4, no. 12 (1930):
384-385.

55  “Martiros Kafaci patriark’ K.Polsoy ai Eliazar K. Polis” [Patriarch of Constantinople
Martiros Kafac'i to Etiazar in Constantinople], Sion 6, no. 8 (1932): 252.

56  We see Suk‘ias in Aleppo attempting to dissuade Eliazar from reading out the letter of
ignominy sent by Martiros Kafac'i right after Eliazar’s consecration. See Ormanian,
Azgapatum, 2972.

57  Mesrop Nshanian has selectively published passages relating to Eremia from Minas
Hamt'ec''s Oragrutiwn (J1316) in his edition of Eremia’s Diary. See K'@omiwrcean,
Oragrut‘iwn. Introducion, 136-144. Other brief passages might be found in, Potarian, Mayr
C'uc‘ak, vol. 4, 564-566.

58  1TTu4, f. 91, see in Babken Catholicos, C'uc‘ak, 297—299 and 728—730.

59 Not to be confused with Eremia K‘éomiwrcean. 1TT84, f. 480, 591; ITT92, f. 138, 206, 502,
742; Babken Catholicos, Ts‘uts‘ak, 560-562 and 593-594.

60  ]820, f. 551v, also Pogharian, Mayr C'uc‘ak, vol. 3, 293. Later Minas Hamt‘ec‘i took this
codex to Saints James Convent in Jerusalem.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



24 OHANJANYAN

1680, Suk'‘ias was again in Jerusalem: his name appears in the list of the monks
of Saints James, along with Nahapet Edesaci, deacon Nersés and many others.5!
A number of manuscripts found in the library of Saints James Convent include
his seal, suggesting that Suk‘ias engaged himself in commissioning, copying
and collecting the writings of church fathers and notable theologians, such
as Philo of Alexandria, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nisa, pseudo-Dionysius
Areopagite and others. Suk‘ias was respected by many famous clerics, such
as Yovhannés Mulnec'i, Martiros Kafac'i, Sargis T‘ek‘irtatec'i, who sent their
respect and brotherly love to him through letters to Eliazar, while he was in
Aleppo and Jerusalem.®2 In the letters his name appears right next to Eliazar’s
name proving him to be the eresp‘oxan (“deputy”) at Saints James Convent.

Suk‘as had a great deal of influence on his patron Eliazar. In 1667 Apro
Celepi wrote a secret letter to Suk‘ias in Aleppo threatening to block allow
the interference of the established peace, otherwise it “would not be good” for
him, for “kurb-i sultan ates-i suzan” (“being close to the sultan is being close
to the fire”).”63 Apparently, Apro alluded to the long awaited truce of 1667 be-
tween Martiros Kafac'i and Eliazar. The latter was invited to Constantinople or
to Bursa—whichever city he preferred—to confirm and strengthen the recon-
ciliation of the sides.®* According to the content of Apro’s letter, Suk‘ias was
the one to persuade Eliazar to embark on this journey—further evidence of
the influence Suk‘ias had over his patron and power he possessed in the eyes
of others.

When Catholicos Yakob J'ulayeci passed away in 1680, the ecclesiastical
council decided to invite Etiazar to assume the pontifical throne in Ejmiacin,
and thus to put an end to the schism of the Armenian Church. Eliazar accepted
the offer, headed to Constantinople and from there to Ejmiacin in 1682. We
find Suk‘ias together with the chronicler Minas Hamt'ec‘i (later Patriarch in
Jerusalem), Nahapet Edesac'i (later Catholicos) and vardapet Nikotayos ac-
companying Eliazar on his journey.®> As Minas Hamt'ec'i reports in his Diary,
Suk‘ias wandered about the monasteries of Eastern Armenia and went to view

61 For the entire list, see J120, f. 919-921; Potarian, Mayr C'uc‘ak, vol. 1, 336.

62 See various letters by the Armenian notables mentioning Suk‘ias’s name in Sion 4, no 12
(1930): 384; 6, no. 8 (1932): 254; no. 9 (1932): 280; 7, no. 1 (1933): 24; no. 4 (1933): 121; 14, no.
5—6 (1940):156; 15, n0. 1 (1941): 40; no. 3—4 (1941): 85, et cetera.

63  “Apron Suk‘ias vardapetin xstut’eamb” [From Apro to vardapet Suk‘ias with Austerity],
Sion 15, no. 5 (1941): 126.

64  “Yovhan episkopos yAdrianupolsén ai Eliazar episkopos i Halép” [Bishop Yovhanneés from
Edirne to bishop Eliazar in Aleppo,” Sion 15, no. 11-12 (1941): 308-310.

65 K‘@omiwrcéean, Oragrut‘[wn, Introduction, 99. See also, “Le Prétendu Masque de Fer
Arménien ou Autobiographie du vardabied Avédik, de Thokhat, deposé du Patriarcat de
Constantinople de de I'emploi de supérior de Jérusalem,” Bulletin de lAcadémie Impériale

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



CREEDAL CONTROVERSIES AMONG ARMENIANS 25

Salmosavank.6 In 1689, two years before Catholicos Eliazar’s death, Suk‘ias
was in the city of Van, where he suffered persecution by the nobles of “the
foreign land” of Kurdistan and a six-month-long detention. Apparently, he fell
victim to a hoax for the debts that he was ignorant of and was bailed out after
he payed to vardapets Moxik and Margar.6” This might contradict the rumor
spread in Ereamia’s times that Suk‘ias was at Eliazar’s deathbed in August, 1691.
In his piece against Suk‘ias, Eremia reproaches him for spreading deceitful ru-
mors, that he was near Catholicos Eliazar while the latter was at his last breath,
at which time he received instructions on doctrinal and disciplinary matters.
Eremia was certain that Suk‘ias was not in Ejmiacin when the Catholicos
passed away. His opinion was based on the testimonies of his elder son, varda-
pet Grigor, who was pursuing his education in Ejmiacin, under the guidance
of the Catholicos. Grigor received the news of Eliazar’s passing while travel-
ing to Constantinople early in August, hence he had no solid proof of Suk‘ias’s
deception.

The date of Suk‘as’s consecration as bishop and prelate of Bursa has not
been established. Most probably it was after 1682. What we know for certain
is that he was already holding this office from 16911695, when Eremia com-
posed polemical writing against him. He was the very archbishop of Bursa who
buried the body of a neo-martyr named Nikotayos Prusac‘i, executed by the
Ottomans in 1694 upon the sham accusation of apostasy.68 Importantly, in the
martyrology of Nikotayos, Suk‘ias acts as the impresario of the martyr-to-be.
He is the one who sent off a certain priest to jail to encourage Nikotayos to take
the “crown of martyrdom.”?

When exactly Suk‘ias Prusac'i had grown into a pro-Catholic agent is murky.
He was still the prelate of Bursa in 1704, when Eremia’s brother Komitas

des Sciences de St.-Pétersbourg, ed. Marie-Félicité Brosset, 20 (Saint-Petersbourg:
Imprimerie de 'Académie Impériale de sciences, 1875): 5.

66  Manuscript in the Library of Saints James Convent, J1316, f. 21r.

67  «dbg wdhu h putn wpgbjws /G quyu dwupp pinpt pwpa, //Rpnunwt Gplph
wupnlug, /Ny ghnbd qhty wpuph:..//Uhts qh b dtp nniquuws, //Unfuhl b
Uwpqunp ult qiluwg, /0y ghntd qhts wpwph», Mi163s, f. 25v—26v.

68  Hayots‘norvkaneré (1155-1843) [Armenian Neo-Martyrs (1155-1843) ], ed. Hrachya Acharyan
and Hakob Manandyan, (Vagharshapat: St. Ejmiatsin Press, 1903), 532-534.

69  Acaryan, Hayots' nor vkaneré, 533. For more on impresarios, see Krsti¢, Contested
Conversions, 121-132. Another testimony about Suk‘ias being the bishop of the city is the
colophon dated to 1695; ANKK 124, f. 546; see in C'uc‘ak jeragrac‘ Ankiwroy Karmir Vanuc’
ev Srjakayic' [ Catalogue of the Manuscripts of Monastery Karmir Vank in Ankyra and its
Neighboring Monasteries], ed. Babken Coadjutor Catholicos, (Lebanon: Antelias, 1957),
617.
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K‘@omiwrcean”® composed his scandalous writing against the then patriarch
of Constantinople Awetik’ Evdokiac‘i (1657-1711), who, enjoying the patron-
age of Sheykh-ul-islam Feyzullah Efendi, waged “a holy war” against all the
Catholic Armenians.””* According to Komitas, Awetik’ solicited money from the
aged prelate of Bursa, “theologian vardapet Suk‘ias... the disciple of Catholicos
Ehiazar...””? under the threat of being accused of Catholicism and detention.
Komitas testifies that “Suk‘ias being feeble in his body and grown old... expect-
ing his death any minute” was not able to pay; instead he temporarily won the
patriarch over by sending him small gifts.”3 It was deemed that Suk‘ias eventu-
ally was confined in jail and could redeem himself only by paying.”* Our main
source Komitas makes no mention of Suk'‘ias’s imprisonment.”

Importantly, in 1707 we find Komitas harbored by Suk‘ias in his house in
Bursa a couple of weeks before the former’s martyrdom, suggesting that at
this point Suk‘ias was still the prelate of Bursa.” Echoing Mik‘aél C'am&an,
Maghak‘ia Ormanian considers Suk‘ias not to have been guilty of what he was
accused of, whereas Eremia’s polemical writing against him seems to prove
his pro-Catholic sympathies. Suk‘ias’s confessional affiliation remains ambigu-
ous in his actions: in 1702-1703, still persecuted by Awetik’, Suk‘ias copied for
his personal use, a voluminous collection consisting of the writings of Nersés
Snorhali (d.1173) and Nersés Lambronac'i (d. 1198), theologians of the Apostolic
Church in the Cilician period, both of whom were famous in Catholic circles
for their alleged efforts towards formal union with Byzantine, and then Latin

70 According to Minas Hamt'eci’s Diary Komitas was in Jerusalem till 1701. Minas does
not record the date of his return to Constantinople. Based on Minas’s account Mesrop
Nshanian disproves Father Meserianc’s assumption that Komitas was persecuted by
Awetik’ as a crypto-Catholic and found refuge in Jerusalem. Komitas was very attached
to Minas Hamt'ec'i and accompanied him in his trip to Jerusalem. K‘€omiwrcean,
Oragrut’iwn, Introduction, 84, n. 1.

71 For the most recent research on Awetik's controversy with Armenian Catholics, see
Cesare Santus, “The Seyhiilislam, the Patriarch and the Ambassador: A Case of Entangled
Confessionalization (1692-1703),” paper presented at Entangled Confessionalizations,
Budapest, June 1-3, 2018.

72 BnF Arm. 334, . 44v.

73 BnF Arm. 334, f. 44v.

74  Cameian has couple of sentences on Sukas’s imprisonment. C‘amé&ian, Hayots'
patmutiwn, vol. 3, 735. Following C‘am¢‘ian, Henry Riondel writes: “Sous Avédik, il avait
connu la prison d’ott il n’était sorti qu'en déboursant force piastres,” in Henry Riondel, Une
Page Tragique de I'Histoire Religieuse du Levant: le Bienheureux Gomidas de Constantinople
Prétre Arménien et Martyr, (Paris: Beauchesne 1929), 130.

75  C'am¢‘ian wrote this paragraph majorly grasping from Komitas K‘éomiwréean’s accounts
without mentioning his source, while Maghak‘ia Ormanian just quotes C'amé&‘ian’s text.

76  Riondel, Une Page Tragique, 130.
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Churches on the grounds of preservation of the doctrine and the rite of the
Armenian Church.”” Suk‘ias’s collection included also homilies on the refu-
tation of mixed chalice and purgatory, which testifies to his orthodoxy from
the point of view of the Armenian Apostolic Church. In one of his theological
poems Suk‘ias transmitted the doctrine of the Armenian Church into versed
form. In fact, it is “the canon of the orthodox faith” in rhythm and metrics,
without any trace of “schism.” 78 Speaking on the procession of the Holy Spirit,
Suk‘ias puts forth a formula acceptable to both the Apostolic and Catholic
Armenians: “Is not teeming as created, but [is] processing // Holy Spirit moved
from the Father (in)to the Son unchanging.””® The poem is an acrostic dedi-
cated to his “beloved Gendi Zade Nimetullah Celebi” (Léntizaté Neymét'ulah
Celepi)—a nobleman in Aleppo.8°

And again, Suk‘ias’s friendship with converted Komitas K‘éomiwrc¢ean and
Minas Hamt‘ec'i, who were suspected of holding pro-Catholic views, suggests
his being quite open to Catholicism. On the other hand, his close connections
to such conservative clerics and laics as Eliazar and Eremia, and his commis-
sioning of non-Chalcedonic theological codices, prove his support of the non-
Chalcedonic faith. Even though Eliazar, like both his predecessor on pontifical
throne Yakob ] utayec'i and successor Nahapet Edesac'i, were at times accused
of dubious attitude towards Catholics, it was rather a political choice rather
than personal disposition. Since these choices never affected the doctrine
and practice of the Armenian Church, Eremia rejects the tiniest possibility of
Suk‘ias’s “bad innovation” to be inherited from Etiazar.8!

77 See Jo36 in Potarian Mayr C‘uc‘ak, vol. 3, 472-479. This notion of Nersés Snorhali and
Lambronac‘i being active agents for the unity with Chalcedonic Churches is ensued by
the Teatine missionary to Armenia Clemente Galano (1611-1666), who attempted to prove
that Armenian Apostolic Church has been one with the Roman Catholic Church. Since
it fell into a schism in different historical periods Armenian “orthodox” high-ranking
clergy, such as Snorhali and Lambronact, attempted to reconcile it with Rome. Galano’s
treatise became a yardstick against which the “orthodoxy” of the Armenians was being
tested among the Catholics. See, Clemente Galano, Consiliationis Ecclesiae Armenae cum
Romana, t.1-2, (Romae: Typis de Propaganda Fide,1650, 1658, 1690).

78  Mi63s, f. 57v—69r.

79  «bwpnuuwtu ng épuwth wy Yuy ppnfudwt //Sopk Snght qwpdtwy ylipnht
wnuwjwlwu», M1635, f. 58r. Such a formulation could not be defined as the doctrine of
Filioque; it rather resembles the ancient doctrine of Perikhoresis (meptycpyots; circuminces-
sion)—the eternal relationship of the persons of the Holy Trinity.

80  Itseems that Nimetullah, whose personality is yet to be identified, played a significant role
in internal life of the Armenian community in Ottoman realms. Eremia K‘éomiwrcean,
with whom Nimetullah was in touch, calls him “Izzetli ve iiriifetli efendim” [My honor-
able and reverend master]. See, K'édmiwrcéean, Oragrutiwn, 517-519.

81  BNF Arm. 334, f. 147r-v.
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Eremia’s relationship with Suk‘ias Prusac‘i has never been fully studied.
Eremia had intimate acquaintance with Suk‘ias as he used to be Eliazar’s stu-
dent and frequently spent time with both of them in Constantinople, Bursa,
Jerusalem and elsewhere.82 Apparently, like Eliazar, Suk‘ias was welcomed in
the house of the K‘éomiwréean family, for Martiros and Komitas K‘éomiwrcéeans
were closely related to him. However, their ostensibly amicable relations did
not hinder Eremia from rebuking Suk‘ias for the prohibition of the Nicene
Anathema, which he considered a transgression against the Apostolic rite.

The date of Suk‘ias’s death remains obscure. Two manuscript colophons cop-
ied in 1721-1734 from his personal codices mention neither his life nor death.
The only hint is found in the collection of his poems, where the last—a poem
of penitence, death and its desperation—is dated to 1707.83 One of the most
learned and influential agents of the Armenian Church in the confessional age
found himself in deep depression towards the end of his life. Upon Suk‘ias’s
passing his memory fell into oblivion overshadowed by the fame of his patron
Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i. If not for Eremia C‘élépi’s polemic piece, we would likely
never learn much about him or be able to detect confessional ambiguity behind
his exterior orthodoxy. Moreover, Suk‘ias’s attempts to infuse a “novelty” into
the practice of the Armenian Church would have remained totally unknown.
Before turning to the analysis of the arguments that Eremia K‘@omiwrcean set
forth against the “novelty” imposed by Suk'ias, it is important to trace the causes
that prompted Eremia to insist on the recitation of the Nicene Anathema.

5 Creedal Controversies among Armenians: The Causes Analyzed

In his letter to the friends in T‘ekirdat (Rodosto) written in 1692, shortly after
he visited there with his son vardapet Grigor, Eremia C‘élépi recalls a party in
the house of an Armenian named Potos, where a discussion over religious top-
ics took place.8* It seems that a certain Xoja Malxas, who, according to Eremia,
used vulgar language and was totally ignorant of theological matters, started a
discussion on the decrees adopted during the Seventh Ecumenical Council.8?

82  On Sunday, November 6 in 1653 Eremia and his family took vekil Suk‘ias and Matak‘ia
Celepi, the son of Xoja Eremia Hamt‘ec'i to Galata and from there to Balat to perform the
ceremony of matrimony in an Armenian church. K‘é6miwrdéean, Oragrutiwn, 47-48.

83  «Incipit: bpudwdpp dwwnttw] tu Gd dtnuinp, /3wuwnbuh dtoht tu Gd
Wwpunwinp...», Mi63s, f. 52v-53v.

84  K'eomiwrlean, Oragrutiwn. Appendix, 543-549.

85  The Seventh Ecumenical Council, known as Second Council of Nicaea, summoned in 787
has never been recognized by the Armenian Church.
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Supposedly Xoja Malxas opened a discussion about the “valid” confession of
faith. Eremia, who was trying to evade provocative questions and to keep the
peace between the arguing parties, suddenly stepped in claiming that true
belief had already been formulated in the Nicene Creed, and anything else is
considered dubious:

Sniwit uwhdwl unipp hwrwwnng,
b dtd dnnnyu unipp Lhihny,
Suwitwnwdp h dh Uuwnniwd qungl,
Lunhwinip wqgp punniutingu

[The] definition to holy faith was given,
In the great holy Council of Nicaea,
The same “We believe in One God”
Accepted by all the nations.86

Eremia reproaches his friends in Rodosto for not having paid decent heed
to his son vardapet Grigoris’s preachings, instead every illiterate laic imag-
ined himself a theologian. Eremia even humors Xoja Malxas for his name
(“makas”—scissors in Turkish), for his vulgarity and ignorance and expresses
his preoccupation about the growing attention to Malxas being an attack on the
real teachers of the faith. This incident in Rodosto reveals that by 1692 debates
on confessional topics had gradually become part of everyday life. Society had
become more sensitive to the issues related to “true” confession of faith and
more and more laymen, in particular, the xojas, had become integrated into
theological discourse. Such intense discussions brought about acute creedal
controversies among diverse clusters of society, such as how Eremia begins his
letter to Rodostians with the quote from the Gospel of Matthew “blessed are
the peacemakers” (Mat. 5:9).87

Creedal controversies within Armenian communities of the Ottoman
Empire were intensified due to the abundance of diverse creeds and confes-
sions of faith circulating among Armenians in this period that were generated

86  K'@éomiwrcean, Oragrutiwn. Appendix, 548. Here and elsewhere in the text the word “na-
tion” signifies “religious community” (millet).

87  The biblical verse from Matthew will later become an epigram for many polemical writ-
ings composed against Catholics and vice versa in the early eighteenth century such as
Géorg Mxlayim’s Xatatarar meknut‘iwn eketec‘'woy [Peacemaking Interpretation of the
Church], M1464, and Stepanos Dastec'i’s Ko¢‘nak ¢smartut‘ean [ Clapper of Truth], M781.
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both in the Apostolic and Catholic milieu.8® The first Armenian codex enti-
tled Confession of Faith was published in 1688, with the blessing of the then
Catholicos Eliazar Aynt‘apec‘i. It was rather a polemical book narrated by
Yovhanneés Mrk‘uz J'utayec'i (1643—1715) in the form of a catechism.8? Its sec-
ond edition was published in 1713-14 during the tenure of Catholicos Alek‘sandr
J'utayec'i (1707-1714). The new publication was informed by the fierce con-
frontation of the Armenian Apostolic faction with the Catholic Armenians in
Constantinople. In contrast, the Catholic confessions such as the Dawanut‘iwn
Csmarit ev Uttap‘ar Hawatoy vasn Arneloy Ekelec'n Yarevelic* (Confession of the
True and Orthodox Faith to be Accepted in the Church of East) were abundantly
circulating in the Catholic Armenian intellectual circles. Among the first pub-
lished after the Council of Trent, was a bilingual Professio Orthodoxae fidei pub-
lished in 1596 by the order of Pope Clement vIiI (1592-1605) for the Armenian
converts.?% A later and more extended edition was published in 1642 during
the tenure of Pope Urban vi111 (1623-1644), bringing it in accordance with the
decrees of the Council of Trent.?! The 1678 edition, published the Dawanut‘iwn
Uttap'ari Hawatoy i Yamenic' Hayoc' Arneloy (Profession of Orthodox Faith to be
Accepted among All Armenians) which greatly differs from that of 1642 in that
the text’s technical terms translated from Latin resulted in a new vocabulary,
closer to the one used in the 1670s.92

88 For definitions and distinction between the creeds and the confessions of faith, see
Jaroslav Pelikan, Credo: Historical and Theological Guide to Creed and Confessions of
Faith in the Christian Tradition (New Heaven and London: Yale University Press, 2003),
1-5 and 35-36. For the use of catechism in Europe, see Stefan Ehrenpreis, “Teaching
Religion in Early Modern Europe: Catechisms, Emblems and Local Traditions,” in Religion
and Cultural Exchange in Europe,1400-1700, eds. Heinz Schilling and Istvan Gyo6rgy Téth
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 256—273.

89  See Girk‘ hamarot vasn iskapés ew ¢Smarit Hawatoy [A Brief Book on the True and
Veracious Faith] (New Julfa: Surb P’rki¢‘ Print, 1688).

9o  For the confession of faith, see Brevis Orthodoxae fidei professio, qaue ex praescripto
Santctae Sedis Apostolicae ab Orientalibus ad Sacrosanctae Romanae Ecclesiae unitatem
venientibus facienda proponitur, (Romae: Typographia Vaticana, 1596). On the causes of
Councils of Trent and Tridentine terminology, see John W. O'Malley, Trent and All That:
Renaming Catholicism in the Early Modern Era (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2000).

91 Professio Orthodoxae fidei ab Orientalibus facienda (Romae: Typis de Propaganda Fide,
1642), 20—21.

92 Professio Orthodoxae fidei ab Orientalibus facienda (Romae: Typis de Propaganda Fide,
1678). The change in translated theological terms might be seen when juxtaposing the
versions of Professio Fidei from 1642 and 1678, for instance «h hwujptu wdttwup» vs «<h
hwjpt wdktwunpon», «wpunhst... Gpubjiwug U wukpuniphg» vs «qupuphst...
ntuwtbjbug wdkubtgnit b wutnbuwubhwg»:
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During this period, various types of medieval confessions and creeds were
circulating within the Armenian theological community. Apart from the most
authoritative liturgical version of the Nicene Creed, there was a confession
of faith formulated in the thirteenth century by Vardan Arewelc (d. 1271)
upon the request of Catholicos Konstandin Barjrberdci (1221-1267) against
Byzantine duophysites. However, this confession never gained so much popu-
larity so as to be recited in the churches.93 Since the fourteenth century the
Armenian Church has favored a creed attributed to Grigor Tat‘ewac'i (1346—
1409)—the pinnacle of Armenian scholastic thought—structured in a way so
as to oppose the Dominican Unitor Friars and Muslims in Eastern Armenia. It
incorporated the Nicene Creed with the important amendments emphasizing
the doctrines of the Trinity against the Seljuk Muslims.%* Grigor Tat‘ewac'i’s
creed also included: the procession of the Holy Spirit solely from the Father
against the Filiogue (procession also from the Son); the one nature of
Christ against the duophysites; His real body “from the blood of Holy Mother
of God” against the phantasists; his immaculate and virgin birth; his perfect
Deity and perfect Humanity; and the Harrowing of Hell and the eternal pun-
ishment of the sinful. In a fifteenth-century manuscript, the scribe calls this
particular creed “the true confession of faith of the Armenian Church,” while
its articles are described as “the gradations of faith through which we ascend
to God with one footstep.”9>

The variants of Grigor’s creed became extremely popular in the age of con-
fessionalization. Due to its popularity it was included in collections such as
the confessions of faith assembled by Marquise de Nointel, where there is an

93  The profession of faith attributed to Vardan Arewelc'i is structured in a way so that each
rubric of it starts with “We believe” (Credimus). It touches upon all debatable confes-
sional issues. Arewelc'i’s confession of faith was not popularized or read aloud in the
churches. See Vardan Arewelc'i, “Dawanut‘iwn hawatoy uttap‘aiut’eamb srboy vardape-
tin Vardanay i xndroy srbazan kat‘otikosin hayoc‘ Kostandeay” [ Confession of Orthodox
Faith by Saint vardapet Vardan upon the Request of Armenian Catholicos Konstandin],
Gandzasar Theological Review 7, (2002): 371—-384.

94  For Armenian-Muslim interactions in the Middle Ages, see Sergio La Porta, “Conflicted
Coexistence: Christian-Muslim Interaction and its Representation in Medieval Armenia”
in Contextualizing the Muslim Other in Medieval Christian Discourse, ed. ]J. C. Frakes
(Palgrave: McMillan, 2011), 103-123; and “Gregory of Tat‘'ew” in Christian-Muslim Relations.
A Bibliographical History. Volume Five (1350-1500 CE), ed. David Thomas, Alexander
Mallett, et. al. (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 229—238. Current scholarship on the polemics of Grigor
Tat‘ewac'i’s with the Muslim world can be found in Seta Dadoyan, The Armenians in the
Medieval Islamic World: Paradigms of Interactions Seventh to Fourteenth Centuries (New
Brunswick and London: Transaction Publishers, 2014), 187—221.

95 Wy, f. 184v—185r1; «...qh wumhdwlplt wyu LU hwriwwny, npny Guutdp wn
wuwnniwo vh nintwpwjnipbudp».

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



32 OHANJANYAN

attestation of faith obtained via Ambroise de Tiger, French Consul to Egypt
and signed in 1671 by Gaspar, the prelate of the Armenian Church in Cairo.96
In contrast to all other attestations collected from high-ranking officials of the
Armenian Church, the confession provided by Gaspar stands out. Drawing
entirely on Grigor Tat'ewac'i’s creed, it includes the addition of major coun-
terpoints against the Protestants in the vernacular—that is the veneration
of saints and the Virgin, iconolatry, perception of the Seven Sacraments and
Eucharistic transubstantiation.9”

A few years later in 1676 the English Consul to Izmir, Sir Paul Rycaut wrote
the following about the confession of faith of the Armenians:

96 For the English translation of Tat‘'ewac'i’s Creed, see Dadzad Tsaturyan, “The Creed of
Armenian Apostolic Church According to Saint Grigor of Tat‘ev,” Warszawskie Studia
Teologiczne 28, no. 4 (2015): 103-104. For the confession of faith provided by Gaspar see
BNF Arm. 145, f. 30 and BNF Arabe 227.

97 Interestingly called “confession articulated by saint Grigor our Lusawori¢”:
«Ywiwuniphtt  hwuwpwluwg, np wuwgbwp L uppnju Sphgnph  dtp
Lnjuwyynpsht». Apparently, there was a confusion of the names of Grigor Tat'ewac'i
and Grigor Lusawori¢’. The text does not use the Armenian word «gnjuthnfuntphtu»
(goyap‘oxut‘iwn) for transubstantiation but replaces it with the sentence “We believe
[that] body and blood of Christ in the hands of priest are visible bread and wine, when
the priest performs the sacrament, at the very moment it turns into the body and blood
of Christ” («Nowwwdp dwpuhtt U jujpniipt pphuninuh h Atint pwhwtwh
japutih hwg ghtuh Lk, jEppnp pwhwtwt qupptu Juwwpk Uky Uunju dudnt
dwnpuht U yjupnitt pphuninuh Ynt nwnlwy»): see BNF Arm. 145, f. 30. The Latin
translation of Gaspar’s attestation of faith does not use transubstantiatio, either; instead
there stands transmutantur in Corpus et Sanguinem Jesu Christi: see BNF Arabe 227. Other
attestations of faith collected by Marquis de Nointel following the textual pattern partly
designed by Hilarion Kigalas (1624-1682) and almost identical with the Greek professions
of faith in de Nointel’s collection, do not employ the Armenian word «gnyuthnpuntphtu»
(goyap‘oxutiwn) for transubstantiation. It reads, «Gt pk Unju pphutinuh dwpdhtt,
np fuwskwy £, np hwdpwpduwr jipyhtu b tunwrt jugdk hop E utpjuw hpwwku,
pLtykbn wutpunipwpwp h hwnnpnniptwtt h tbppny mbuwjug wpnwptung b
tpluniptug hwghtu b ghtunyu vhuwyt, pwtugh hwgt b ghtht wytyku thnfuwpyhtu
h &uuwnphw pphunnuph dupdht b juphtut, npyku qh gnyugniphtut hwght U
ghunju ny bu dtwughbt, wy] dhwjt wwwmwhunitup. Gt quut wyunphy Gpyhp
wuwquwubup pphutinuh pun hwnnpnnipbwt»: see BNF Arm. 145, f. 7. The French
translation also refrains from the use of transubstantiatio: “Lequel Corps a été crucifié, est
monte au Ciel ou il est assis a la droite du pére, et qu'il est réellement presence quoique
invisiblement dans 'Eucharistie sous les espeéces et les apparences extérieures du pain
et du vin parce que le pain et le vin sont changés au Corps et au Sang de Jésus Christ de
facon qu'il ne reste plus de substance du pain et du vin, mais seulement les accidents.
Clest pourquoi Nous adorons Jésus Christ dans L'Eucharistie”: see BNF Arm. 145, f. 9.
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They allow and accept the Articles of Faith according to the Council of
Nicaea, and are also acquainted with that which we call the Apostles
Creed, which likewise they have in use... I have thought fit to represent
that which they call their Tavananck, or Symbolum, different from the
Apostles and Nicene Creed... Now the words of their Creed are Verbatim
as followeth...%8

Sir Rycaut’s reference here is to a variant of Grigor Tat'ewac'i’s creed with the
addition of the clause on postpartum virginity of the Holy Mother of God. To
highlight the popularity of this creed among Armenians, Sir Rycaut states that
Armenians repeated the Creed, “in the same manner as our Apostles Creed is
in our Divine Service.”®® This version has one essential difference: instead of
collective “We believe” (Credimus), here the Western “I believe” (Credo), ap-
parently in accordance with the Western creedal fashion of the confessional
age and the emphasis on the personal interiorization of faith, makes an ap-
pearance.!90 Yovsép Gat‘ércian reckoned Sir Rycaut to be misled by his cleric
companion, who, instead of the Nicene Creed presented Grigor’s creed as the
accepted confession of faith of the Armenians.!®! Perhaps, in some monas-
teries in Safavid Armenia the recital of this creed might have been preferred
over the liturgical version of the Nicene Creed, as there are sources alluding
to its inculcation into the Armenian Liturgy by the middle of the eighteenth
century.102

Towards the end of the seventeenth century, new ecclesiastical policy at-
tempted to oust all the creeds but the Nicene one, which was implemented in
order to stem the creedal polyphony and preserve the integrity of Armenian

98  Paul Rycaut, The Present State of the Greek and Armenian Churches (London: Printed for
John Starkey, 1679, reprint. New York: ARM Press, 1970), 409—411. Yovsép Gat'ércian gives
the Armenian version of this variant in, Hanganak hawatoy orov vari Hayastaneayts*
eketec’i. K'nnut‘iwn hanganakin cagman, hetinakin ev Zamanakin veray [The Creed that
the Armenian Church Follows: Research on the Origins, Author and Time of the Creed]
(Vienna: Mekhitarist Press, 1891), 40—41.

99  Rycaut, The Present State, 415. The text of the confession is on pages 411-414. Paul Rycaut
compares the Christological passages of this creed relating to the real body of Christ with
the passage in the Anatolian Confession promulgated by Greek patriarch of Jerusalem
Dositheos IT in 1672 to prove that the Armenian Church has never been monophysite, but
rather miaphysite.

100  On the topic, see Pelikan, Credo, 35—36.

101 Gat‘ér¢ian, Hanganak hawatoy, 40.

102 A very brief version of Tat‘'ewac'i’s creed summarized in the fourteen articles as “grada-
tions of faith” and starting with “I believe” is found in an eighteenth-century manuscript
at the Matenadaran M8444, f. 377r-v. Nowadays, Tat‘ewac'i’s creed is chanted only at the
Sacrament of the Holy Orders both in the Armenian Apostolic and Catholic Churches.
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orthodoxy. Church authorities conformed to the old Armenian liturgical ver-
sion of the Nicene Creed, that had been recited in the Armenian Church for
ages. This creed was proclaimed as the only true formula of faith by appealing
to its pre-Chalcedonic origin and to the uninterrupted tradition of its recital
during the Divine Liturgy. Consequently, Eremia K‘€@omiwrcean strove to single
out the Nicene Creed as the only formula of Armenian faith to counterpoise the
multitude of the variants of Grigor’s creed as well as to resist against the spread
of the Armenian version of the Tridentine and Apostles’ Creeds.1%% A later au-
thor, Géorg Mxlayim Oti (d. 1758), was a fervent advocate of such mono-creedal
policy; polemicizing with the Jesuits, he highlighted that the sole credo to
which the Armenians had adhered through the centuries was the Nicene Creed
in its ancient liturgical version.1°* This prompts several questions: What was
the Armenian liturgical version of the Nicene Creed? Why did it become a mat-
ter of dispute in the confessional age? And why would Eremia K‘€éomiwréean
insist on its exclusive credibility?

6 Multiple Facets of the Symbol of Faith: the Nicene Creed under the
Magnifying Glass

Creeds, as the rule of prayer, have always been the integral part of the Divine
Liturgy as the rule of faith in accordance with the formula lex orandi lex cre-
dendi (the law of prayer is the law of belief).195 The liturgical versions of the
creeds actually recited or chanted during the Divine Liturgy differ from the of-
ficially promulgated formulas of faith, such as the variants of the Nicene Creed
in the Psalters and Massora of the Syriac Churches, be it in Western Syriac
Church or in the Church of East (Nestorian).106

The liturgical version of the Nicene Creed of the Armenian Church or the so-
called Faith of the YZA (318) Fathers, is an “enlarged” version of the Nicene Creed
promulgated at the First Ecumenical Council in Nicaea in 325. The original
Nicene Creed was followed by the Nicene Anathema against the fourth-century
heresiarch Arius and his teaching on the Holy Trinity, that is:

103 Foraversion of the Tridentine Creed in Armenian with additions and marginal notes, see
manuscript in the Library of Mekhitarist Congregation in Vienna, Wi595, f. 1—4.

104 See Matenadaran manuscript M1464, f. 97r—98v.

105 Pelikan, Credo, 178-184.

106 William Emery Barnes, “The ‘Nicene’ Creed in the Syriac Psalter,” The Journal of Theological
Studies 7, no. 27 (1906): 441-449; Willem Baars, ‘The “Nicene’ Creed in the Manuscripts of
Syriac Massora,” The Journal of Theological Studies 13, no. 2 (1962): 336—339.
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Todg 8¢ Aéyovrag, Av mote dte olx Hv' xal ‘Tpiv yevwnBiivar odx Ay’ xai 8t €&
olx 8vtwy éyéveto, 1) € Etépag Dmootdoews #) odolag, pdoxovtag elvat 1) Tpe-
TTOV 1) dAoLw TV TOV LIdY ToD Be0d, TovToug dvalepatilet V) drylo xaBoue xal

dmoatolud) ExxAnaia.

And those who say ‘there once was when he was not, and “before he
was begotten he was not,” and ‘that he came to be from things that were
not, or “from another hypostasis or substance,” affirming that the Son of
God is subject to change or alteration—these the catholic and apostolic
church anathematizes.197

The Nicene Creed was reaffirmed at the Second Ecumenical Council summoned
in Constantinople in 381 with the addition of the third article on the divinity
of the Holy Spirit and exclusion of the Nicene Anathema. In fact, the creed
promulgated in Constantinople had little to do with the original Nicene Creed.
According to scholarly opinions, it used to be a baptismal creed already in use
among the Christians of Jerusalem, and was elaborated during the Council. Its
working title is Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed professed by the Orthodox,
Catholic and some Protestant Churches.108

Although the Armenians accepted the decrees of the first three Ecumenical
Councils, the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed has never been incorporated
into the liturgical tradition of the Armenian Church. Instead, an “enlarged”
version of the original Nicene Creed became common. The testimonies to the
usage of this version by the Armenians could be traced back to the early sixth
century.1%? The Creed is based on the section appearing in the ngth chapter of
Ancoratus by Epiphanius of Salamis (ca. 315-403), known to the specialists as
the second creed of Epiphanius.!'® He composed it in 374 and placed right after
the Nicene Creed as its enlarged explanatory variant with the anti-Apolinarian

107 Original and translation cited here as they appear in Creeds and Confessions of Faith in the
Christian Tradition, ed. Jaroslav Pelikan and Valerie R. Hotchkiss, vol. 1 (New Heaven and
London: Yale University Press, 2003), 158-159.

108 ]. N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (Contiuum, 1972), 311. Creeds and Confessions, 100.
Catholic Church professes a Western Recension of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed
with addition of the Filiogue.

109 Gat'ér¢ian, Hanganak hawatoy, 2—4.

110 For a critical edition of Ancoratus, see Epiphanius: Ancoratus und Panarion, ed. K. Holl
(Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung, 1915), 1-149. For the English translation, see
Richard Kim Young, Saint Epiphanius of Cyprus: Ancoratus, in The Fathers of the Church,
vol. 128 (Washington: The Catholic University of America Press, 2014), 51—227. For the
original see Holl, Epiphanius, 148-149.
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and anti-Macedonian additions. Like the original Nicene Creed, Epiphanius’s
second creed ends with an Anathema:'!

Todg 8¢ Aéyovtog 8tt v mote 8te olx My 6 vidg 1 & mvedpa o &ytov, 1) 8t €&
olx 8vtwv Eyéveto 1) ¢& Etépag DoaTdoews 1) ovaiag doxovtag evat (1) Tpe-
TTOV 1) dANOLWTEY TOV vidv Tod Beod #) o dytov mvedua, Tovtoug dvabepartilet
x0@oAy) xal TToaToAY) EXxANTia, 1) U TN DUAY TE xal NGV. xol TaAY dva-
Bepartifopey Todg i) buoroyodvrag dvdotacty vexp&v xal Tdoag TAS aipéoelg
TG W) €x TadTYg TS 6pbTig mioTewg oloag. 12

And those who say that there was a time when the Son was not, or when
the Holy Ghost was not, or that either was made of that which previously
had no being, or that he is of a different nature or substance, and affirm
that the Son of God and the Holy Spirit are subject to change and muta-
tion; all such, the catholic and apostolic church, the mother both of you
and of us, anathematizes. And further we anathematize such as do not
confess the resurrection of the dead, as well as all heresies which are not
in accord with the true faith.113

The Armenian liturgical version of the Nicene Creed, though not identical,
largely follows Epiphanius’s enlarged variant. It retains the Anathema and adds
to it a doxology attributed to Grigor Lusaworic¢” (Gregory the Illuminator). In
the age of confessionalization this version was frequently called the Creed
of Lusawori¢‘—an allusion to the narrative, according to which Grigor

N0,

Lusawori¢”s son Aristakes brought its Greek original from Nicaea, while Grigor
Lusawori¢‘ rendered it into Armenian. According to the narrative he also trans-
lated the Nicene Anathema, which is as follows:

111 The Greek original preserved a text almost identical to the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Creed. Scholars agree that it was a later insertion in Epiphanius’s text and that Epiphanius
most probably quoted the Nicene Creed rather than Niceno-Constantinopolitan: see Kelly,
Early Christian, 318—320; also Creeds and Confessions, 100. Athanasius of Alexandria’s let-
ters to bishop Serapion arguably served as a source for Epiphanius’s second creed. On this
basis Yovsép Gat'érc¢ian assumes the Armenian liturgical version to be Niceno-Athanasian
(not to confuse with the Athanasian or pseudo-Athanasian Creed): see Gat‘éréian,
Hanganak hawatoy, 34-37.

112 Holl, Epiphanius, 149.

113 The most recent translation is prepared by Young in Saint Epiphanius, 227. 1 rely on
Philipp Schaft’s translation which is closer to the Armenian variant in its archaic wording:
see Philipp Schaff, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: The Seven Ecumenical Councils, Series
11, vol. 14 (Peabody, MA: Hendirckson Publishers, 1994), 165.
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bull npp wubU' Ep Gppbdl, yjnpdwd 0y Ep Npnht, ud tp Gpphd,
mpdwd ng tp Unipp Snght, Yud pk ynsEhg Gntl, Jud juydh
Eniphul, wubt (hut) qipnht Uuwnndng e Jud qUnipp Snght, G
Pt thnthnjutithp tU jud wyjwytthp, quyuwhuhut ugndt jupenmhyh
Lt wnwpbjwuwtu unipp Gytntgh:

As for those who say “there was a time when the Son was not”, or “there
was a time when the Holy Spirit was not’, or that “they came into being
out of nothing”; or who say that “the Son of God or the Holy Spirit are of a
different substance” and that “they are changeable or alterable,” such do
the catholic and apostolic holy Church anathematize:

Doxology by Grigor Lusawori¢":

bulj dtp thwnwinptugnip, np jJwnwe pwl quihnbuwly,
tpyhpyuwaquutng Unpny Gppnpnniptwtt GiL uhnj
Uuwnntwoniptwtt Nop bt Npniny Gt Snqinyu Uppny, wjdd Gt dhown
Lt juthintwtu yuthwnbuhg, wdku:

As for us, we shall glorify him who was before the ages, worshipping the
Holy Trinity and the one Godhead, the Father and the Son and the Holy
Spirit, now and always and unto the ages of ages. Amen.!#

Another anecdotal narrative circulating in the Armenian Catholic circles up
to the nineteenth century suggests that all the amendments to the Armenian
liturgical version of the Nicene Creed, including the addition of the third article
on the Holy Spirit promulgated at the Council of Constantinople, were made
later by the Armenian Catholicos Nersés.'> Adding “novelties” to the Creed was
not unprecedented in the Armenian ecclesiastical tradition, thereby justify-
ing supplementation of the Fillioque to the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed
decreed at the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439).11¢ In his reply to an
unknown addressee upon the request to explain the origin of the Armenian
liturgical version of the Creed, a Constantinopolitan Armenian Catholic priest
writes:

114 The Divine Liturgy of the Armenian Church: English Translation, Transliteration, Musical
Notation, Introduction and Notes, ed. Daniel Findikyan (New York, 2005), 19.

115 Itis not clear which Catholicos Nersés the narrative refers to.

116 For the short-lived Bull of Union with the Armenians of the Council of Florence, see
Creeds and Confessions, 755-765.
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Nt puswyhbu dtoU Lbpubu wikignig wjt wnweh hwuquuwlhu
Jpwy Ununwununiworuny unipp dnnnynju puguwwnpniphiuutpp,
Unjuyhbu wy wbtwp L np wibignth Unju hwtqutwlht Jpuyg
O npLunhny unipp dnnnynju ppwd pwgwwnnpniphtup hnght unipph
Upwy” U npningt pluh:

And as Great Nerses amended that first Creed, with the explanations
of the Holy Council of Constantinople, the same way the explanations
on the Holy Spirit of the Council of Florence, that is Filiogue, should be
added to the same Creed [MS Wy, f. 75].

Interestingly, the Bull of Union with the Armenians promulgated at the Council
of Ferrara-Florence imposed upon the Armenians the Western Recension of the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed as the rule of prayer to be sung or recited dur-
ing the Divine Liturgy in Armenian churches, and the Faith of St. Athanasius
or pseudo-Athanasian Latin Creed as the rule of faith to be professed as the
official declaration of Christian doctrine.'” The Council’s choice to make the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed incumbent on the Armenians testifies to
the disuse of this specific creed during the Divine Liturgy of the Armenian
Church up to the fifteenth century. Driven by the necessity to refute various
accusations of being Eutychean-minded monophysites, the Armenians em-
ployed Epiphanius’s enlarged variant of the Nicene Creed—penned seven years
prior to that of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan—by incorporating passages
against the “heresies” of which the Armenian Church was historically accused.

In his aforementioned letter to his friends in Rodosto, Eremia K‘@omiwrc¢ean
undoubtedly speaks of the Armenian liturgical version of the Nicene Creed.
Later he includes this version in his catechism compiled for an Armenian
Catholic priest T‘adéos Hamazaspean by having changed the archaic word-
ing “unyu hupt h puntptut hnp” (“of the same nature of the Father”) that
stood for the Greek term homousion (éuoodaiov ¢ Iazpl), to “Unju hupu
hwdwgnyuijhg hnp” (“consubstantial with the Father”), as well as adding
“nn h honpk U jnpniny pnpuh” (“ex Patre Filiogue”) in due place.'® Apparently
Eremia was driven by interest in preservation of the “Armenianness” of the
Catholic Armenians along with their confessional affiliation. Therefore, he
capitalizes on the Nicene Creed to prove ethnic identity to be more important

117  Creeds and Confessions, 675-677, 757, 762, 764—765.
118 Museum of the All Savior Monastery in New Julfa, N0J498, f. 12v—14r
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than a confessional one. Eremia retained the Anathema and Lusaworic¢”’s dox-
ology at the end of the Creed for the use of the Catholic Armenians as a marker
of their “Armenianness.”

Eremia did not establish this creedal pattern, but rather followed the text in
the missals printed for the Armenian converts to Catholicism. He arguably had
access to the missals issued by De Propaganda Fide.® A close examination of
the missals printed by the Catholic Church “for the Armenian nation” reveals
them to accommodate the Divine Liturgy of the Armenian Apostolic Church.
Most of them preserved the Armenian liturgical version of the Nicene Creed
with the insertion of “consubstantial with the Father” and ex Patre Filioque.
The missal from 1677 and the one translated by Yovhannés Holov into Italian
in 1690 contain the Armenian variant of the Nicene Creed, the Anathema and
the doxology.!2° However, the earliest printed missal from 1646 inserts the
Western Recension of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed instead, excludes the
Anathema, but retains Lusawori¢“s’ doxology.!?!

The Nicene Anathema initially composed against the fourth-century Arians
and Macedonians was the key element of the Armenian Divine Liturgy—*“the
seal of Nicene Faith,” as it was called. Inherited through the enlarged variant of
Epiphanius creed, it became an inseparable part of public prayer of the faith-
ful implicitly designating the ethno-confessional identity of the Armenians.
The recitation of the Nicene Anathema was the main indicator of confessional
affiliation on the one hand and orthodoxy on the other. For instance, there
is a famous story related to the renowned Dominican missionary to Safavid
Armenia Paolo Piromalli, preserved in the Chronicle of Grigor Daranatc'i (d.
1643). The chronicler describes the inquisition of Piromalli, when he arrived
in Constantinople in 1636 after being expelled from Ejmiacin by Catholicos
Pilipos Albakec'i (1633-1655). Piromalli lodged in the Galata district. Having
dressed as an Armenianvardapet, he started proselytizingamong the Armenian
priests of the Surb Astuacacin (“Holy Mother of God”) church gaining the
favor of monks Xoja Davit and Kirakos Jutayec'i. Therefore, the vardapets of
Constantinople, with Daranatc'i in charge, sent the priest Lazar off to examine

119 Forinstance, see Liturgica Armena (Romae: Typis Sacra Congregatio de Propaganda Fide,
1677), 8.

120 La Dichiaratione della Liturgia Armena (Venetia: Apresso Michiel’ Angelo Barboni, 1690),
18—20. Importantly, the Armenian Catholic translator Yovhannes Holov omits the line
“and that they are changeable or alterable.”

121 Ordo Divinae Missa Armeniaorum, (Romae: Typis Sacra Congregatio de Propaganda Fide,
1646), 46—49. This Missal was proofread and edited by Vinccentius Riccardus in 1636. Its
Armenian translation was licensed to print by Giovanni Molino (Yovhannés Ankiwrac'i),
the translator of de Propaganda Fide.
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Piromalli’s faith. According to Daranalc‘i the only way to unmask Piromalli
was to make him recite the Nicene Creed. Reaching the Anathema, Piromalli’s
refusal to recite “As for those who say” was considered apostasy from the per-
spective of the Armenian ecclesiastical traditions. Piromalli was expelled and
banned from preaching in Armenian churches.'?? It seems that the recital of
the Nicene Anathema was not considered challenging for Armenian-Catholics,
partly because of its inclusion into missals and catechisms, and partly because
of their intimate familiarity with the rule of prayer of the Armenian Church.
That said, in his letter from 1751 the Catholic Armenian priest from Mekhitarist
order Géorg Aynt‘apc'i (d. 1794) informed his flock in Engiir (Ankara), that be-
fore he arrived in Rome he thought that “apart from the anathema there are no
schismatic rites in our nation.”?® In Rome he learned about other “schismatic”
elements of the Armenian Apostolic rite, hence, exhorted his flock to give up
communicatio in sacris with Apostolics.124

In the eyes of Eremia C‘@lépi, the banning of the recitation of the Nicene
Anathema was not a matter of orthodoxy, but rather of orthopraxy. The 1690s
were the years when Catholic Armenian priests would abstain from officiating
in Catholic churches. They had to undergo the communicatio in sacris with the
Armenian Apostolics, while clandestinely preaching and propagating Catholic
ideas to the Apostolic faithful. On these grounds, Eremia C‘élépi assumed that
the preacher, be he a crypto-Catholic or an Apostolic, should follow the rule of
prayer of the Armenian Church if he preaches from its pulpits. From Eremia’s
point of view the recital of the Nicene Anathema was absolutely necessary for
it was not only a yardstick for “Armenianness,” but also the proof of the an-
cient roots of the Armenian liturgical tradition, and the mark of the continuity
in its practice. The prohibition of Nicene Anathema by Suk‘as Prusact trig-
gered Eremia C‘€lépi’s vocal criticism. He started a campaign against the “bad
innovations.”

The concept of religious “innovation” resonated across confessional bound-
aries in the Ottoman context at this time, as Muslims themselves, particularly in
Constantinople, repeatedly clashed (sometimes violently) over the definition
of “tradition” and accused each other of bid'a, meaning harmful “innovation,”

122 Grigor Daranatcti, Zamanakagrutiwn [Chronicle], ed. Mesrop Nsanian, (Jerusalem:
Saints James Press, 1915), 587; see also Henry Shapiro, “Grigor Daranaltsi: An
Ottoman-Armenian Priest in the Age of Confessionalization.” Paper presented at
Entangled Confessionalizations, Budapest, June 1-3, 2018.

123 «NEU mwfuh mkdhg hnhd 201 phpwwwnw' ph tgnypnwt quypp Lop winip ywhghd
UhriEPwnE htpAntwonnnip wpwpnnniphtunt nkjh». See Wizig, f. 4r.

124 Wisig, f. 3r—4r.
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especially in the second half of the seventeenth century.’?> The ideology of
Ottoman “puritanism” modeled by Mehmed Birgivi (1523-1573) in his promi-
nent book The Path of Muhammad, grew into active social and political move-
ment in the seventeenth century by preacher Kadizade Mehmed b. Mustafa
(1582-1635).126 The clashes between the “puritan” followers of Kadizade
Mehmed and various other Muslims, often with affinities for Sufi rituals and
beliefs, incited Katib C‘elépi (1609-1657), a renowned Ottoman scholar, to re-
proach the Kadizadeli for the “spread of the extremist notions and provoking
the people’—labelling the attempts to uproot established innovations in the
community as stupidity.’?” Along the lines of the “purification” movement of
Ottoman Sunnis that found its expression in refutation of “bad innovations”
(bid'a), the reshaping of tradition in line with “pure doctrine” and “correct
conduct” grew into a common discourse in the Ottoman Christian milieu. As
Eugenia Kermeli argues, “the Greek Orthodox scholars committed to the spirit
of Renewal (avaxaivioy), and challenged by Reformation and Catholicism, en-
deavored to redefine orthodox tradition in a sectarian manner, distinct from
the Protestants and Catholics.”'?8 Redefining of the tradition was not accepted
by conservative Orthodox theologians and was labeled as “bad innovation”
(xarvotoutar). Eremia’s exploration of “bad innovation” (bid'a) in polemics with
Suk‘ias acquires great importance as it explicitly reveals deep engagement of
Armenians with common processes in the Ottoman Empire.

The term “innovation” was more common for early modern Armenian
theological vocabulary. Medieval Armenian authors, especially Eastern theo-
logians, would opt for other words to point to the deviations from “orthodox”
doctrine and practice. For instance, the twelfth-century polemicist Potos
Taronac'i uses the word batbanjank’ (“idle talk”) when he criticizes the Latin

125 Madeline C. Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in the Seventeenth-Century
Istanbul,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 45, no. 4 (1986): 251-269. See also Zilfi, The
Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Post Classical Age (Minneapolis: Bibliotheca
Islamica, 1988), 129-182.

126 Imam Birgivi, The Path of Muhammad: A Book on Islamic Morals & Ethics, trans. Tosun
Bayrak (World Wisdom, Inc., 2005). On the social and political aspects of the movement,
see Marinos Sariyannis, “The Kadizadeli movement as a Social and Political Phenomenon:
the Rise of a Mercantile Ethic?” in Political Initiatives from the Bottom-Up in the Ottoman
Empire (Halcyon Days in Crete VII, A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 9-11 January 2009), ed.
A. Anastasopoulos (Rethymno: Crete University Press 2012), 263—289.

127 Katib Celebi, The Balance of Truth, trans. G. L. Lewis (London: Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1957),
89—-91.

128 Eugenia Kermeli, “Kyrillos Loukaris’ Legacy: Reformation as a catalyst in the 17th century
Ottoman Society,” The Muslim World 107, no. (2017): 748.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



42 OHANJANYAN

doctrine of Filioque.'?® Likewise, Grigor Tat'ewac'i (1346-1409), who lived on
the relative verge of early modern era, utilized the word molorut‘iwn (“error”)
for Filioque and for other “heretical” doctrines.!3? Tat'ewac'i lists not only the
“errors” of the Latins and Byzantines, but also of Muslims.!3!

The Armenian word norajevutiwn (“innovation”) appears in the Mistagogy
of the Cilician theologian Nerses Lambronac' (1153-1198). He applies it to
the rigorist, conservative conduct of Eastern Armenian vardapets, brand-
ing such rigorism as “neopraxy” (“novelty in practice”). 132 The term acquires
new connotation in the Ottoman context, where norajevut‘iwn (“bad innova-
tion”) was first explored by the Patriarch of Constantinople Grigor Kesarac'i.
In his letter from 1630, addressed to the monks in Ejmiacin, he warns them
against the Roman Catholic faith by calling it norajev banic'n ev nor atandoyn
(“novel words and new heresy”) and by considering it the revival of “the same
Byzantine duophysit heresy.”33 From the seventeenth century onwards “bad
innovation” becomes closely connected with the concept of bid'a, denoting
not only a schismatic doctrine, but also an incorrect conduct and transgression
against canonical practice.

129 Polos Taronac'i, T'uft’ snddem T‘éop‘isteay horom p'ilisop‘ayin [The Epistle against the
Byzantine Philosopher Theopistus] (Constantinople: C'n&in Yovhannes Print, 1752),
84-86.

130 Grigor Tat'ewact, Girk’ harc‘manc’ [Book of Questions] (Constantinople: Astuacatur
Kostandnupolsec'i Print, 1729), 61-62. For the Latin “list of errors,” see Tia M. Kolbaba,
Inventing Latin Heretics: Byzantines and the Filioque in the Ninth Century, (Kalamazoo:
Medieval Institute Publications, 2008). For a similar list for Byzantines, see Valentina
Covaci, “Contested Orthodoxy: Latins and Greeks in Late Medieval Jerusalem,” N.E.C.
Stefan Odobleja Program Yearbook, 2018-2019, 53-78.

131 For the “errors” of Muslims, see Grigor Tat'ewac'i's Against Tajiks in Babken Kyuleserian,
Islamé hay matenagrut'ean méj [Islam in Armenian Literature], (Vienna: Mkhitarist Press,
1930); Seta Dadoian, “Islam and Armenian Polemical Strategies at the End of an Era:
Matt‘éosjulayec‘i and Grigor Tat'ewac'i,” Le Muséon, 114, no. 3-4 (2001), 305-326.

132 Nersés Lambronaci, “I xndroy hayc'manc’ eric‘akic’ etbarc’ knnutiwn kargac’
eketec'woy ew bac‘atrapés orosumn artak‘ust mteal i sa norajevut‘eanc’ srboyn Nersési
Lambronac‘woy Tarsoni episkoposi” Xorhrdacutiwnk* i kargs eketec'woy ev meknut‘iwn
xorhrdoy patarak‘in [Mystagogy on the Rites of the Church and Commentary on the
Sacrament of the Divine Liturgy by Saint Nersés of Lambron Bishop of Tarsus] (Venice:
St. Lazzaro, 1847), 21—41.

133 See Arshak Alpoyajian, Grigor Kesarats‘ patirark‘ev ir zhamanaké [Patriarch Gregory of
Caesarea and his Time] (Jerusalem: St. James Press, 1936), 158.
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7 Eremia K‘@éomiwrcean’s Arguments against Suk‘ias Prusac'i

In banning the recitation of the Nicene Anathema, Suk‘ias Prusac‘i might have
been affected by the Jesuit propaganda in Bursa, which provoked immediate
reaction in Armenian ecclesiastical circles, given that from 1612-1613 onwards,
the prelacy of Bursa had become an influential center of Anatolia, housing
a vast Armenian population.’3* As a catechist, Eremia was perfectly aware
that the Nicene Anathema was an essential part of practice, even in Armenian
Catholic missals. Thus, the abolition of its recital by Suk‘ias could pose a real
threat to the orthopraxy of the Armenian Apostolic Church.

Against Suk‘ias’s “precarious novelty,” Eremia polemicized in forty-one
clauses. His polemics was informed by both social and confessional realities of
his day, reflecting a view of the secular Armenian community. Eremia imparts
first-hand information about the nuances of confessional switches, and the am-
biguities and ignorance of confessional matters among his fellow Armenians.
His main preoccupation seems to be the reputation of the Armenian Church.
Eremia feared that the discontinuation of the recitation of the Anathema
would call ridicule and outrage upon the Armenians, exposing the Armenian
Church tradition on the whole as erroneous.!3> For Eremia, the “pure doctrine”
was rooted in the teachings of the Universal Church Fathers and decrees of
the first Ecumenical Council that the Armenian Church had uninterruptedly
preserved. Everything outside of these theological parameters was considered
norajevut’iwn (“bad innovation”), and was ( ¢‘arén (“from evil”).136

Eremia defined “bad innovation” as not something to be found excep-
tionally in doctrinal deviations from “true faith.” For him, “bad innovation”
referred to the disciplinary aspects of communal life. Eremia condemned
Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i for the discord in the Armenian Church he brought about
by having attempted to establish anti-Catholicosate driven solely by his ego-
istic ambitions. Above all, Eremia was concerned about the chain-reaction in
the diffusion of “innovation”: if it infected the community in Bursa, it would
soon reach Constantinople, Edirne and other cities. His trepidation was hid-
ing far behind his anticipation of the possible discord in the community. The
unpleasant memories of the great turmoil in times of Eliazar Aynt‘apec‘i were
still fresh, and a new discord would shake the very grounds of ecclesiastical

134 Arshak Alpoyajian, “Kpolsoy patriark‘'utiwnn u Prusayi, Etirnéi ev Rotost‘oyi
arajnordutiwnneré” [Patriarchate of Constantinople and the Prelacies of Edirne,
Bursa and Rodosto], in Téodik’s Aménun tarets‘oyts’® [The Annuary of Everything],
(Constantinople: Vahram ev Hrach‘ya Der-Nersesyani, 1909), 209—214.

135 BNF Arm. 334, f. 146V.

136 BNF Arm. 334, f. 145r-v.
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life of the Armenians, should Suk'ias’s teachings against Anathema be diffused.
In view of this, Eremia recalled the turmoil in Jerusalem, hence, reproaching
Suk‘ias for imitating his patron’s controversial behavior, and appealing to him
to disseminate peace instead of discord.

According to Eremia, Suk‘ias’s position was even at odds with “pure”
Roman Catholics—as they too agreed on the Armenian custom of reciting the
Anathema to be useful in terms of definition of the “heresy” His arguments
were saturated with Catholic sources, in particular, with passages from the
treatise of Teatine missionary to Armenia Clemente Galano (d. 1666), whose
words Eremia quotes to demonstrate the wide acceptance of the recital of
the Anathema. In his two-volume bilingual edition about the history and doc-
trine of the Armenian Church, Galano attempts to prove that the Armenian
and Latin Churches were united from Christianity’s inception, but afterwards
Armenians deviated from “true faith.” In his attempt to correct the “errors” that
the Armenian Church was accused of in a Medieval anti-Armenian source,
Galano singled out the recitation of the Nicene Anathema to be a useful tra-
dition to oppose the Arian heresy!3” Eremia likened the Nicene Anathema to
one of the most important hymns or Sarakan’s of the period “O, marvelous
patriarchs” dedicated to the 318 Fathers of the First Nicene Council. Originally
at the end of this hymn the fourth- and fifth-centuries heresiarchs like Arius
and Nestoruis are anathematized. In the confessional age the Council of
Chalcedon, the Tome of Pope Leo I and the Catholic doctrine of Filioque were
added to the text of anathema, the samples of which are preserved in many
printed Hymnaries from the period.!38

137 The Medieval source Clemente quoted is the Epistle of Pseudo-Isahak. This famous anti-
Armenian piece attributed to an unknown Armenian chalcedonic author was quoted by
a number of Byzantine historiographers and polemists, such as Euthymius Zigabenus
(d. m8), Niketas Choniates (d. 1217), Nikephoros Ksanphopulos (Kallistos) (d. 1340) et.
al., while composing chapters against the “Armenian heretics.” For the originals, see
Patrologia Graeca, vol. 132, ed. Jacques-Paul Migne, (Paris, 1864), 1154-1266. See also,
Gérard Gartite, La Narratio de Rebus Armeniae: Edition Critique et Commentaire, Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, 132, Subsidia 4 (Louvain: Durbecq, 1967). See also
Galano, Consiliationis, t. 2, pars 1, 36.

138 The passage reads “Christ’s martyr Saint Dioscoros disapproving of the unlawful Council
(i.e. Chalcedon) anathematized Leo and his obscene Tome” «Upluwju Lphuwnnuh
unipppt ‘FEnulnpnup ny hwtwtbw] wuopktu dnnnynju upgnytwg pqlunt U
qunyduwpt hip whno». The Tome of the Pope Leo I to the bishop of Constantinople
Flavianus about Eutyches became the basis for duophysite Christological formula ad-
opted in the Council of Chalcedon, and has been continually rejected by the Armenian
Church. See for instance, Saraknoc* [Hymnary] (Amsterdam: Surb Ejmiacin and Surb
Zoravar print, 1669-1680), 372-373, Saraknoc’ [Hymnary], (Constantinople: Astuacatur
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Eremia further argues that the recitation of the Anathema “As for those who
say” should not be prohibited on the grounds that it was compiled in the fourth
century and had lost its relevance. He pointed to the pan-Christian liturgical
elements, contemporary with the Nicene Anathema, such as the renunciation
of devil during the Baptism, the dismissal of catechumens before the Eucharist,
and the doxology “Glory in the Highest” established in the first centuries of
Christianity’s history.!3® Eremia was practical in his arguments: if those three
ancient elements of Divine Office were complied with within the churches
of all confessions, then the Nicene Anathema had the right to be recited in
the Armenian Church, as the ancient unchangeable rule of prayer protected
throughout centuries being the marker of confessional identity. According to
Eremia, all the Catholicoi, including Suk‘ias’s patron Eliazar Aynt‘apec‘i, had
been reciting the Anathema.4°

Eremia’s polemics against Suk‘ias succinctly illustrates the confessional
dynamics of the Armenian communities of the late seventeenth century. He
describes the populace as ignorant of doctrinal matters, hence, the social dis-
ciplining was possible mainly through practice and ritual. At the behest of his
son vardapet Grigor, Eremia attempted a popularization of certain sermons
by rendering them into Armeno-Turkish. Since 1679 he had rendered sermons
about Transfiguration, Passion of Christ, the Virgin Mary, Holy Communion, et
cetera. These sermons attempted to achieve fuller integration of the common-
ers into the doctrinal nuances preached from the stages of churches.!*!

According to Eremia, the populace would perceive whatever was preached
by priests from the bemas of churches as the ultimate truth and could eas-
ily be led astray from the orthodox practice. The recitation of the creedal
Anathema was an irreplaceable means for social disciplining; the common-
ers were periodically repeating the formula of the orthodoxy and listening to
the refutation of the heresy even if they did not exactly understand its mean-
ing. Armenian confession-building went hand in hand not only with Christian
confessionalization, but also with Muslim “sunnitization” policies. In Christian
milieu priests and pastors became powerful figures in internalization of the
“true faith.” Similarly, mosque preachers acquired great authority in Ottoman

Konstandnupdlsec'i Print, 1703), 447; Saraknoc‘ [Hymnary], (Constantinople: Sargis Dpir
Print, 1710-1711), 510.

139 BNF Arm. 334, f. 144r. It seems that the first two ritual components once actually compiled
with in all Christian Churches were out of use in Catholic Church during the confessional
age, while the doxology “Gloria” was sung only during the Tridentine Solemn Mass.

140 BNF Arm. 334, f. 1461

141 See W408. Grigor K‘@¢omiwrcean is the scribe of the manuscript.
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Muslim society as an instrument of the internalization of Sunni doctrine and
practice formulated on the pages of im-i hals (“state of faith”).142

Although %lm-i hals had been designed to avert both doctrinal and behav-
ioral deviations from the “pure path,” the “heresy” could more likely be detected
in practice. Likewise, from Eremia’s point of view, the “heresy” on a demotic
level, could occur only in practice: it might be found in the altered order of
hymns, or in the altered position of hands (with arms spread or raised), in the
way doxology was chanted (concordant or voice by voice), in covered or un-
covered head.'3 Practice was a touchstone for conversion; the severity of the
Lent and the length of the Liturgy in the Armenian Church could steer the
faithful toward more tolerable Roman Catholic rites. Eremia complains that in
the minds of commoners the orthodoxy was measured per wealth and author-
ity of a respective church. Thus, the Roman Catholic Church seemed more or-
thodox to wealthy Armenians: “Does not credibility of Easter belong to them,
who possess so many kingdoms and wisdom?"4* With all his innate aptitude
to peaceful cohabitation Eremia’s approach was explicitly confessionalized:
equalization to the “confessional others” through the facilitation of the rites
was an unacceptable course for the Apostolic Church. The dividing line with
other Christian confessions had to be drawn through the upholding of odd ele-
ments in traditions, such as Nicene Anathema.

It is unclear whether Eremia’s arguments affected Suk‘ias’s further course of
action. The absence of sources does not allow us to trace their future contact.
All we know is that Eremia passed away shortly after composing his polemi-
cal piece, while a decade later Suk‘ias sheltered Eremia’s martyr-to-be brother
Komitas K‘@omiwrcean—a persecuted convert to Catholicism.

8 In Lieu of a Conclusion

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries marked the summit of the con-
fessional age for the Armenians in the Ottoman and Safavid realms while
Europe was long integrated into the process of confession-building stimulated
by the emergence of Reformation and, consequently, counter-Reformation.
Toward the end of the seventeenth century in the face of the rising influence
of Tridentine Catholicism on the one hand and Protestantism on the other,
the Armenian communities in Ottoman territories underwent confessional

142 See Terzioglu, “Where T/m-i hals Meet Catechisms,” 79-114.
143 BNF Arm. 334, f. 146V.
144 BNF Arm. 334, f.1471.
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indoctrination. The time, when the mutually accepted practice of “good cor-
respondence” shaped the relations between the Armenians and Catholics
had ended. Now, the relationship within and between confessions was driven
by the need to delineate the doctrinal borders of a respective Church. In the
early 1600s, when Discalced Carmelites, Capuchins, Dominican Friars and
Augustinian missionaries from Goa were preaching among Armenians of
Safavid Persia, the cases of communicatio in sacris were allowed for both sides
as the evidences of irenic acts and the articulation of Christians’ unity in God.
Decades later, however, with the intensification of Jesuit propaganda result-
ing in growing conversion of the Armenians to Catholicism, the incidents
involving communicatio in sacris with the converts incited outrageous intra-
communal debates in Constantinople. To address the issue, the Armenian
Church authorities had to make attempts to redefine the boundaries of the
Armenian orthodoxy and orthopraxy.

The political and territorial constrains became decisive factors in tackling
the issue: having the spiritual center and head of the church—the Catholicos
of All Armenians—in the territory of rival Safavid Persia, in Ejmiacin, the prel-
acies in Ottoman lands found themselves in a complicated situation when it
came to the elaboration of new ecclesiastic policy. Though autonomous under
the rule of Sultans, they formally depended on Ejmiacin’s decisions not only
in doctrinal matters, but also in Armenian Church politics, specifically with
European countries and Roman Curia. The Catholicoi had to continuously
dispatch their legates to the Ottoman Empire where their presence and de-
meanor had become the cause of constant discontent of Constantinople’s
social elite. The plan to establish an anti-Catholicosate or, more precisely, a
new Catholicosate for the Western prelacies of the Armenian Church carried
out by Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i, was fueled with the desire to gain independence
from Ejmiacin in decision-making and in acting accordingly with the Ottoman
Empire’s religious politics for its Christian subjects. On the other hand, it
would jeopardize the integrity of the Armenian Apostolic Church and might
lead to confessional assimilation, should Western prelacies happen to actu-
ally acknowledge the primacy of Rome. Therefore, when Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i
was elected the Catholicos of All Armenians in Ejmiacin, he still made at-
tempts to keep a close watch on the doctrinal and behavioral deviations in the
Constantinople community with the assistance of such go-betweens as Eremia
and Suk'ias.

In fact, Eremia was the one reacting to the growing influence of Catholicism
on the Armenian communities of the Ottoman Empire. With his late polemi-
cal pieces, he signaled the strong need in taking more explicit measures toward
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the redefinition of doctrinal boundaries of the Armenian Church and the en-
forcement of reshaped confessional norms. In contrast to the successful cat-
echization of the Catholic and Protestant population in Europe and elsewhere,
the Armenian Apostolic believers never became accustomed to catechisms,
because of the absence of mechanisms for making them incumbent, and sim-
ply because of the insufficiency of the catechisms per se. The various “books of
questions,” produced in this period in both classical and colloquial languages,
contained random questions and answers on variety of doctrinal, spiritual and
moral topics, and could hardly be considered well-structured catechisms.1#5
Despite the strong tendency towards the appropriation of the new patterns of
catechetic literature of the period, it would be a gross exaggeration to say that
Armenians underwent intensified catechization in the seventeenth-century
Ottoman Empire. The main channel for conveying the knowledge on “true
faith” to the Apostolic flock remained sermons and rituals—where the Divine
Liturgy, attended by the faithful every Sunday, occupied central place. Any ac-
tions at odds with ritual conformity, particularly the deviations from the canon
of Divine Liturgy, were to be branded as “schismatic.”

In the course of history, the non-Chalcedonic Armenian Church found itself
in constant debates on orthodoxy with Chalcedonic Churches, propelling it to
distinguish what it believed in from what it did not believe in.*6 This in turn re-
sulted in employment of both doctrinal affirmations and denunciations, that
shaped the “true faith” of the Armenian Church, while their preservation grew
into the integral part of the confession-building. The refashioning of the con-
fessions could not be carried out through obliteration of the old elements of
practice as a means of aligning with the confessional fashion of the period. Not
only Eremia K‘@0miwrcean, but also posterior apologists of the Armenian ec-
clesiastic tradition, saw the reshaping of the Apostolic faith from an “apocata-
static” perspective—that is to say from the point of view of the restoration to
the original, early Christian doctrine, and the preservation of the Armenian
Church practice in the very condition, which was inherited into the confes-
sional age.

145 The catechetic material of the period is hitherto unexamined. I am working on the cate-
chization paradigms that might have been applied to the Armenian communities in both
Ottoman and Safavid Empires, but the outcome is still forthcoming.

146 For the role of anathema and renunciation in the creedal and baptismal formulas, see
Pelikan, Credo, 189-195.
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Appendix
Manuscripts used:

Eremia K'eéomiwrcean’s polemical writing against Suk‘ias Prusac'i survived in two man-
uscript copies—BNF Arm. 334 and W779. The scribe of W779 made calculations on the
margins of his copy to detect the exact date of the writing. In his seminal book on
Eremia K‘éomiwrcean’s biography Nersés Akinian assumed it to be written in 1692.147

BNF Arm. 334, ff. 142r-148v

Collection. Date: 1697-1760. Place: Constantinople, church and college of Balat (ff. 113
and 148v); copyists: Komitas K‘@omiwrcean (ff. 1-49) and anonymous scribes (1773,
1793, 1817); material: European paper; size: 16x20.5 cm; lines: 21/27; folios: 184; script:
notrgir.148

W779, ff. 1r—4v149
Collection. Date: 19th century. Place: unknown; copyist: unknown; material: paper;
size: 27x20cm; lines: 33; folios: 335; script: notrgir.150

[142w | NMwnwufuwih Uunniony b Juut Uunndng, ¥ np wipghtiwg!®? «qhul] npp
wubkUt», qnp wuwgbuwy GU h dtpet Swtwwnwdpht: b tntwuwn jGptdhugt;:

‘Lufu' vhpk tighw tw h ghpu wuwndniptwg, Gpl wypt wyt, np wuwgbwy k <hul
npp wubkiUtt», nnwt hgt' [hw swpwgnpdniphwdp, np Juut wyunphy wpghik
quuuwgbtuwu unpw: Ujp tu wubd' whw pwupt Unnndotuh puptinuwuh jhtntghu,
U pnitw] h gupu wuwnniwdwniuy Spng Uppng:

147 Nersés Akinian, Eremia C‘élépi K‘@omiwréean: keankn u matenagrakan gortsunéutiwné
[Eremia Ch‘élepi K‘éomiwrcean: the Life and Literary Activity], (Vienna: Mekhitarist
Press, 1933), 127.

148 For detailed description, see Manuscrits arméniens de la Bibliothéque nationale de France:
Catalogue, 943-947.

149 Iam thankful to Fathers Poghos Kodjanian and Simon Bayan of Mekhitarist Congragation
in Vienna for their kind support in receiving the digital copy of this manuscript.

150 For detailed description, see Ts‘uts‘ak hayerén dzeragrats' matenadranin Mkhitareants
i Vienna [Catalogue of Armenian Manuscripts in Mekhitarist Library in Vienna], ed.
Hamazasp Oskian, vol. 2, (Vienna: Mekhitarist Press, 1963), 329—-330.

151 A =BnF 334, ff. 142r-148v; B = W 779, ff. ir—4v.

152 Bupgbjtug
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Gpypnpn' pE nd np hgk vwhdwtont winophg dudwlwpgniptwtg, quu bu tnpw
LU uwhdwubwy: Upn' Gel shwtwth wnophg tngw, hwpyh wpghitp quutuwyu
wuwgbuwiut tngw U hupt Unp tnp wnopputip uwhdwuk:

Gppnpn' Gpk punnith quuwgtwp wnopu Uungu, npp Nnginy!%3 Uppny wuwght,
wpn wuwpw kU «ghulj npp wubktt» bu punntupg:

2nppnpn Lpk hiphwl nkpnkpt jnw** wpup quiju, qupnh b hupt bu
nunntuhy, hul Gk oy punniuhgh, whw juyntuh Gnu hwjunwl hip mkpnkpht b
niunigsht b dtonht:

G.tippnpn®® 3wlop U ®hthwywnu b Undubu Jupnnhynuntup, pnnnidp ghht
Jupnuubtnut, npp puuitwy h dudwtwlu hiptwtug wutht quju: Gt wpn uw
Ut E pwlt qunuw hdwunniptwdp U ghnniptuwdp, np wpghit. quumdwnt ny
ghwntup:

[142p| Q.tppnpn dGdwdtd Jupnuuwbtwnp pupngniptwdp b dtiuniptudp
wuwgniwdop U Awnhip uwgguwl, npuku Uuypugnidtght!®® i Uwinuwniuh,
b jolwnu* Uwghuwnpnuh' dyuwjwukput U Sphgnphut b Gunphwiht U
Lwdppotwght: Ujp yjunwy Lwptjught, gnpny winopul wwowtidp, U Ukupout
thhp* qupnuuwbnnipbwt: Unpw U tdwupl, npp dbljuhsp U pupguwuhsp Ehi, b
wnwoh hojuwtwg U puquinpug yunwujiwtuwwmnip Eht, b puuibu Gu quiju:
Unpn' unpw wipghtiny quundwnu’®? oy ghntd npuku qaAtiq:

E.tppnpn’ dhpt uhtthnnnuht tnl pwthwintdt nnpht, gh nw hwdwpdwbgur
Jjujnubip quju h dkg punwphu: Utp quju uhtuhnnnut ns nuwup: Gt qunmdwnt
ns gnigwuk, dnnnypntwud, pl’ Juult wjud yuwwndwnh wpdwt s wubp «<bulf npp
wubkUl»:

C.tppnpny W gh hhug hwphip ubwgneup Yut b dke waghu, nd np hgt, np
hwdwluwdtgwr nnpw pwuhip, ud pl pnptpp®® qptightt nnpw h fuwthwuk.
quiju gniggl Utiq:

(o.tppnpn’ U gh dhuslt guyuop hupt wukp' nubiwy U (nibiw wijuwbu, wipn wyddhly
ny wqntwg nuuw' df wubp Uhpt h wbultwt hpbonwl wdbuwluih®? wqn
wpuwp, Jud jonu juthpnuwltigur U ot ghpionmwug puppwn!®®, jud ph
nrunjg wuwnqudwinp unp thEnuduup*es

153 Ahnqgn(

154 For words marked with asterisks, see Glossary.
155 Bhhuqtippnpn

156 B uUwjpugnutght

157 B uywwmdwnu

158  Bpnptn

159 Buwdtuwluih

160 Bpwnpwn

161 Bhbnuuwkp
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[143w| d.tppnpn’ jEedhwdht U jGpnuwntd U judbtwyt Juunpuiu dhusk
gujdu wuwowh, U ny np dnwpbptwg quju h fuwthwub;: Uguw niptdt juyn b, pk
dwut  hgupuniptwt tnpwdlniphtt, wjuhtpt' put quudtuwjuut ghnnitu b
hdwuwnntt hwdwpbguwt ghtpt juwsu hip:

dU.tppnpn’ ek np, npp puptntuni juuhght, wdtttptwt gpndp dujugniphut
hdwuntwtwt: Gpl wunpdh; Juihgh nu jusu nwdljug, pk owwn £ Jupnugbp
pwl quubtutubwl, puyg vwuyt twh hwunwnb] yqupnh quhnu wdbuwyu
dnnnypnbwtt!®2  Juughtp gpng U www  Juuwhwugh fuwthwibp hus p
dudwluwnpgniptwtg, gh wju hwuwpwluwg pwt L U tinbguju:

dR.tppnpn’ tpk Jupnnhynu np uwhwibp Judhgbp quyu, Yupon Ehu wubp
wqq hwyng wp tw' ptip griyg qghppt quyt, qnp puptpgwp nng, ph unnwt b
wluwuwwdw? L wub] quju jajtntghu, U qquuniwnt dwun dtq: bull nw ghipnghtu
nputu hudwpdwlh:

dQ.tippnpn’ pugupAwl yunwuuwl wyu £ np Juut Uphnuh b tdwttwg tnpht
Unniptwtg wuwgbw] G quyu: dwut npny U dhtust guyuop unipp tytntghtu
uqnyk quyuwhuhut: buly Gpk np spunniuh, pt’ prin swunth <hul3 npp wubut,
Tw jhus Ynt nuintuy:

drtppnpn’ gNwtwnwdpt gnp wuwght 3dC unipp hwppt hwtqudwup Ep
Jupdwnow qiuwinptwy [143p| quuhdwt hwrtwwnnyu: Gt h dtpet tnht U quju
Yuhp h dtpwyung, pt" hul npp wubt wyuykhu U wytwky, iy punnith Ghtintgh
qujuuhuhul, wyp junnwt £ U wpnwpu wultwy h dopk’ unipp Gytntging, ny
pL funpp npnh, wyp onwn: @Luwkwn duntun wuk qhtpt unipp Ghtntging, wyg
htipAntwoon U hwlwnwl E unipp wikmwpuwuht, gh twihg swul pun Nop
allpnh, b qSngh, qh hwdwgny swuk qNngh b qflpnh pun Nop, pwtgh hupt Skp
Utip Futt Uunntwd tplubtwp dwupdundu wntghing qghtupt U qNnght unipp
hwdwhwiwuwp twihg, gnyuihg wuwg, h Nonk puniptul U jtniptul wuwg
qhupt, wyuhtupt' quugkp dpntgkp qghipwunuu jutntt Nop U Npniny b Sngrnyu
uppny (hddwn. Uwnp. PL 19): Uhw juyn E, pkt wypuwgth U thnthnfutith dwpnhp pk
qunuuht npp wubktu «Ep Gpphadtu wyuwbu b wjtuybuy, swpwthwnp Gu, wdpwphownp
LU, wphnubwtp LU, Juut npny U ugnyht h unipp tytntginy dwpdtunyg U hngind,
npyku hnnd, np qthngh hnuk h dtipwy tiptuwg tpyph

dG.tppnpn’ Gpk yuwniAwntugh wubny, pt’ wydd wphnutwt ny gnj, wyp h tnyu
dudwuwyht, np Juut Uphnuh U hwdwinhhgt wuwgbuwi Gu, yuut npny wupun
sEwubip: U u wubd, pk hpuit £ putin, np dtp hwppt Juptght U thuytght, npyku
Suwtwnwdpl jutAuwnwlju 144w |twe Junwptl] wuwgniwdop nuwiwuniptwl
Juwwwplkp h Unyu: dwut npny U h gbpuwy Gpynigt jutdAtwnwlwuhtu U
hpwdwpwuwuhtu gintghy hdu tn uhp unipp Lntuwinphst dtip, pk' <« dtp hul

162  Bdnnnypntwt
163 Bhpy[ huy

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



52 OHANJANYAN

thwnwinptiugnip, np junwel bk pwt quihntwlu’ tpihp ququubnyg Sop b
Npniny b Snginyt Uppny juthntwbuy, U:

do.tppnpn’ Gpt pwuntw] wwpwn b hpuwdwupuut guunithputwgl, np Juul
qagnignipbwt Gntwy G, hwpy £ wpn U puntwy «ghpuwdwphdpt h vwnwtwgk:
FuipAgk «quh np jtiptfuwihgu» U qudwuu unght, pupdgl qyquidwiwgnyu «thwnp h
pwpAntuuty, putgh h unju dwdwtwlu wuwght, pupdgk quitkinwpwut, gh Juut
wuhuwiwwnhg gptigut, pupdgk quupquptwuwiut, np Juut Lphutnnup gptigut
U Juwnmwptgwl: Npuhtu jur wpwptwp G0 $nwuljp hiphtwg dnnndpnbwut’ ns
wnuwlp, ns dwpquptwlup, ns Monnu, ny wikinwpuwl b ny Swiwnwdp, wjg
Uhuwyt wnopp huy hwdwnowntl h unipp Nwwnwpwaht, gh thnipny wpAwlhght:
dL.tppnpn’ quunwgnyut gniguwubd’ «0d hpwowiht» fus k, np 4nt tpght, wj
dwnnhl, <hulj npp wubUht» unint pus b

dC.tppnpn Gk qunwiwntugt, pt’ $nwtyu U hnnndt sntthl, np h dky wdbuwyt
wqqug pphunnubuwyp Gt dGdwdtd U wnwoht hwtwwnmwgbw pphuninutwp Gu
Unpur: fupinp k, whw ytpuwgnyt wuwgh, pE gnp tnpw snttht U nnt ntji44p|uhu,
puipd h dtip gqniutigbwu pn, np yniutitnpug hiin hwtwuwn ththghu:

d (@ tppnpn jugp mbnh qunuw htpdAntwdon U yuyud mbnh qunuw Yyuy phpk. wyu
wyp shnl:

b.tppnpn’ Gu ptiq ptiptd hnond U $nwtl, gh wuhght, pk’ (wt pwt L <hull npp
wubkitl», puwtgh hwunwnt qput Swiwnwdpht, U ptwtht puntuy qupdhu
wphnutwt' hpwdwpbny U ugqnybny qujuuhuhut:

bPU.Lppnpn wutid Atig quuin&wnt. quiynuihup tnpuwdlniphiu!®* wpupnnniptuwt
wnUon dwpnnju Judpt wjt k, pk’ thnpdtd mbutbd qdnnnynipnt, pk tnp puwtuh
Uh htwquwunht U punniuht tw, Junhtt wyp bu niphg pwt ohtubd U fuwnuu:
Suwyn L, pt quut thwnwdnpniptwt hipny junpudwilyh b dpnnybgnigwt,
funnnnptignigwtul, pjunngtgniguwtl, wwwndwn witpdwtu U qujpuynniptut.
pwhaghq* pwhahg, frytp®* flukp:

bPREppnpn’ gh pE qMnipuwy mwnwuytignyg wtuwku hpop, wujw pk butnwdujo'%s
shtwquunh tw. whw Gnl wijwyniphit: OF gMwjun htwquintgnyg U qEwnpkuk
ns Juphgt. whw tnl dpnndnudt: O gbrufhtinwn quupintig b q@ofuwpe Juphgt
ns. whw tn wnunpnudl: Uww plt Juphgh Gpnuwuwlt wnwpbuwu b A
wowltpunu unwtw] b wnwphy qli45w|unuw pun np hugp uthnbw b nwpudbwg
LU, gh pupngtiugtt tnpw gnp huy Judhgh nuw' nut; tnpu b pwuntw; ghhtutu
jtytntginy, wyw hwplh, np wpnitunhip hpwohg U upwtstitwg qopniphwdp
thtuh, tipt ng’ wdh wpwu,* wph* dpondnudt. wiupp uendnephi:

Q. tppnpn’ quut jGpniuwnbd Jupnnhiynu tunbting wjupwt qujpwlnniphiu
tnu h uke wqghu, np pugnid puswibnp spuwguwt, ndwup h pwuwmh dtnw,

164 Bunpwdlnipbwl
165 Bh unwdwo [ hunmwdujog
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thwjunuwm, qut b nintqul, phpuwil* b putn, prhwtp*e6 L ynpniun dwiht
Gpnuuwnktuh, U hwpuntun dhwpwuhgtu Bodhwduh, U thwlbny npwt nwdwnht,
U fuwjnwnwiniphtt h Uk wdbuwit wqqug: Gt wju wdbtwju Gnu Juult
thwnwuninipbwt unpuAlniptwt: Upn jujn E, pk hwpuqunt hgk quuwl wyud
quypuwlntgnigsh. wubd U ns wdwsbd:

Phtppnpny’ Gpl ppqpu* Lphuninuh uhwubp* wuk, gh dnnndnipnt Ul uhgk
ghwsdnitu hipAntwénnug, wj; yunwuhiwt nwd wyud, ph wjupwt dudwtwly
wukbht quin U ny np juqqbu Juut yuynd hph pnippuguwd, wyp h qupnipbwl
ndwtg qujpulintwi h hwiwwnng tiht: Utdnniphtt £ wyju win [uonu'$? U
lunpudwuyniphtt jhipé® pupu:

bG.tppnpn’ Juut <hul npp wubtht» ny np Gpypugtigur dhush gwjuon, wjyp
qSwiwnwdp wuonu®® Uu wnuwilp hwunwntl, gh tqnybt quyuytiihut
U qthnthnfubiihul, puyg yuwut gnpdng qupgniptwt Gpypuwyht, funwnnpht U
wi|145p|unttt Uutinidng hughngh h dky wqqug:

PO.tppnpy’ pupinp E, pE Unyu funphpnny hgkp qpoq* £phunnuh wwhtp, wyw
h nuwunwuwnwut, hipdl, nunwwwpunbwy § tw, putgh jubd, pk h dke pupnghtu
wuAl U wudl jhetiny, puniphtu U puniphiu jtnjinkny, b pt Liuwnnp wyuwkbu
pwppwiugtwg Juwut Lphuwnnuh, Uphnu wjuybtu pwwntg Juult Lphuwnnuh,
Shiwt®* ptothty* wyuwku Jupdtg Juult Lphunnuh U hwskg: Np wyuuhup swp
hwdpuwipu, np h swpbtwgt judpwpunuwiwt whnhgt junwy GUht. dnnnynipnpu
wdttlht juwwuwp® snituht, b quypwinniphtt  gqupqudnwg: Uwuw niptdu
sghnt wwhtp qpnqu* 2phuninup pun huptwt wuhdwunt wyt, wyp Juul <hul
npp wubtitht», np tnl dptdjutunhp' puntwy, Juut Lphuninuh ppnght* wuhbing
sE, wyp wiphtiun hdwuwnniptwut Judh gnigwutp dnnndpntwt, U ns ghwk, pk oy
dwoyk hdwuwniphtt qyujnuh phiptwt b qunitwit juun undnpnipbw:
PE.ppnpn' Gplk pwt dh U hp dh, np pwnunniptwdp sthth Juunwpwot, whuw
Juwnwph pwtt Lphunnup, pt wititht h gwptu £ (Uwwnp. G 37), putgh 0y h
ohuniphtt dnnnypntwt!?® tnl, wy h dppnygnudt: G junphtgwte funphnipn,
gqnp ny Jupwg hwunmwnb], U ujuwr ohtbp U ny Jupwg Juwwpbp, b Gnl
ownp wntunnug, b gqnuwt mtnh pudpwuwtwg h dby wuwnwiwlg. wyu huswykbu
huwul|146w|nniphtt, put plk wudwnniphtt jnyd jnjd:

PC.tppnpn wudwniniphit £ wnt, np qudtttubwt widhun Jupot, b dhugt ghtpt
ghwintt: Gt oy dnwotwg quju, np wjuon hupt juwthwutwg U Gpnn quug, U
Junhttu tu qud jthtntgh, pupAp Awjuht wubd «<bulf npp wubUts:

166 B+ (wjuhtupt' phihdniphiu)
167 B unnu

168 Auwhr hip, wuuw uppg.’ jhip
169 B uwunnul

170 Bdnnnypntwt
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b tppnpn’ gGnhwquptu gndk h dky pwpnght U hGytYLny (wy qunuu®
phpw™ ptplu (wgnigwttp Juphgh quupqudhn njdwpu, gh wyt (huhgh
Ujuhpwpniphtt wiyug upnh hipng, wyuhtupt' Gelk mwljuitht fuwpht dnnnynipnp
juphtun funpudwuyniptwt hipny: Lw' Gnhwqup dhus joptu h dwhnit wukp
«gqhuly npp wubktt»: Uguw niptdt wjunt hwuwnwl tnl hipny gnjupwunipbuwtd,
¢h hdwuwnnttt gnqupwtl, quudhnt b quuhdwunt:

Ltppnpn' GeE hpwt U wpdwt hgk gnjuwpwiunipbwtt, np Juut Gnhwqupnt
whw wjunt whidw®* hupt quuwr, gh hwluwnwitgwr hdwuntngu. UL qhip
gnjupwuniphtutt untwg, gh unnnpuwy tnl tdw, putgh tw wukp «ghuly npp
wubkUl»:

LU.tppnpn’ h dwulniptwt dtpnid ubwp jGpynt Apwquinjgut h unipp
Nuwwnwpwqul, wnwoh dhdwdtd Jupnuuwbnwg hwinhuynnug <«ghull npp
wubkUlt» Awjuht untwgkbht:

[146p| LE.Gppnpn' dwntip U twjiwnwtwg guwndwn gunut, gh wub juphgbl wyg
wqq pphunnubiwgp, pk hwyp juyud wdh hdwtuwny quughwuniphtu dninpnipbwt
hiptwtg h Atnt Uhiphwu ndtdt hntinph U wunniwdwpwiniphut
Jupnuwubtnh pupdht h Swtwnwdpbtu «ghul] npp wubttu», qnp wukbht dhusl
guwjuon dwdwuwlh: Yupttu wubip wyddhy wy; wqq pphunnubugp, pk niptdu
hwiwuwnmh hwuwnmwwnh h dk9 huwyng gnp oww dninpniphtup, qnpu huptwup
Swoltt, L ndwup wughwmwpwp htnlhu, npyku wyddh whw dwutwt Uniphwu
wdtuhdwun!™ U tpupd «ghul] npp wubtl»:

[GGippnpn’ wutith £, pk wynwhuhpn wypwgtith yudop U thnthnjutith junphpnnyp
LU, gh np dtipd £ h swiphu, tw wpwq E h Jupdhu, wyuhtpt' qugnypt quiyt jubnyg’
tpyusht hwtgght h dipwy huptwg, quut npny fuwthwt judhght quite

LR Gppnpn wypugtiht wyt B, np gndwiu owpwluwtu thnfubtp Jud dtp puntuwi,
Y juyp wtinh nubp Uypugylithtt wyt £ qthnjuu b qpupnqu thnfulip jn U junws,
wjpuytitht wyt £ h wwwnwpwght' wyu whnh b wu swhnh!? wuabi, Jud
Ainuwdwo, Jud puquunupwd, Jud «@uwnp h pupdntuu»’ hwdwdwiu Jud
nwu wn nuwu, Jud dwonty qruny Gud qrjuph pwg:”® Ujuwhuhpt wdbuwu
wjwjniphtup Gu b ynunn|i47w|pnidt: dwut npngy h dnpnpniphit tnpuwdtniphiu
wiunht hyupuniptwt qugnyut wpghik, qh Uf hwugshgh h dGpuwy huptuwt:
Ujrugitiht wjt £, np h dGpnidu dudwuwh ndwup wubt' wyu hus dwup E hwyng
wuwhp, U Ajinht h hnnndu, pt’ dhpk tnpw pphunintutiug stu:

Ujrugibiht wyt E, pE wyu fuy gun dudwljupgniphit L hwyng snpu hhtg uwhuge,*
t Aght h Snwtulju' dhpk tnpw pphuninubuyg st

171 BuwdkUhdwuwn
172 Bshwyhwh
173 Bqiluhpwg [ qifuh pug
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Ujpuginiphtu k, pE dwpnh puwulthhtug U h Ownuwqupntu hnpndtu Antyu nunk!
uhpt tnpw pphunnttiwg stt:

Onthnfuht h $nwtlu wubng' dhpt unnigniphtt Quwnljht tnguw sk, np wjupwl
pwquinpniphtt U hdwuwnniphtt nttht: Uhw wnintul] thnthnfjuwut wpdwmn
ns wnlnt, U ns gt Uhint hwuwmwwnntt wjunphly, gh h huyng Giunt, h hnnndu
sdtwy U h $nwtfu ny yuwniwuwnh: Gt howt hhdt h dbpwy wiwgh wuguikp b
ynpdwtntdt k tnpuw (hddw. Lntl. 2 49):

Upn wuwpw Ep quyunuhl b quyuuyhuhu hwunwwnty h dhwpwuniphtu, hwpy Ep
qujuuyhutwgt ptpudnniptwt quupniunidt pwununugnigwuby, yuwwnowd kn
unniqb] qpwt tpwubh pupquuuswg U dtluswg twhitbwg dtpng:
LG.tippnpn’ tpk wuhgk np, pt” Gnhwqup niph? dj147p(nop wuktp fandwinpupwnp
h utithu dnnndpntwtt U h dwd dwhntt Juwy £ wpwpbw] unpw’ swubp <huly
npp wubitl»: Swdp wwunwuiwlt pt uvw jEedhwoht sEp h dwud dwhniwtl
Gnhwqupnt: bulj pk wuhgt np’ Gnhwqup pninpe gptiwug unpw h dwud dwhntu
Juut wyud, quju ns ghntup: Snigwtt] wqupunh qeninpl qujyu:

LO.tppnpn ‘Unpuwgnyu pwt hwibnyg Etwpl updhu h dhunu nwdljug, Aqtiwg h
iqniu wuwpqudwnuwg, Pk’ vhpt funnwt pwt E (kwp <hul] npp wubut», qnp wukht
wughwnwpwp waqqu dbn:

LE.tppnpn, pt wthdwuwnp Eht Gwuthpt wyunphl, npp qnu gpight jutwin
Utq, U tw quuhdwuwnhgu ghpu puptpgunp, U juuhdwuwnbu tw juphtun tnguw
wphbuwnhipt hiptwg:

LC.tppnpn, pE hdwuwnnitp GU tnpw U wpdwlwinp jhowwnwting h Nwwnwpuql,
quolt Ungw wnubkn), qAwnut puptnUn), qunuw pwpbjuou Jupnuny: Uu,
wubid, wuwpdwl E quinuwtu Utngw h pipwl wntbng'?#, gh qnifjunwnpniphit
Ungw pwdwht, qihgunwutt wnupwnk, qputut wphwdwpht, gohutwut puytk,
qupdwtult Ynpdwtl, U qgptwut tndwtl, wjuhtpt' gwujuuywnwnniphil,
np npnuwtwg U Gpuunwnipbhwtu huh wuwwdwn, U hwjh Junwpwdu h
funnyniphru. jutkht!? h yw148w|ptt £ (Uwwn. G 37), unnupupt vwnwwy k;
L.tppnpn, Utluniphit b, wyuhtplt' tgpulugniphtt Swiwnwdpht U glug
hwuwnwwnnitt npnyhtnt Kwyp b Opnh b Unipp Snght Lwjhg U hwdwgnjulihg
nuiwtbgwr Fwntwy winpunupd pwutt b JUuglk hwunwnnipbwdp, pE hul
npp gqnuwtht pwg h udwuk wuonp wyuywkhu b wjtwkbu, wipnwpubtw] k, htnwgbug
L, npnotiwg E, tgnytwy k h unipp Gytnkging:

v.tppnpn, Yikdkut np wjupwt swpwhinutiug £ qutq, gnupwuniphiu hdt Juat
ninnuthwnwg dtpng wuk, h ghppt hip juyuwbu' <« quh hwtwnwdpht purwthu
nunntd Uphnuh gbniphtt Uuwnndny Fwtht wuthnihnfubth U wawgpugbih’
tpgbny quhyhwuwtu yhpwptpniphiut, np wuk, <huly npp wubkuuy, U

174 Buwnlng
175 Buthhtu
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ULEppnpn, Quu pwlt ghpp unipp hwunmwnbl, npytu Undukbu jOptuut
Uuwnnidny ophuniphitt b wukdu gptiwg, U npytu 3ndhwtttu Ulpunhy wuk’ np
hurtwnwyg j0pnh, punniuh qitwtu yuthnbtwuwtu, b np nstt htwquunh (pneng,
ry mbugk qutwiu, wy pupyniphtt Uunndny duwy h dEpwy tnpu (3nyh. @ 36):
Gt npwktu SEpt hpwdwyk' npng puphu gnpotwy hgk h jupniphtu Jatwg, Ut npng
qewp wpwptwy h jupniphtt punwunwthg (3nyh. G 29): G nupdtwy hpuwdugt!
wuwgh Abq, pk h dtnu Atp dGnwuhghp, qh pL oy hwtwwnuggtp, phk tu Gd'
dtnwuhghp h dtinu Atip (Snyh. L 24): Gt [148p| nupdtw hpwdwyt' h puwnwunwi
tyh juoluwphu wyu, gh npp nyt mbuwutt' ntught, U npp mtuwukut Ynipwught
(3nyh. @ 39): Gt nwpdtw pt’ Giugp ophutwip hop huny (Uwwp. PG 34), U pt’
tppwjp wuhdtwip h hnipt juthntutwiwt (Uwuwnp. PG 41), U wyp pugnid gng
Gnpng Uppng wowjhpunwg U Lodwpunwuhpug:

Uju puntwlwt punnug, phk dht dvht jur wnbntugbwp dwnwnpnipbudp
nUpbpAght!”® U (nthght U qgnipwught jujtuhubiwg:

QGphgut ophtwuwup juth mbkwnt 1793, U h (FU VR (=1242) pntht hwyng, twpnh
£, U h VY +V-ul, Guyuwt wduny dEYht, h dwuunwt uppnyu 3wynpny Udplwy
huwypwukiinh, h Nupun:

[The] response with God’s help and concerning God [to the person] who disallowed
[the recital of the anathema] “As for those who say”7 that is recited at the end of the
Creed. [Narrated] by unworthy Eremia [K‘@omiwrc¢ean].

First, is it that he [i.e. Suk‘ias Prusac‘i] found in historical books, that the man, who
established “As for those who say” is a useless person full of villainy, and because of
that he [Suk‘ias] disallows his words? But I say, behold the words of Solomon recited in
churches and accepted among the Holy Scriptures.!”®

Second, those who established the prayers of [Liturgy of | Hours!7? also established
this [Anathema]. Thus, if he [Suk‘ias] does not approve of their prayers, he is obliged
to forbid all their sayings, and constitute new prayers of his own.

Third, if he accepts the prayers articulated by them through the Holy Spirit, hence,
he is obliged to accept “As for those who say” as well.

176 AUuwfu’ puptipndght, wwyuw upp.” pnuptipgght B piptpgght

177  The incipit of the Nicene Anathema recited in the Armenian Church.

178 Eremia draws a parallel with the story of King Solomon, who turned to the pagan gods (1
Kings 11) towards the end of his life. His writings have remained canonical and recited in
all Christian churches.

179 The Armenian text reads «dwdwlwngniphtu» (Zamakargutiwn), lit. order of Hours
meaning the Divine Office of the Armenian Apostolic Church.
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Fourth, if his patron'8® acknowledged'®! this [Anathema], then he is obliged to ac-

ceptit as well. But if he does not accept it, behold, he is revealed as opposing his patron

and teacher and [spiritual] parent.
Fifth, the Catholicoi Yakob!®? and P‘ilipos'®3 and Movseés,!84 let alone the old
vardapets,'®> who accepted [it] at their times [and] had been reciting it. And now, is he

greater than them in his wisdom and knowledge, to forbid [its recital]? I am unaware

of the cause!

180

181
182

183

184

185

The Armenian text reads «inkpwnkn» (¢érter), lit. a priest. Here it means a patron hierarch
or a teacher. This is a reference to Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i, whose protégé was Suk‘ias. The ref-
erence here is to his own father, Martiros K‘@omiwrcean as to “my nkpwnkn (térter),” lit.
my priest. See K'‘@omiwrcean, Oragrut‘iwn, 192.

Armenian text reads «thtijinw wpuwp» (peyta arar). See Glossary.

Yakob 1v J'utayec'i (1598-1680) occupied the office of Catholicos in Ejmiacin from 1655 to
1680. He put a lot of effort to find support in Europe for the liberation of the Armenians
from Persian rule. Eremia K‘éomiwréean was supporting Yakob J“utayec'i’s liberationist
policy.

Pilipos I Atbakec'i (1593-1655) was Catholicos in Ejmiacin from 1633 to 1655. Eremia
K‘éomiwrcean had personal acquaintance with this Catholicos. They first met in
Constantinople, when Eremia was fifteen years old. Eremia’s family too had an intimate
acquaintance with Catholicos P‘ilipos Atbakec'i and accompanied him while he was in
Constantinople between 1652-1653. P‘ilipos appointed Eremia’s father Martiros, a vicar
of Holy Ejmiacin in Constantinople. Eremia admired the educational pursuits P‘ilipos
Albakec'i had engaged with, and devoted sentences to praise the latter in his Lament.
Movses 111 Tat‘ewac'i (1578-1632) was Catholicos in Ejmiacin from 1629 to 1632. A student
of a prominent vardapet Srapion Uthayec'i, Movsés managed to obtain a firman from
Shah Abbas 1 for the renovation of the buildings in Ejmiacin two years prior to his official
consecration as a Catholicos.

Armenian word «Junpnuutitns (vardapet) stands for a celibate priest and is rendered as
a teacher or doctor of theology.
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Sixth, such tremendous teachers as Mayragomec'i,'%6 and Mandakuni,'8” and the

heir'88 of Magistros!'89—Vkayasér,'°C and Grigor,'! and Snorhali,'®2 and Lambronac‘,'%3

radiated through their sermons and commentaries, and sayings, and homilies. But first

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

Yovhan Mayragomec', also known as Mayrivanec'i (570/5-652), is an Armenian theo-
logian and the prior of the monastery of Dvin. Yovhan spoke against the unity of the
Byzantine and Armenian Churches, hence was accused of phantasism and was exiled
during the tenure of pro-Chalcedonic Catholicos Nersés Tayec'i. Excerpts from his theo-
logical writings have survived in the key florilegium of the Armenian Church Knik‘ hawa-
toy (“Seal of Faith”).

Yovhan Mandakuni, who was an Armenian Catholicos, a canonist and hymnologist in the
second half of the fifth century, who established a new group of ecclesiastical canons en-
closed in the Book of Canons of the Armenian Church. The majority of important canons
refer to the observance of fasts and the Great Lent.

The Armenian text reads «jo&wn» (yocat). See Glossary.

Grigor Magistros Pahlavuni (ca. 990-1058) is the Duke of Mesopotamia, the governor of
Edessa, alaymen scholar, who descended from the princely Pahlavuni family. Magistros is
famous for his letters written to various high-rank ecclesiastical figures on different doc-
trinal and disciplinary issues, which challenged both the Armenian and Syrian Orthodox
Churches.

Grigor Vkayasér (Gregory Martyrofile) d. 1105, the son of Grigor Magistros Pahlavuni, oc-
cupied the office of the Catholicos in Hromkla (Rumkale) between 1066-1085 during the
Armenian Cilician period. He is also the founder of the Armenian Pahlavuni dynasty of
Catholicoi and earned the sobriquet Martyrofile for commissioning translations of mar-
tyrdoms and lives of saints from Greek into Armenian.

Grigor 111 Pahlavuni (d. 1166) was elected as Armenian Catholicos at the age of twenty.
During his tenure, the Catholicosate was relocated to Cop’k’, later to Hromkla (Rumkale).
He was the first Catholicos to start a dialogue with the Latin Church on doctrinal differ-
ences. Grigor Pahlavuni was known for penning a number of hymns, canticles, poems,
and translating martyrdoms.

Nersés 1v Snorhali (d. 173) Armenian Catholicos in Hiomkla (Rumkale). The great-
grandchild of Grigor Magistros and the brother of Catholicos Grigor Vkayasér. Snorhali
was engaged in the discourse for the union of the Byzantine and Armenian Churches
initiated by the Greek Emperor Manuel 1 Komnenos (1118-1180). The negotiations
were interrupted with the death of the Emperor. Both the Armenian Apostolics and
Armenian Catholics referred to Nersés Snorhali as to an “orthodox.” Clemente Galano,
who translated Snorhali’s conversations with the Greek philosopher Theorianus into
Latin and Armenian—illustrates Nersés Snorhali as an admirer of the Chalcedon for-
mulas. Snorhali’s book Jesus the Son, printed in underground Catholic printing press in
Constantinople, was banned by vekil Yovhannes Izmirc'i in 1703.

Nersés Lambronac'i (d. 1198) is a theologian, translator and a courtier descending from the
Hetumid and Pahlavuni royal dynasties in Cilicia. Lambronac‘i was accused by Eastern
vardapets of adhering to the doctrine of the Latin Church.
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of all [come] Narekac','%* whose prayers we admire and Mesrop,!°> the pinnacle!6
of the doctrine. They and their equals—the commentators and interpreters [of the
faith], who took the responsibility before the princes and kings, accepted it. Hence,
just like you, I am also unaware of his judgment to forbid [its recital].

Seventh, is it that through a Synod, the abolition of this [Anathema] occurred, so
that he dared proclaim it in the city? We have not heard of that Synod! And he does
not reveal the cause to the public, [to prove], that due to this very reason, it is not of
consequence to recite “As for those who say.”

Eighth, and there are five hundred clerics!®7 among our nation. Which one of them
accorded with him in their words? Or perhaps they scribbled letters to him to abolish
[recitation]? Let him show it to us!

Ninth, and he has been hitherto reciting it himself as he learned and heard in this
manner. So, now who influenced him not to recite [this]? Is it possible, that the angel
of the Almighty manifested through a vision,'9% or perhaps he ascended to the havens
and heard the angelic tongues,!%° or perhaps a messenger [and] new prophet2°0 taught
[it to him]?

Tenth, it has been observed in Ejmiacin and Jerusalem and all the monasteries to
this day, and no one has made up his mind to abolish it. Hence, it is obvious that [this]
innovation is part of [his] arrogance, that is to say, he imagined himself more knowl-
edgeable and wiser than all others.

Eleventh, that the ones, who are willing to read [it]; they all become wise [by means
of] all writings of erudition. If he desires to boast to the peasants that he has read more
than the others, first he has to prove it in public with the testimonies from the writ-
ings, and then take the confidence to abolish anything from the Hours,2%! since that is

a public matter, as well as ecclesiastical.

194 Grigor Narekac' (d. 1003) is an author of paramount importance: a monk, a mystical
poet, a theologian and a Universal doctor of the Church famous for his renowned Book of
Lamentation, which has been translated into many languages.

195 Mesrop Mastoc' (ca. 362-440) is a theologian, translator, author of numerous hymns and
the inventor of the Armenian alphabet. He collaborated with Armenian Catholicos Sahak
1 Part'ew (348-439) and king Vram$apuh (Bahram-Shapuh) (ca. 389/400-414) in pro-
moting Armenian Christian identity and the appropriation of Christian culture across
Armenia.

196  The Armenian text reads «thhp» (p‘ir). See Glossary.

197 The Armenian text reads «ultwgniup» (sevagluxk?), lit. blackheads, a calque from
Turkish karabas. This name was applied to the Armenian Apostolic monks because of
their black hoods worn together with black cassocks.

198  Allusion to the visions in the Old Testament.

199 Allusion to Paul’s vision in 2 Corinthians 12:1-7.

200 Allusion to the vision of Muhammad in Islamic tradition.

201 The Armenian text reads «dwdwungniphtu» (Zamakargut‘iwn).
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Twelfth, if any Catholicos would wish to abolish this, the Armenian people could
tell him, “Bring and show [us] the book you read, [which says] that reciting this in the
church is useless and improper! Also acquaint us with the cause!” So, how dares he
[abolish it] himself?

Thirteenth, the perfect answer is that it has been articulated in consequence of the
vice of Arius and his equals. Therefore, the Holy Church anathematizes them hitherto.
And if one does not accept it [by saying], “Let “As for those who say” not be recited,”
then who will he turn into?

Fourteenth, the Creed,2°? articulated by 318 Holy Fathers,203 was a way to succinctly
enclose the definition of faith. And at the end of it [the Creed] they put this seal of ours,
so that those who say so and so, are not accepted by the Church, and that he [Arius] is
worthless and external to the mother, [that is the] Holy Church—not [as] a stepson,
but an alien. Although he [Arius] claims himself to be begotten of the Church, he is a
heretic and adversary of the Holy Gospel, since he does not confess the Son and the
Holy Spirit [to be] of the very same nature with the Father, and does not confess the
Spirit and the Son consubstantial?°4 with the Father. For our Lord Word of God, while
revealing himself incarnated, proclaimed himself coequal, consubstantial, [and] co-
essential with the Holy Spirit, proclaimed himself of the very nature and the very es-
sence with the Father, that is “Go, baptize all the nations in the name of the Father, and
the Son, and the Holy Spirit” (cf. Math. 28:19). Thus, it makes clear, that if there appear
alterable and mutable people, who say “There was a time”2%% and so forth; they will be
[considered] heretics,2%6 infidels, Arians. Hence, [the like of them] are anathematized
with body and soul, by the Holy Church, resembling the wind that disperses the dust
on the surface of the world.

Fifteenth, if he [Suk‘ias] argues that there are no Arians nowadays, but [since] this
was articulated against Arius and his partisans at one time, therefore it is of no conse-
quence to recite [it any more]. Yet I say, your word[s] are true indeed, that our Fathers
sealed [this] up, and confined [it] to be observed the same way as the Creed is observed

202 The Armenian text reads «Nwitwnwup» (Hawatamk”), lit. we confess.

203 Thereference here is to the 318 hierarchs participating in the Council of Nicaea in 325 that
constituted the Nicene Creed.

204 The Armenian text reads «hwrdwgny pln Non» (hamagoy and Hor), a calque from Greek
opoovatov t¢@ Ilatpl. In the Armenian Liturgical version of the Niceno-Constantinoplitan
Creed, the term «<hwdwqny» (hamagoy), which is Greek duoodoiog and Latin consubstan-
tialis, is not used. Instead, there stands «unyu hupu h puniptul <op» (royn inkn i
bnut‘ené Hor), meaning “of the very same nature of the Father” or “of one essence with the
Father.”

205 A reference to the text of the Nicene Anathema.

206 The Armenian text reads «swpwthwnp» (&‘arap‘ark’), a calque from Greek xaxddoéor, me-
naing “the ones having wrong doctrine.”

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



CREEDAL CONTROVERSIES AMONG ARMENIANS 61

through affirmation of the words of faith. Because of that, our Saint Lusawori¢207 put
a beautiful seal upon both the affirmation and renunciation, that is “As for us, we shall
glorify Him who was before the ages, worshipping ... the Father and the Son and the
Holy Spirit, now and always and unto the ages of ages” and so forth.

Sixteenth, if the renunciations, which were established for the good of the cautious,
are to be abolished, then the “We renounce Satan”298 is to be abolished as well. Let “Let
none of the catechumens”?%® and suchlike be abolished; let the frequent “Glory in the
Highest"?10 be abolished, as it was composed in the same period; let the Gospels be
abolished, as they were composed for infidels, let the Prophets be abolished, that were

207  Grigor Lusawori¢ (Gregory the Illuminator) is the founder of the Armenian Church as an
institution in the early fourth century.

208 Renunciation of the devil is an ancient baptismal practice of the Church, first witnessed
by Tertullian. See Jaroslav Pelikan, Credo, 191. In the Armenian Church it reads as follows:
“We renounce Satan and his every deceit, his wiles, his deliberations, his course, his evil
will, his evil angels, his evil ministers, his evil agents, and his every power renouncing,
we renounce.” See Frederic C. Conybeare, Rituale Armenorum being the Administration
of the Sacraments and the Breviary Rites of the Armenian Church, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1995), 86-108; Mesrob Tashjian, “The Sacrament of Holy Baptism in the Armenian
Apostolic Church” in Baptism Today: Understanding, Practice, Ecumenical Implications,
ed. Thomas F. Best, (Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 2008), 17. All Christian
churches preserved the renunciation of the devil one way or another: the variant of this
formula occurs in the office of catechumens in the Eastern Orthodox Church (“Do you re-
nounce Satan and all his works and all his worship and all his angels and all his pomp?”),
but not in baptismal rite. Its usage appears in the old Gallican Rite of the Western Church
(“Do you renounce Satan, the pomps of the world and its pleasures?”). Renunciation of
the devil is accepted also in the Roman Catholic, Syriac Orthodox, Coptic and Ethiopic
rites. See Henry A. Kelly, The Devil at Baptism: Ritual, Theology, and Drama, (Wipf and
Stock Publishers, 2004), 104; Walter Caspari, “Renunciation of the Devil in Baptismal
Rite,” in The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopaedia of Religious Knowledge, ed. Samuel M.
Jackson et al., vol. 9, (New York and London, 1911), 488-489.

209 The dismissal of catechumens was and still remains though nominally, part of the Divine
Liturgy in Christian churches. It made an appearance in the forth-fifth centuries in John
Chrysostom’s Liturgy, when the catechumens were ordered to leave the nave after the
Liturgy of the Word and to not approach the Holy Communion. The first part of the
Divine Liturgy is also called the Liturgy of Catechumens. In the Divine Liturgy of the
Armenian Church it is pronounced as follows: “Let none of the catechumens, none of
little faith and none of the penitents or the unclean draw near this divine mystery!” See
The Divine Liturgy of the Armenian Church, 23.

210 “Glory in the Highest” (Gloria in Excelsis) is part of the Divine Office for all Christian
churches established from the forth century on. Its variants had been chanted during
Matins in the Armenian Apostolic and Eastern Orthodox Churches, as well as the Assyrian
Church of East. It is chanted in the Roman Catholic Church during the Tridentine Holy
Solemn Mass after Kyrie Elesion (Kipte, éAéyoov) and during evening prayer (Hosanna in
the Highest) in the Syriac Orthodox Church, it is chanted during the Coptic Liturgy of
Saint Basil within the Prayer of Reconciliation. See Conybeare, 134, 385, 456.
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written and fulfilled for Christ. How commodious Franks?!! made it for their people—
no Proverbs, no Prophets, no Paul,'2 no Gospels, no Creed: only some brief prayers
during the Holy Mass in order to dismiss [people] rapidly.213

Seventeenth, I strictly declare: Oh, people! What is “O, marvelous!"?# that is sung
[during the Liturgy]? [And] what is the deficiency of “As for those who say” [so that
not to be recited]?

Eighteenth, that he [Suk‘ias] argues that the Franks and the Greeks, who are the
greatest, and the first Christians among all nations, do not have this [Anathema]. That
is correct. Behold, like I said earlier, if they do not have it and you do, should you abol-
ish what you have to become equal with those who do not?

Nineteenth, on other occasions he refers to them [Franks and Greeks] as schismat-
ics, whereas here he refers to them as testifiers. This will not do either!

Twentieth, I can show you Greek[s] and Frank[s], who will say that “As for those
who say” is a good thing, since it affirms the words in the Creed and effaces entirely the
Arian conjectures by renouncing and anathematizing the likes [of Arius].

Twenty-first, I tell you the cause. The will of a man putting into practice such an
innovation is to test people to see if they obey and accept it, [then] tomorrow I will
invent something else and execute. It is obvious, that for the sake of his vanity, he
dissembles and disquiets, misleads and perplexes people, [becomes] the cause of de-
struction and dismay; that’s for sure;?!° that’s for certain.?!6

Twenty-second, for if he managed to torment Bursa?'” with various things, but
Istanbul would not obey him—behold, there will be distortion. If he managed to

211 The Armenian text reads «bnwtlp» (ffankk‘), meaning Roman Catholics, at times
French or Europeans in general.

212 Areference to the Epistles of Paul.

213  Apparently Eremia’s words refer to the Roman Catholic Low Mass.

214 One of the hymns in the Canon of Holy Patriarchs in the Armenian Hymnal (Sarakno¢).
“O, marvelous patriarchs” refers to 318 Church Fathers partaking in Nicene Council of 325,
which contains an anathema against Arius.

215 The Armenian text reads «pwhqhq pwhghag» (t'ahgig-t'ahgig). See Glossary.

216 The Armenian text reads «Lytp Liukp» (élpet-élpet). See Glossary.

217 Bursa or Prusa, a city in the northwestern Turkey, used to be an Ottoman capital in the
fourteenth century. Before the Armenian Genocide of 1915, there were more than seven-
teen Armenian churches in Bursa and neighborhood, the most famous of which were the
churches of the Holy Mother of God (Surb Astuacacin) and the Holy Archangels (Surb
Hrestakapetac').
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subjugate Balat,?'8 but could not [succeed in] Edirne?’®—behold, there will be disor-
der. If he managed to habituate Uskiidar,22° but could not [succeed in] Tokat—behold,
there will be disturbance. Then, if he is capable of acquiring twelve apostles along with
seventy-two disciples and forwarding them to where the Armenians are scattered and
spread, for they will preach whatever he desires —establishing new and abolishing
the old [customs] of the Church, then it is to happen through the thaumaturgy and the
power of wonderworking. If not, [then there will be] more destruction, [there will be]
more disquietude. But is that not a turmoil!?

Twenty-third, there was such a grand scandal among our nation because of [the
establishment of] Catholicosal throne in Jerusalem.2?! A number of opulent [people]
eliminated, some died in prison. Escape, torment and indemnity, galley?22 and jail,
fatigue and loss of the animals of Jerusalem, and escape of the monks of Ejmiacin, and

closure of the door of the monastery,223 and disgrace among all the nations [occurred].

218 Balat or Palat is a quarter in Constantinople, on the western bank of Golden Horn.
Traveling to Constantinople in 1608, Siméon Lehac'i described Saint Nikolayos (Surb
Nikotayos) church of Balat, shared by the Armenians and Franks, where each served their
own service in “love and peace.” Balat also housed the Holy Archangels Armenian church.
According to the seventeenth-century Armenian chronicler Grigor Daranatc, the Holy
Archangels was an abandoned Greek church in the Jewish neighborhood of Balat. Thanks
to Aristakés Xarberdc', the Armenians obtained a firman from Topal Recep Pasha (d.
1632) to attain the church.

219 Edirne,acityinnorthwestern Turkey, was the third Ottoman capital before Constantinople.
Before the Armenian Genocide of 1915, it housed three Armenian churches—Saint
Gregory the Illuminator (Surb Grigor Lusawori¢‘), Saint Toros (Surb T‘oros) and Saint
Karapet (Surb Karapet).

220 Uskiidar or Scutari, a district of Constantinople on the shore of Bosphorus is one of the
three districts outside the city walls during the Ottoman period. The Holy Cross (Surb
Xac') Armenian church is in Uskiidar.

221 Eremia refers to the turmoil in Jerusalem instigated by Etiazar Aynt‘apeci when he estab-
lished an anti-Catholicosate there.

222 The Armenian text reads «pkpuwt» (¢‘érsané). See Glossary.

223 Eremia alludes to the closure of the doors of Saints James Convent in Jerusalem. In 1656,
the tensions between the Greeks and Armenians over the sites in the Holy Land reached
their peak. When the Greeks managed to obtain a firman from grand vizier allowing them
to appropriate the Saints James Convent of Armenians. Etiazar, then the deputy of the
Armenian Patriarch of Jerusalem, appealed to the ruler of Damascus Teyar Oglu to tackle
the issue. Having already been bribed by the Greeks, the ruler promised to find a solution
commanding Eliazar to hand in the keys of the Convent to him until the problem was
solved. In the face of his apprehension, Etiazar entrusted the keys to Teyar Oglu, who kept
the Convent doors locked and sealed till 1657, when the Greeks took it over. The Convent
was returned to the Armenians in 1659.
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And all these on behalf of the vanity of innovation. Thus, it is obvious, that he [Suk'ias]
is the genuine child of that scandalous man.?2# I claim [this] and I am not ashamed!

Twenty-forth, if he wants to defend??> the honor?2% of Christ in order for people
to refrain from hearing the bark of the heretics, then I reply to this—for such a long
time it has been recited and no one from our nation turned Turk,?27 but rather they
betrayed their faith tempted by the abhorrence of certain people. This is bétise for the
listeners and artifice in his course.

Twenty-fifth, to this day no one was misled because of “As for those who say.
Moreover, those, who recite the Creed, rather affirm that they anathematize mutable
and changeable ones. But because of the deeds of abhorrence, they got perplexed and
were led astray, and the name of the God is blasphemed among the nations.

Twenty-sixth, it is good, if with the very same intention, the honor?28 of Christ was
defended; yet he is condemned with his own judgment, for I hear him recalling the
person and person??® during the sermon and reiterating nature and nature,?3? and
[telling] that Nestorius trifled in such-and-such manner about Christ, and Arius prat-
tled so-and-so about Christ, and the such-and-such?3! dog?32 assumed so-and-so about
Christ and barked. People are entirely ignorant,33 that this kind of wicked reputation
had emerged from malicious and haughty disease; hence, that is a temptation for the
simple-minded. Therefore, he himself is ignorant of the defence of the honor?3* of
Christ. And it is not for the defence of the honor?35 of Christ that he wishes to abolish
“As for those who say,” but rather desires to demonstrate to people the art of [his] wis-
dom. And he is not aware that wisdom never conceals the visible errors and insanity of
those, [driven] into the disease of wont.

Twenty-seventh, if a word and a thing is not carried out in peace, behold, the word
of Christ fulfils, that “anything more than this comes from evil” (Mat. 5:37), because it

224 Areference to the events related to Eliazar Aynt‘apec'i’s actions, claiming that Suk‘ias was
allegedly following in Eliazar’s footsteps.

225 The Armenian text reads «uhwukp» (sianét). See Glossary.

226 The Armenian text reads «<pnnq» (a7az). See Glossary.

227 The Armenian text reads «pnippugw» (t‘urk‘ac’an), here means conversion to Islam.

228 The Armenian text reads «pnpq» (a7a2).

229 The Armenian textreads «wuAlu U wudtu» (anjn ev anjn). A reference to the Christological
peculiarities of duophysitism.

230 The Armenian text reads «puntphtu U puntphtu» (bnutiwn ev bnut'iwn), lit. nature and
nature. Apparently the author reiterates «wudAtu U wudU» (anjn ev anjn) and «puntphru
U puntphtt» (bnutiwn ev bnutiwn) to accuse Suk‘ias of duophysitism.

231 The Armenian text reads «bhpwt» (filan). See Glossary.

232 The Armenian text reads «ptiothtl» (k‘eop‘ek). See Glossary.

233 The Armenian text reads «fjuwwuin» (xapar). See Glossary.

234 The Armenian text reads «<pnpg» (a7a2).

235 The Armenian text reads «pnpq» (a7az).
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was not for the sake of tranquility of people that it was performed, but for the sake of
turmoil. And he thought of the things which he could not affirm, and started to cre-
ate, but could not complete. And it became ridiculous for beholders, and became a
matter of gossip among the beldams. What kind of wisdom is this? Rather foolishness,
extreme?36 [silliness].

Twenty-eighth, foolish is the man, who imagined everyone to be fools, and him
alone to be wise. And he has never thought of this, that today he might abolish this
[Anathema] and leave, and tomorrow I shall come to church and recite in a loud voice
“As for those who say.”

Twenty-ninth, during the sermon he praises Eliazar, and [Suk‘ias, this] feeble237
pretender,23% weeps sobbing, that perhaps he could make some simple-minded igno-
ramuses weep [too], for in case people are deceived by the art of his imposture, that
will become a consolation for his voracious heart. To the very day of his death Eliazar
himself recited “As for those who say.” Therefore, this made him [Suk‘ias] adversary of
his own eulogy, for [it turned out that] the wise one praises the foolish and the worth-
less one.

Thirtieth, if Eliazar is justly worthy of his eulogy, then he [Suk‘ias] made himself a
fool, for he opposed the sage. And his eulogy became deceptive, as he [Suk‘ias] made
himself adversary to him [Eliazar], because he [Eliazar] used to recite “As for those
who say.”

Thirty-first, in our childhood we heard “As for those who say” sung before great hon-
orable vardapets at the Holy Divine Liturgy for the two Candlemases.?3°

Thirty-second, he became a matter of mockery and outrage, for other Christian na-
tions could say, that this year discovering the ignorance of their own error at the hands
of a certain orator and doctor of theology Suk‘ias, Armenians eliminated “As for those
who say” from the Creed, which they had been reciting up until now. Other Christian
nations could say now, that consequently it turned out to be true, that there indeed are
many errors among Armenians, which they hide, and some people ignorantly follow

236 The Armenian text reads «jnjd jnjd» (yoyz yoyz) lit. very-very.

237 The Armenian text reads «phpwy» (tit‘al). See Glossary.

238 The Armenian text reads «qunuu» (zataln). See Glossary.

239 Eremia mentions the Candlemas Liturgies of Theophany or Nativity, and Easter, per-
formed on the vigil of each respective Dominical Feast. In the past, the vigils of all feasts
of the Armenian Church were accompanied by the Candlemas Liturgy. Later it was dis-
carded. Eremia’s words testify to the discontinuity of this custom in the seventeenth cen-
tury Ottoman Empire, proving that in his days the Candlemas Liturgies be exceptionally
performed on the Vigils of Theophany and Easter. The thirteen-year-old Eremia describes
in his Diary the Candlemas Liturgy and Holy Fire he witnessed in Jerusalem during
his pilgrimage with his custodian Mahtesi Ambakum and his wife. See K‘éomiwrcean,
Oragrut‘iwn, 309-310.
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them. Behold like nowadays all-wise Suk‘ias perceived and abolished “As for those who
say.’

Thirty-third, they say, that such people are alterable in their will and unsteady in
their mind, for who is close to evil, he is swift in assumptions, meaning that while hear-
ing those anathemas, they fear those to be placed upon themselves, thereby they wish
to abolish those [anathemas].

Thirty-fourth, alterable is that, when [they wish] to change or override some hymns,
or change their order.

Alterable is that, when [they wish] to move the verses of the Psalms and the
Sermons backwards and forwards. Alterable is that, when [they command] to say this
and not that during the Divine Liturgy, or weather [it should be said] with raised or
spread arms, or whether “Glory in the Highest” [should be sung] concordant or voice
by voice, or whether with a covered or uncovered head. These all are mutabilities and
confusion. Therefore, [being] in delusion of the innovation of the disease of pride he
disallows the anathemas, lest they be placed upon him.

Alterable is that nowadays some people say, “How hard is the [observance] of the
Armenian fast!” And they lean toward the Greeks [with the words], “Are they not
Christians?”

Alterable is that, [when they complain], “How lengthy is the Armenian Service,
four-five hours long!” And they tend towards the Franks [by saying], “Are they not
Christians?”

Mutability is [when they complain] that the Greeks eat fish on March 25th24° and
on Palm Sunday—*“Are not they Christians?”

They turn Frank by saying, “Does not the credibility of Easter belong to them, who
possess so many kingdoms and wisdom?” Behold! The mutable plant does not take
root! And that kind of mind did not find stability, for it egresses from the Armenians,
and does not remain among the Greeks, and is not replanted within the Franks. Thus,
the foundation rested on a variable sand and that is [the cause of] its destruction (cf.
Luke 6:49).

Thus, it would be suitable to establish this kind of people in peace; it would be
proper to pacify the confusion of mistrust of such people; it would be descent to check
the words of our forefathers—blessed commenters and interpreters.

240 The Annunciation is celebrated on March 25th in the Greek Orthodox and Catholic
Churches, while in the Armenian Church it is solemnized on April 7th and is accom-
panied with rigorous fast without fish, meat, and dairy. The Armenian fast is called
wnnthwg (afuhac’), literally meaning “salt and bread” that denotes the products allowed
during the fast. Great Lent is also called «U.nnthwighg wwhp» (Afuhac’ic Pahk’), lit. Lent
on salt and bread. The tradition during Eremia’s time was to have salt and bread during
lent at least once a day. Armenian believers would complain about the rigidity of their
lent, compared to the less rigorous rules of the neighboring Greeks and Roman Catholics.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 7—69



CREEDAL CONTROVERSIES AMONG ARMENIANS 67

Thirty-fifth, if someone argues that Eliazar was hypocritically reciting it for the ears
of the people and on his deathbed made his will to this [Suk‘ias] not to recite “As for
those who say,” we give a reply, that he was not in Ejmiacin at the time of Eliazar’s
death. And if anyone says that Eliazar wrote a letter to him on his deathbed concerning
this matter, that I do not know. He has to show [us] that letter!

Thirty-sixth, by propagating an innovative thing, he insinuated a thought in the
minds of peasants [and] on the tongues of the simple-minded—is it possible, that
“As for those who say” was a useless thing, which our people had been reciting out of
ignorance?

Thirty-seventh, if those forefathers, who composed it as a tradition for us, were
worthless, then he read the writings of the senseless ones, and by these senseless ones,
he was affected through their artifice.

Thirty-eight, if they are wise and meritorious so that to be remembered during the
Divine Liturgy, to be venerated at their feast days, to read their homilies, to pray for
their intercession, then I claim, he does not deserve to take their names on his lips, be-
cause he condemns their vow, denigrates their memory, disdains their sayings, demol-
ishes their statues, distorts their writings; that is called a schism,?*! which will become
the cause of complaints and discord, and in the end will lead to turmoil. “Anything
more comes from evil” (Mat. 5:37), the troublemaker is a devil!

Thirty-ninth, this [Anathema] is the interpretation, that is to say, the conclusion of
the Creed and is the unchangeable testifier [of the Creed], as it confesses [the] Father,
[the] Son, and [the] Holy Spirit, coessential and consubstantial. [It] reflects the word
and testifies that those who are found external to this, [those] articulating so-and-so,
are expelled, dismissed, excommunicated, anathematized by the Holy Church.

Fortieth, Clement,2*2 who slandered upon us so many times, praises our orthodox
people in his book as follows: “And following the Creed they confess the nature of God
the Word to be unchangeable and immutable against Arius by singing the Nicene
anaphora “As for those who say,” etc.”

Forty-first, the Holy Scripture confirms this thing: as Moses recorded blessings and
condemnations in the Law of God and as John the Baptist says, “Whoever believes in
the Son has eternal life, but whoever rejects the Son will not see life, for God’s wrath re-
mains on them” (John 3:36). And as the Lord commands, “those who have done what is
good will rise to live, and those who have done what is evil will rise to be condemned”
(John 5:29). And again he commands, “I told you that you would die in your sins; if you
do not believe that I am he, you will indeed die in your sins” (John 8:24). And again
commands, “For judgment I have come into this world, so that the blind will see and

241 The Armenian text reads «gutjuwwwnwnniphtu» (c‘ankapatarutiwn), lit. discord in
confession.
242 A reference to Clemente Galano.
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those who see will become blind” (John 9:39). And again, “Come, you who are blessed
by my Father” (Mat. 25:34), and “Depart from me, you who are cursed, into the eternal
fire...” (Mat. 25:41); and there are many other [testimonies] from [the words of] the
disciples and veracious of the Holy Scriptures.

This is enough for the auditors; if they read [it] word by word with the intention to
be well-informed, and if they comprehend and beware of such people.

Copied in 1793 of the year of [our] Lord and 1242 of the Armenian Era, on March 2,
and in \Y *V [1207] on the first of month Sha’ban, in the orphanage after Saint Patriarch
Jacob of Nisibis in Balat.

Glossary of Words in Armeno-Turkish (Runtp hwywnwn
pninplptung)

Uhdwlu [axmax]—uwd. njudwp, hhdwp—arab. ahmak—n., adj. stupid, simple-
minded, idiot

Erutp, htjytpe [elpét, hélpét ]—dwl. wugniown, hhwplyt—elbet, arab. elbett—ady.
certainly, of course,

Cnq [etoz]—qny. Wwnhy—1irz; arab. arz—n. honor, integrity, probity

(ewhghq [t'ahgig]—dwl. unnyyq, hwunwn—itrk. tahkik—n. investigation, verifica-
tion (here: adv. definitely, absolutely, for certain)

(Epuwtl; [t'érsané]—qnj. twiwpwl, phwpwl trk. tersane—n. dock yard, navy yard
(here: n. galleys; penal servitude)

vwup [xapar]—qnj. [nip, nbnGyniphtut—itrk. haber; arab. khaber—n. news,
information

vupuy [xarap]—uwo. wikp, wikpwd, thywgwd—arab. kharab—adj. corrupt, de-
cayed, ruined

Bolwn=j+ofwfu [yoéal], oswu [Ojax]—qny. Ypwlwpwl, thjup. wnhd,
qinnuutwu—trk. ocak—n. fireplace, fig. n. kin, family (here: n. child, heir)

Uwhuwyp [sahat]—qnj. dwd—arab. saat—n. hour

Uhwuktp puby [sianét']—puwy). wquwonwwubi—trk. siyanet—w. protection, defence
(here: v. protect, defend)

OEnudwuwn [p‘étampar]—qnj. twipqupt—itrk. peygamber—n. prophet

OLynw, buynw puky [p'éyta, fayta]—puwy. wnwy pugtii—pers. n. peyda—manifest;
v. produce, acquire, beget

®hp [pir]—qny. Yppywd dtp, wuwphwpp—pers. pir—n. chief; erudite; patriarch

Loty [k'éop‘ek]—qny. ontl (wyuntin® yhpuwynpuwluwt pun)—trk. kopek—n. dog
(here: a term of contempt)

bhpwt [filan]—uwyuhtgp, wyuhusp—arab. filan; trk. filan, falan—so-and-so
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Glossary of Dialectal Forms (Runpunwyht Autip)
Udh [alvi]—dwl. dh thnpp ki, wyp bu—ady. a bit more
Quiuy [zatal]—wd. juwnh dbe wpnuwlunipnit wunn—adj. fraud, impostor,
pretender
(Ohpuy [tital]—wd. Uhhwp, mijwp, njupuuqui—ad). feeble
(Epuwip [t1fank]—qgnj. hnqunipjntt, pninipinitt—rn. fatigue, weekness
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Abstract

The major developments of the early modern period had an uneven impact on urban
and rural dwellers, leading to divergences in worldview and mentality between the two
demographics. This article reflects upon these differences through a microhistorical
study of an episode in Joseph Emin’s Life and Adventures, where Emin, an eighteenth-
century “port Armenian” encounters Armenian villagers in the Ottoman town of Jinis.
My reading of this episode provides a focus for broader reflections on the growing di-
vergences between the viewpoints of a port Armenian like Emin, who was connected
to the developments taking place in the early modern world, and that of rural dwellers
like the local villagers and priest of Jinis, who were largely disconnected from the same

developments.
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The urban/rural and coastal/inland divide became a central focus of political
and journalistic discourse in 2016, with the “Brexit” referendum in the United
Kingdom and the presidential campaign and election of Donald J. Trump in
the United States.! While the differences between urban and rural dwellers are

1 See, for example, Andy Beckett, “From Trump to Brexit, Power has Leaked from Cities
to the Countryside,” The Guardian, December 12, 2016, https://www.theguardian.com/
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quite evident in the present historical moment, such a divide is not unique
to the contemporary world. In fact, the current form of this division can be
traced as far back as the early modern period (ca. 1500-1800) and beyond. In
an overview of major global developments in the early modern era, Joseph
Fletcher noted the burgeoning of regional cities, centers of economic activity
whose importance and growth was often due to their location along a network
of intraregional or international exchange.? As a result of the creation of global
sea passages—one of the most defining and important developments of this
period—came the dominance of coastal or port cities, which served as impor-
tant nodes of interchange in the new maritime networks.? Those living in port
cities or traveling along their networks gained privileged access to the rapid
developments and changes in technology and the world economy, while those
living in rural areas generally did not enjoy access to them. The uneven impact
of early modern developments on urban and rural dwellers naturally led to
divergences in worldviews and mentalities between the two demographics.

In this article, I will undertake a microhistorical study of an episode in the
English-language memoir of Joseph Emin to highlight the divergences between
port Armenians and their rural counterparts in the early modern era.# Emin is

commentisfree/2016/dec/12/trump-brexit-cities-countryside-rural-voters; Danielle Kurtzleben,
“Rural Voters Played A Big Part In Helping Trump Defeat Clinton,” NPR, November 14,
2016, http://www.npr.org/2016/11/14/501737150/rural-voters-played-a-big-part-in-helping
-trump-defeat-clinton, and “Is ‘Rural Resentment’ Driving Voters to Donald Trump?”
NPR, August 8, 2016, http://www.npr.org/2016/08/18/490240652/is-rural-resentment-driving
-voters-to-donald-trump.

2 Joseph Fletcher, “Integrative History: Parallels and Interconnections in the Early Modern
Period, 1500-1800," in Studies on Chinese and Islamic Inner Asia, ed. Beatrice Forbes Manz,
Variorum Collected Studies Series 480 (Brookfield, VT: Ashgate, 1995), X:1-35 at 17—22.

3 John F. Richards, “Early Modern India and World History,” Journal of World History 8, no. 2
(1997):197—209 at 198-99; Jerry Bentley, “Early Modern Europe and the Early Modern World,”
in Between the Middle Ages and Modernity: Individual and Community in the Early Modern
World, ed. Charles H. Parker and Jerry H. Bentley (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, 2007): 1331 at 22—23.

4 The primary source referenced throughout the article is: Joseph Emin, The Life and Adventures
of Joseph Emin, an Armenian. Written in English by Himself (London, 1792). In the first edition
of his memoir, Joseph Emin’s name (3ntukth Euhl) was transliterated as “Joseph Emin” on
the title page, although throughout the text of the memoir his surname was spelled “Emin,”
which has become the standardized way his surname is transliterated in the Latin alphabet.
In this article, I will maintain the spelling “Emin” in citations of the first edition of the mem-
oir, but will use the standard form “Emin” in all other cases. Sebouh Aslanian has defined port
Armenians as primarily “long-distance merchants whose livelihood and identity were largely
shaped by their relationship to the sea.” They made their living via global trade, residing in
and moving between the major port cities of the age, such as Amsterdam, Venice, Marseille,
Saint Petersburg, Madras, and Calcutta. As such, they were exposed to “a greater volume and
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a paradigmatic example of an Armenian who enjoyed access to the port city
networks of the early modern world.’ In the episode in question, Emin relates
an encounter with Armenians in the Ottoman village of Jinis during his travels
across the Ottoman Empire disguised as a botanist.6 The episode reveals the
vast gulf between the worldview of a cosmopolitan and mobile traveler like
Emin, and that of the more stationary villagers in the Ottoman vilayets. In my
reading of this reported event, I will focus on the ways in which Emin shows
himself to be engaged with the advances in the early modern world—one that
his Ottoman compatriots were not. These advancements include: large-scale
mobility; access to technological and scientific advancements such as naviga-
tional tools and printed book culture; and a western Enlightenment educa-
tion and value system, including a belief in individuality, human freedom, and
self-determination. The aforementioned will be contrasted to the villagers,
who were not connected to networks that exposed them to the same types of
developments and ideas. The episode I analyze here, functions as a productive
site at which to witness the divergences in experience and mentality between
port and rural Armenians.

more diverse varieties of information than their land-locked counterparts,” enjoyed access
to new technologies of the era such as the printing press, and were border-crossers, who
moved between different cultural zones and themselves often had hybrid cultural identities.
See Sebouh D. Aslanian, “Port Cities and Printers: Reflections on Five Centuries of Global
Armenian Print,” Book History 17 (2014): 51-93 at 55-58.

5 For a discussion of previous scholarship on Emin, see Sebouh D. Aslanian, “A Reader
Responds to Joseph Emin’s Life and Adventures: Notes toward a ‘History of Reading’ in
Late Eighteenth Century Madras,” Handes Amsorya 126, nos. 1-12 (2012): 363—418 at 372—73.
See also Daniel Fittante, “Broadening the Discourse: A Critical Assessment of Traditional
Accounts of The Life and Adventures of Joseph Emin,” Armenian Review 55, nos. 3—4 (2017):
1-18; Michael H. Fisher, Counterflows to Colonialism: Indian Travelers and Settlers in Britain,
1600-1857 (London: Permanent Black, 2004), and “Asians in Britain: Negotiations of Identity
through Self-Representation,” in A New Imperial History: Culture, Identity and Modernity in
Britain and the Empire, 1660-1840, ed. Kathleen Wilson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 91—112; Humberto Garcia, “Re-Orienting the Bluestockings: Chivalric Romance,
Manliness, and Empire in Joseph Emin’s Letters,” Huntington Library Quarterly 81, no. 2
(2018): 227-55.

6 This portion of Emin’s Life and Adventures has been singled out before, but has primarily been
treated in discussions of religious, ethnic, and class structures of Ottoman society or as part
of the budding Armenian enlightenment and national liberation movement. For the former
approach see, for example, Benjamin Braude, “The Nexus of Diaspora, Enlightenment, and
Nation: Thoughts on Comparative History,” in Enlightenment and Diaspora: The Armenian
and Jewish Cases, ed. Richard Hovannisian and David Myers (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999):
5-44, at 24—27. As for the latter approach, see the many bibliographic references to such stud-
ies in Aslanian, “Reader Responds,” 372—3, 1. 16.
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1 Joseph Emin: A Port Armenian in the Early Modern World

Emin’s biography illustrates the ways in which a port Armenian was affected
by and engaged with the broader developments taking place in the early mod-
ern world.” One of the features marking the early modern age is large-scale
mobility and exchange on a massive scale. As Timothy Brook writes, “more
people were in motion over longer distances and sojourning away from home
for longer periods of time than at any other time in human history.”® Historian
Sebouh Aslanian has identified two mass explosions of forced migrations
that gave rise to the global and dispersed early modern Armenian society: the
“oreat flight” (bityiik kaggun) of tens of thousands of eastern Anatolian pro-
vincial Armenians into the western cities of the Ottoman Empire, particu-
larly the cities and suburbs of Istanbul/Constantinople, Izmir/Smyrna, and
Rodosto/Tekirdag, as a result of the Celali uprisings at the end of the sixteenth
and beginning of the seventeenth centuries, and the “great deportation/exile”
(1604-o0s5, biiyiik siirgiin) undertaken at the order of the Safavid Shah ‘Abbas 1
that relocated several hundred thousand Armenians from the regions border-
ing the Ottoman/Safavid empires into Iranian territory, especially the suburb
of Isfahan that came to be known as New Julfa.? These forced mobilities were
then followed by voluntary movements of Armenian diaspora merchants,
priests, pilgrims, and printers through networks of port cities linked together
by the physical networks of maritime sea passages, and the social networks
of personal relations, which have been the subjects of so many of Aslanian’s
studies.!® These networks with their port city nodes were largely centered in
New Julfa (Isfahan) in the Safavid Empire, and Istanbul/Constantinople in
the Ottoman Empire, and gave port Armenians privileged access to the larger

7 The summary of Emin’s biography presented here is derived from his Life and Adventures.

8 Timothy Brook, Vermeer’s Hat: The Seventeenth Century and the Dawn of the Global World
(New York: Bloomsbury Press, 2008), 19.

9 Sebouh D. Aslanian, Early Modernity and Mobility: Port Cities and Printers Across the
Armenian Diaspora, 1512—1800 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, forthcoming). I am
grateful to Sebouh Aslanian for sharing drafts of his unpublished book with me. See also
Henry R. Shapiro, “The Great Armenian Flight: The Celali Revolts and the Rise of Western
Armenian Society,” (PhD diss., Princeton University, 2018), http://arks.princeton.edu/
ark:/88435/dspo16to53j745.

10 See, for example, from the work of Sebouh D. Aslanian: From the Indian Ocean to the
Mediterranean: The Global Trade Networks of Armenian Merchants from New Julfa,
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2011); “Reader Response and the Circulation
of Mkhitarist Books Across the Armenian Communities of the Early Modern Indian
Ocean,” Journal for the Society of Armenian Studies 22, n0.1 (2013): 31-70; “The Early Arrival
of Print in Safavid Iran: New Light on the First Armenian Printing Press in New Julfa,
Isfahan (1636-1650,1686-1693),” Handés Amsoreay 128 nos. 1-12 (2014): 381-468; Aslanian,
“Port Cities and Printers;” Aslanian, Early Modernity and Mobility.
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developments occurring in the early modern world. Aslanian has paid specific
attention to the class of Armenian merchants who were engaged in trade that
spanned several continents and large bodies of water, as well as Armenian
print culture and book history, both of which spheres were largely monopo-
lized by Armenians who dwelt in about fifty different port cities.

Emin was a product of one of the twin mass explosions of forced mobil-
ity ushering in the period of early modern Armenian history, being born in
Hamadan, Iran in 1726 to descendants of those deported by Shah ‘Abbas 1.1!
Not long after, his family moved to Baghdad and then to Calcutta, like many
other Iranian Armenians of the time, as a result of political instability in Iran
following the Afghan occupation and the end of the Safavid dynasty.!? Unlike
many of his peers, however, Emin did not become a merchant. Against his fa-
ther’s wishes and the expectations of his community, he declined to enter into
commerce and take the life that his birth and society had allotted for him.3 In
his early education, he had chosen to learn English, and it was in the port city
of Calcutta that he gained access to a British maritime network that enabled
him to earn passage to England, where he would pursue his dream of a British
education, with a dual focus on liberal and military arts. With this purpose in
mind, Emin embarked for England in 1751, harboring in himself the ultimate
goal of liberating his compatriots from Ottoman overlordship in their tradi-
tional homeland of eastern Asia Minor through armed revolt.1#

The trajectory of Emin’s life is paradigmatic of a new orientation to-
wards the self in the early modern period that has been referred to as “self-
fashioning” by literary scholar Stephen Greenblatt!> Greenblatt’s 1980,
Renaissance Self-Fashioning, took as its subject the new relationship towards
the self by persons in sixteenth-century England, which involves an “an in-
creased self-consciousness about the fashionings of human identity as a

11 Emin, Life and Adventures, 19.

12 Emin, Life and Adventures, 19-37.

13 Emin, Life and Adventures, 37-38.

14  Emin, Life and Adventures, 39—46. See, for example, Emin’s letter to the Lord of
Northumberland, in which he expresses such sentiments: “I resolved, therefore, to visit
Europe, that I might learn the art military, and other sciences to assist that art. I was sure
that if I could go into Armenia like some European officer, I might be useful at least in
some degree to my country ... If I could clear my own eyes, and serve my country and my
religion that is trodden under foot by the Mussulmans, I would go through all the slavery
and danger with a glad heart.” Emin, Life and Adventures, 99-104.

15  The idea of connecting Greenblatt’s literary notion of “self-fashioning” to the life of
Joseph Emin came at Sebouh Aslanian’s suggestion, for which I would like to express ac-
knowledgement. For further, see his forthcoming chapter on Emin in Sebouh D. Aslanian,
Early Modernity and Mobility. See also note 9.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 70—84



THE URBAN/RURAL DIVIDE IN THE EARLY MODERN PERIOD 75

manipulable, artful process.”'® The increased geographic and social mobility
available to people of the time is connected to the process of self-fashioning.
All of the personages that Greenblatt examines in his monograph were
“displaced in significant ways from a stable, inherited social world” and
moved “into a realm that brought them in close contact with the powerful
and the great.”” Self-fashioning allows them to transcend the position that
they had been born into along with its limitations, by giving conscious at-
tention to bettering their selves through education, reading, self-discipline,
and the pursuit of relationships and networks outside of their allotted place
in society.

Emin’s move to England was in quest of a Western education, and in ad-
dition to formal educational settings, he speaks about his voracious reading
habits that exposed him to new ideas and expanded his intellect.!® Emin also
sought out relationships with “the powerful and the great” of British society to
facilitate his education and expand his opportunities. After working a number
of hard labor jobs with meager pay for several years, he eventually secured
the friendship and patronage of high society English men and women, includ-
ing Edmund Burke, Lady Montagu, Lord Northumberland, and the Duke of
Cumberland. Thanks to the patronage of the latter two, from 1756-1758 he was
enrolled in the military academy of Woolwich, and also gained military ex-
perience as a volunteer in the British and Prussian armies during the Seven
Years’ War. Through forging such high-leverage personal relationships, he
gained access to British networks that allowed him to then travel throughout
the Ottoman, Georgian, and Russian realms, as he indicates in his Life and
Adventures. To use Greenblatt’s terminology, Emin was able to “self-fashion”
for himself a life that departed from the societal norms into which he was born
by shaping his identity and place in the world by means of education and the
forging of new social networks.

In 1759, Emin had his first opportunity to put his education and military
experience to use and began working towards his goal of liberating his com-
patriots in eastern Anatolia, when he secured the necessary documents to
travel through the Ottoman Empire under the aegis of the British Empire. He
traveled across Asia Minor through Armenian inhabited territories all the way
to Ejmiatsin, attempting to spread his message of liberation through the twin
means of education and military resistance. He returned to England in 1761,

16  Stephen Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespeare (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980): 2.

17 Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning, 7-8.

18 Emin, Life and Adventures, 87-88, 100-01, 103.
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and then spent the rest of the decade back on the Asian continent, attempting
to enlist Georgian and Russian leaders in the cause of Armenian liberation,
and then even leading some provincial Armenians in skirmishes and revolts,
with little success. The results of his efforts fell far short of his intended out-
come, and he returned to Calcutta in 1770, where he lived much of the rest of
his life ostracized by the clerical leaders of the Armenian Church, specifically
Catholicos Siméon Erevants‘i. It is from there that he authored his memoirs,

published in 1792.
2 Witnessing the Urban/Rural Divide in an Episode of Joseph Emin’s
Life and Adventures

Emin’s Life and Adventures includes an account of Emin’s first journey to
Anatolia in 1759, in which he narrates one of his initial encounters with
Armenian villagers. In addition to speaking Armenian and English, Emin
could also speak Persian and Turkish. His ability to cast and recast his identity
is evident in his initial encounters with both the Turks and Armenians of the
Ottoman Empire. As Aslanian has noted, port Armenians were boundary or
border-crossers, who could easily navigate between multiple cultural and re-
gional zones. These Armenians had an ability to speak numerouslanguages, and
could make use of their hybrid identities to fit into the norms of different cul-
tures and societies.!® Equipped with a pass issued by the British to protect him
from Ottoman mistreatment, Emin says he never needed it. He “behave[d] in
such a domineering way, that the Turks imagined he was some great Armenian,
a favourite of the Sultan, with a firman in his possession.”2? After some days of
travel, he eschewed the traditional method of travel by caravan—a require-
ment at the time for Armenian subjects of the Ottoman Empire—and chose to
travel alone by horseback. His servant companions thought he would be “lost
without a guide,” but with his privileged access to early modern technological
and scientific advancements, “the fruits of European wisdom, in his pocket,
the compass and the map,” he needed no human guide.?! The possession of a

19  See Aslanian, “Port Cities and Printers,” 55-58; as well as “The Marble of Armenian
History: Or Armenian History as World History,” Etudes arméniennes contemporaines
4 (2014): 129-142 at 137; Aslanian, “From ‘Autonomous’ to ‘Interactive’ Histories: World
History’s Challenge to Armenian Studies,” in An Armenian Mediterranean: Words and
Worlds in Motion, ed. Kathryn Babayan and Michael Pifer (Palgrave Macmillan, 2018),
81-125 at 124—25.

20 Emin, Life and Adventures, 156.

21 Emin, Life and Adventures, 156.
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compass and map facilitated Emin’s easy travel through the Ottoman Empire
and reveals Emin’s knowledge of the new scientific and technological devel-
opments diffused in the early modern period—in this case those facilitating
travel and navigation.?2 By contrast, his companion servants—rural dwellers
disconnected from such technological developments—could not imagine
how he could fare without human guides.

Traveling alone by horse made the Armenians of Jinis he encountered
take him for a Turk when he first entered the village, but when he revealed
his Armenian identity by speaking to them in Armenian, his flagrant rebel-
lion against the established societal norms disturbed them, and they “ran to
their clubs, in order to beat him heartily, using menacing language, and ask-
ing, How he durst travel alone without a caravan, since he was a Christian?"23
The villagers’ response demonstrate how society deeply governed their norms
and expectations, and consequently their instinctive attempt to enforce those
norms upon any individual that would try to act contrary to them. These norms
stand in vivid contrast with Emin’s own course of life, in which he had revolted
against his community’s expectations, and had set out to fashion himself and
his life in a self-determined way. When the two worlds first meet one another
in the text—the port Armenian first encountering the Armenian villagers—
there is an immediate clash and misunderstanding that very nearly devolves
into violent confrontation. However, Emin, with his fluid and adaptable iden-
tity, counters the villagers’ attack by re-presenting himself as a Turk, using the
Turkish language to threaten punishment on all the villagers. The threat is
immediately effective, and makes the villagers “frightened out of their senses,
and a hundred of them came down upon their knees, begging for mercy, and
promising a sum of money, if he would forgive them.”?* Emin continues his
charade as a Turk, waiting for an opportunity to reveal his Armenian identity
in a safer environment and speak to them about his plan for revolt and libera-
tion. He finds the opportunity to do so later that evening during dinner in the
house of the village elder.

During the course of the evening, he manages to direct the conversation
toward his intended subject: “You, Christians, what is the reason of your ob-
jecting, if any of your countrymen should take a fancy to be a warrior? And
why are you not free? Why have you not a sovereign of your own?”?> Emin
here introduces the villagers to western, Enlightenment ideals, such as

22 Richards, “Early Modern,” 203—04; Bentley, “Early Modern Europe,” 22—23, 25—26.
23 Emin, Life and Adventures, 157.
24 Emin, Life and Adventures, 158.
25  Emin, Life and Adventures, 159.
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individual freedom, popular sovereignty, and autonomy; but the answer he re-
ceives reveals a diametrically opposite mentality from his village counterparts:
“Sir, our liberty is in the next world; our king is Jesus Christ.”26 The villagers
view their position in life as established by divine order, and seem content
to wait for liberation in a future realm. When Emin questions them on the
source of their beliefs, they reply: “The Holy Fathers of the Church ... say, the
Armenian nation has been subject to the Mahometans from the creation of
the world, and must remain so till the day of resurrection; otherwise we could
soon drive the Othmans out of our country.”?” The villagers believe that it is the
divine plan for them to be subject to Muslim overlords until an unspecified,
eschatological future when they will then be liberated through supernatural
intervention on “the day of resurrection.”?® Until then, they are to continue
contentedly as Ottoman subjects.

In order to counter their assertion that Armenians were always subjects
and are not to fight for their liberation, Emin pulls out a copy of the History
of Armenia of Movsés Khorenats‘i from his pocket and “sent for a priest that
could read a little.”2® Emin shows himself to be in touch with the world of
print, one of the pivotal technological developments shaping the culture and
mental universe of early modern people.3° Emin stands in stark contrast to his
Anatolian compatriots who are mostly illiterate, apart from the village priest
who knows how to read, although not of course primarily for the purpose of
education or self-betterment, but rather to perform the liturgical services of
the church. Emin brings together two disparate texts for the villagers’ consider-
ation: the “genealogy of the kings of the Armenians” from Khorenats‘i’s History
of Armenia, and a passage from the Gospel: “Whosoever shall leave behind him
his father, mother, brother, and wife, lift up the cross, and follow me ... should

26 Emin, Life and Adventures, 159.

27  Emin, Life and Adventures, 159.

28  Emin, Life and Adventures, 159.

29  Emin, Life and Adventures, 160. The copy of Movsés of Khoren (Khorenats‘) would
likely have been the editio princeps of the work, printed in Amsterdam in 1695 by the
press of T‘ovma Vanandets‘i under the title Uqqupwtniphtt innhtht 3wpbptwt.
I thank Sebouh Aslanian for this suggestion. On the printing activities of Vanandets‘, see
Sebouh Aslanian, “The ‘Quintessential Locus of Brokerage’: Letters of Recommendation,
Networks, and Mobility in the Life of Thomas Vanandetsi, an Armenian Printer in
Amsterdam, 1677-1707,” Journal of World History 31 (forthcoming).

30  Emin presents himself in his biography as a voracious reader, consuming books on a wide
variety of topics in both English and Armenian. On the importance of print and its effect
on mentality and cultural change, see Elizabeth Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent
of Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980).
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inherit the kingdom of God.”3! Emin exegetes these two passages in the follow-
ing manner, which I quote at length:

You must have heard of the Christians of Frankestan, who, if they had
listened to their priests, and had understood the Gospel in the manner
in which our holy fathers have explained it to us, (which may God avert!)
they would have been as great slaves to the Mahometans as we are now.
The meaning of shouldering the cross, is the ensign which the brave sol-
diers carry against the Infidels, to fight and die under it; those being the
true Christians, who can inherit the kingdom of God; and not they that
lead a lazy cowardly life, like us, who are become cattle, devoured by
wolves: witness David’s Psalm—*Be not ye as the horse, or as the mule,
which have no understanding, whose mouth must be held in with a bit
and bridle.” For example, a rational being should not suffer himself to
be a wilful slave to others; he ought even to be cautious not to be domi-
neered over by his own fellow-christians; since God has created them all
free alike, to be ruled or governed by good laws, with the same justice to
the rich or to the poor; shewing that every man is honourable, otherwise
he is no better than a beast: for example—“Man that is in honour, and
understandeth not, is like the beast that perisheth.”32

Emin praises the “Christians of Frankestan,” who interpreted the biblical pas-
sage in a literal manner, referencing the crosses they bore on their clothes and
armor when fighting against Muslims in holy war. Emin presents European
Christians as having come up with this interpretation on their own in con-
tradiction to that of their priests, despite the fact that much contemporary
interpretation and preaching by European clergy at the time of the crusades
supported the interpretation Emin gives here.33 Why would Emin have said

31 Emin, Life and Adventures, 160.

32 Emin, Life and Adventures, 160-1.

33  The speeches of Pope Urban 11 at the Council of Clermont (November 18-27, 1095) are
often taken by scholars as marking the beginning of the Crusades. In the context of one of
the speeches reported in accounts by contemporary chroniclers, the pontiff employs this
quotation from the Gospel with precisely the interpretation that Emin gives to it here. For
a translation of the speeches recorded by chroniclers of the time and references to the
original sources, see Paul Halsall, “Urban II (1088-1099): Speech at Council of Clermont,
1095, Five Versions of the Speech.” Internet Medieval Source Book, December 1997.
Accessed June 23, 2020. https://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/cite.asp. On the speeches
attributed to Pope Urban and the contemporary historiographic accounts that re-
corded them, see Tamar M. Boyadjian, The City Lament: Jerusalem across the Medieval
Mediterranean (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2018), 73-104.
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this? It seems that since he aims to make the crusaders a model for Armenians
to follow, he wanted to present the crusaders as going against the teaching of
their own priests in undertaking crusades. This makes for an apt model for
Armenian Christians, who, if they were to take up weapons in insurrection
against Muslim overlordship, would in so doing be going against the teachings
of their own clergy.

In the latter half of Emin’s speech quoted above, there is an extended con-
trast between rational, honorable, and free beings on the one hand, and lazy,
cowardly slaves or cattle, lacking understanding, on the other. Emin’s language
is drenched in contemporary Enlightenment ideals, such as the equality of all
rational men and their natural right to freedom and just laws, without which
existence is slavery. He claims that rational beings must resist all forms of do-
minion and slavery to other men and be subject only to law. Such a condition,
Emin says, is the right of all, whether rich or poor, inasmuch as it is a natural
birthright: “God has created them all free alike.”3* Such ideals are utterly for-
eign to the Armenian villagers, who had no experience or conception of any
political system other that of the Ottoman Empire. Emin equates the condi-
tion of the Armenian villagers to slavery, implying that they are no different
than cattle, inasmuch as they are dominated by their Muslim masters, lack-
ing freedom and rationality. Whereas the villagers understand their condition
to be a result of a providential plan for the present age and hope in a better
eschatological future, Emin avoids attributing any supernatural plan to the
Armenians’ condition, and instead blames the Armenians themselves for their
present state, saying it is the result of their own cowardice and laziness.

In the course of Emin’s speech to the villagers, he says that the priest in-
terjected to offer his approval, which comes as somewhat of a surprise, since
Emin had been critical of Armenian clerics and their teaching. The priest calls
together all the village men, women, and children to meet Emin. The villagers
are described by Emin in intentionally animalistic language as coming togeth-
er “all in a flock” and are presented as engaging in behavior characteristic of
slaves, such as when they try to kiss Emin’s feet. Rather than assume the kind
of autonomy and “rational” behavior that Emin proposes for them, they seem
at first to simply transfer their allegiance and subjection from their Ottoman
overlords to Emin. Staying true to the Enlightenment ideals expressed in his
speech, Emin does not allow them to make this obeisance, and instead “re-
ceived every one of them in his arms with equal affection, saluting them all
without distinction.”3® Then, the priest exclaims: “My dear brethren, love and
respect him; for he is the very man prophesied of by St. Nerses the Great,

34 Emin, Life and Adventures, 161.
35 Emin, Life and Adventures, 161.
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about six hundred and thirty years ago, who will be the instrument of deliver-
ing us from the hands of our oppressors, and of the enemies of our faith.”36
When questioned at the meaning of this strange pronouncement, the priest
elaborates:

Every thing in good time: besides, the holy prophecy is for 666 years to
be fulfilled; during that period, we must continue as in subjection; 638
years are expired, there remain 28 years more to complete our persecu-
tion; then we shall become free; then no power in the world can oppress
us. Our guest must have seen a great deal of the world, as we may judge
by his conduct, as well as by his great father; you may be judges your-
selves: you were frightened at first, when you imagined he was a Turk; for
your harsh behaviour on his saluting you first in a Christian language, any
person in his place, even myself who am a priest, would have received
the contribution money you offered to give him, and would have gone
his way; nor could any person have known the imposition, which you,
through your terror, forced upon yourselves. I say, he is the very man; but
he must wait, and go through various scenes of life twenty or thirty years
more. I tell it to his face; it is not he that does these things, it is the great
God above, who has protected him, and turns his heart which way he
pleases, as he did to Joseph and David.?”

Millenarian visions and prophecies like the one mentioned by the villagers
above and here by the priest, while popular in the early modern period, were
in many respects the inheritance of the late antique and medieval world.38 In
the Armenian context, such views were widespread, being promoted by villag-
ers and by the church in the Ottoman period in order to justify the subjugated
position of the Armenian population to their overlords. They had the effect of
promoting peace and curbing revolt and armed resistance against Ottoman
rule, inasmuch as they entailed a relinquishing of political action and resis-
tance on the human plane by relegating it to the divine in a distant and un-
specified future date.3®

36 Emin, Life and Adventures, 161.

37 Emin, Life and Adventures, 162—3.

38  See Stephen ]. Shoemaker, The Apocalypse of Empire: Imperial Eschatology in Late
Antiquity and Early Islam (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2018). On mil-
lenarian and apocalyptic interpretations relating to the conquest of sacred cities such as
Jerusalem, see Boyadjian, The City Lament, esp. 11-50.

39  On the long background to such prophecies and visions in the Armenian context, see
Zaroui Pogossian, “The Last Emperor or the Last Armenian King? Some Considerations
on Armenian Apocalyptic Literature from the Cilician Period,” in The Armenian
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Although Emin interprets the priest’s words as being said in his favor, it ac-
tually stands in vivid contrast to the ideals and worldview expressed in his own
speech quoted above. Emin emphasized the ability of human individuals to
band together in armed resistance in order to change the political order. He
made a stark contrast between the villagers who fail to act to remove them-
selves from their condition of subjugation and rational creatures who exercise
their freedom to improve their condition. The priest, while to a certain degree
complimenting Emin or marveling at him, in fact undercuts the latter’s mes-
sage, by claiming that “it is not he [Emin] that does these things,” but rather
God, who is only using him as an “instrument” to execute the divine will. For
the priest, as it seems for the villagers, change can only come about through
the intervention of the divine, not by human action. Although Emin is recog-
nized as someone different or apart, a special figure who has “seen a great deal
of the world” (itself likely a veiled insult from the perspective of a village priest,
who, along with the villagers, were likely suspicious of the world outside the
village), in the priest’s eyes this uniqueness is due not to Emin’s own merit,
or following Greenblatt’s terminology—his “self-fashioning,” but rather to his
being chosen as an agent of God, to fulfill the work preordained by the divine
being. Far from the Enlightenment ideals espoused by Emin and expressed
by Greenblatt as the possibility for an individual to consciously take one’s fu-
ture into one’s own hands, and through one’s own agency fashion oneself in a

Apocalyptic Tradition: A Comparative Perspective: Essays Presented in Honor of Professor
Robert W. Thomson on the Occasion of His Eightieth Birthday, ed. Kevork B. Bardakjian
and Sergio La Porta (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 457-503; Zaroui Pogossian and Sergio La Porta,
“Apocalyptic Texts, Transmission of Topoi, and Their Multi-Lingual Background: The
Prophecies of Agat‘on and Agat‘angel on the End of the World,” in The Embroidered Bible:
Studies in Biblical Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in Honour of MichaelE. Stone, ed. Lorenzo
di Tommaso, Matthias Henze, and William Adler (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 824—51. On millenar-
ianism and messianism in the early modern period, see, for example, Yosef H. Yerushalmi,
“Messianic Impulses in Joseph ha-Kohen,” in Jewish Thought in the Sixteenth Century, ed.
Bernard Dov Cooperman (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1983), 460—-87;
Sanjay Subrahmanyam, “Connected Histories: Notes towards a Reconfiguration of Early
Modern Eurasia,” Modern Asian Studies 31, no. 3 (1997): 735-62; Miriam Eliav-Feldon,
“Invented Identities: Credulity in the Age of Prophecy and Exploration,” Journal of Modern
History 3, no. 3 (1999): 203—32; Matt Goldish, Richard H. Popkin, Karl A. Kottman, et al., eds.,
Millenarianism and Messianism in Early Modern European Culture, 4 vols., Archives inter-
nationals d’histoire des idées/International Archives of the History of Ideas, vols. 173-176
(Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishing, 2001); Cornell H. Fleischer, “A Mediterranean
Apocalypse: Prophecies of Empire in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries,” Journal of
the Social and Economic History of the Orient 61 (2018): 18—go. I thank Sebouh Aslanian
for calling my attention to the pervasive presence of millenarian beliefs and expectations
across the early modern world.
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self-determined way, the priest proffers an alternate vision of reality in which
the place of individuals is much more passive, with action and agency resid-
ing in the divine realm. Anything extraordinary in human beings and any ex-
traordinary changes in power systems and ruling structures is due to divine
intervention. According to such an outlook, human beings are little more than
instruments of the divine will.

After this encounter, Emin believes he has “sowed the corn grain of true
religion, and planted the admirable zeal of military spirit.”4? Did Emin’s words
actually have any tangible impact on the priest or villagers? The villagers’ re-
ported response to the priest’s speech leads one to doubt the lasting effect of
Emin’s influence: “Good father, you never before preached so well in your life
to us.” The priest replies, “Yes—I think myself inspired; particularly when I be-
hold the countenance of our noble guest, who keeps silence till we make an
end of our speech.”#! Perhaps more than Emin’s Enlightenment preaching, it
was actually the priest’s silencing of him that made the most salient and last-
ing impression upon the villagers. Certainly, by the end of the episode, there is
no indication that any of them desired to follow Emin or join him in his quest.

3 Conclusion

In this article, I have highlighted how Joseph Emin was connected to the
changes and developments that characterized the early modern world, which
transformed human culture from the pre-modern period to a world marked by
heightened and profound connectivity, the shrinking of space and time, and
increased mobility.#2 On the other hand, village Armenians living in the east-
ern vilayets of the Ottoman Empire did not engage directly in many of these
developments, and hence evinced a worldview and behaved in a way that con-
trasts sharply with a port Armenian like Emin. Through a microhistorical anal-
ysis of one telling scene from Emin’s Life and Adventures, I have tried to show
how the author of this book—who traveled with a map and compass in one
pocket and a copy of Khorenats‘i's History of Armenia in the other—profited
from the mobility, print culture, and technological advances that marked the
early modern world. By contrast, the villagers he portrays appear immobile
and illiterate, lacking the new technology or mental horizons that would allow

40  Emin, Life and Adventures, 164—5.

41 Emin, Life and Adventures, 163.

42 Onthe compression of space and time, see David Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1989), 240-307.
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them to embrace or even understand the ideas espoused by Emin. Emin’s be-
havior and speech, a product of his self-fashioned education and experience,
evinced an ideology infused with British Enlightenment ideals that gave pride
of place to individuality, freedom, and self-determination. By contrast, the vil-
lagers appear unable to think outside of a system in which the only true actor
is the divine being, and exhibit no sign of being able or willing to actively work
to deliver themselves from their present state of subjugation. On the contrary,
when they encounter an individual like Emin acting in a way that contradict-
ed their societal norms, they immediately moved to physically beat him into
submission.

I have highlighted this microhistorical moment to make the larger point that
it was port Armenians whose mentality adapted to the changes in the early
modern world, while rural Armenians remained largely unaffected in their
worldview and behavior, even if they sometimes experienced the consequenc-
es of those changes or came into contact with those who did. This urban/rural
divide in the Armenian context continued right through the nineteenth cen-
tury and up to the Genocide, in which its significance was made manifest with
horrific consequences, when so many Armenians of the eastern vilayets were
led to their deaths, in many cases exhibiting little effort to resist their murder-
ers or attempt to save themselves, like so many “sheep led to their slaughter,”
as Emin might have described them.#3 This episode also speaks to our contem-
porary historical moment, in which we acutely sense the urban/rural divide in
the English-speaking world, living as we are in the wake of Brexit and in the
presidency of Trump, and becoming more aware of the impact that location
can have upon mentality and behavior.
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Abstract

This study of New Zealand newspapers explores the portrayals of Armenia and
Armenians from relatively frequent media coverage dating from 1842 and leading up
to the beginning of the 1915 Genocide. In this article, we analyze a sample of more
than 35,000 archived news articles and discover recurring tropes about Armenians
in both local and national publications. This article breaks new ground in the field
of Armenian studies by shedding light on these narratives present in New Zealand.
Furthermore, this article serves as an aide-mémoire of a special relationship between
New Zealanders and Armenians, which has been lost in the reframing of history.
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1 Introduction & Survey
In one of the furthest lands from Armenia, readers of New Zealand newspa-

pers likely knew a bit about the history and culture of Armenians for years be-
fore the Armenian Genocide. This media review of New Zealand newspapers
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explores the portrayals of Armenia and Armenians from relatively frequent
media coverage dating from 1842 and leading up to the beginning of the
Armenian Genocide in 1915. In this research, we analyze a sample of more than
35,000 archived news articles and find recurring cultural and political themes
about Armenians in both local and national publications. These stories helped
shape an image of Armenians in the imagination of New Zealanders as cul-
turally unique fellow Christians who suffered a Genocide at the hands of the
Ottoman Turks. With its focus on alternative tropes in foreign media, this ar-
ticle breaks new ground in the field of Armenian studies by bringing to the
forefront these buried reports. As Armenia’s historical ally, New Zealand’s tes-
timony helps in reconstructing the historic image of Armenians as narrated by
the Western media, at a time when newspapers were the dominant source of
knowledge about matters abroad for the general population.

There are relatively few studies on the portrayals of Armenians in the for-
eign media, particularly prior to the 1915 Genocide. Most studies of media cov-
erage of Armenians have focused on the Armenian Genocide rather than the
periods preceding it. Some notable studies include the book by Kapplar et al.
Mass Media and the Genocide of the Armenians, which investigates questions
of responsibility, denial, victimisation and marginalisation through an analy-
sis of international media.! Suny’s Truth in Telling: Reconciling Realities in the
Genocide of the Ottoman Armenians maps the competing rationalisations of
the atrocities, massacres and the Armenian Genocide itself published by dif-
ferent US media, politicians and religious figures.? Balakian’s bestseller The
Burning Tigris details the Armenian Genocide, the events leading up to it,
and the events following it, using archival findings on the intellectual climate,
media and popular culture at the time, as well as America’s response and fail-
ure to act.3 The Armenian Massacres, 1894-1896: U.S. Media Testimony remains
one notable compilation of articles, published in US periodicals between 1895
and 1899, reflecting the deep concern of the American public for the Armenian
people, and offering a fascinating window onto the world politics of the time.#
Boulgourdjian-Toufeksian’s From the Ottoman Empire to Argentina discusses

1 Stefanie Kappler, Sylvia Kasparian, Richard Godin, Joceline Chabot, Mass Media and the
Genocide of the Armenians: One Hundred Years of Uncertain Representation (Houndmills,
Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016).

2 Ronald Grigor Suny, “Truth in Telling: Reconciling Realities in the Genocide of the Ottoman
Armenians,” The American Historical Review 114 (2009): 930—946.

3 Peter Balakian, The Burning Tigris: The Armenian Genocide and America’s Response (New York
City: Harper Collins, 2003).

4 Arman J. Kirakossian, The Armenian Massacres, 1894-1896: U.S. Media Testimony (Detroit:
Wayne State University Press, 2004).
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in detail the political discourses surrounding the reception of Armenians as
immigrants on the one side and refugees on the other after the Genocide.’
Pendse’s 2017 study on Armenian periodicals represents an archive of social,
literary, political, and economic expressions of historical Armenian communi-
ties in the Eastern Mediterranean.® Several volumes edited by Reverend Vahan
Ohanian and Ara Ketibian (2019) examine the American newspaper accounts
of the Armenians in the New York Times, the Boston Globe, and the Christian
Science Monitor. To date, only one study focuses on New Zealand’s coverage of
the Armenian Genocide: Armoudian et al's “New Zealand and the Armenian
Genocide: Myths, Memory and Lost History,” which explores New Zealand’s
coverage before, during and after the Armenian Genocide and compares that
historical coverage with the paucity of coverage in this contemporary era,
when Armenians are rarely discussed in New Zealand media.”

This article contributes to this aforementioned scholarship by serving as
an aide-mémoire of the virtual, historic relationship between New Zealanders
and Armenians before the Genocide of 1915. This has been lost in realpolitik,
as diplomatic relations between Turkey and New Zealand have ostensibly
overshadowed meaningful recognition about the historical realities and their
representations from previous eras.® The next sections outlines the themes
found about Armenia and Armenians in New Zealand’s historical newspa-
pers. While the primary theme focuses on the atrocities perpetrated on the
Armenian people, against that backdrop of terror and Genocide was a second
theme, centered on aspects of Armenian culture, which is described below.

2 Representing Armenians as Victims of Ottoman Massacres

For decades before the Hamidian Massacres (1894-1896) and the Armenian
Genocide of 1915, New Zealand newspaper readers could know about Armenia
and the Armenian people through extensive media coverage.® Armenians

5 Nelida Boulgourdjian-Toufeksian, “The Reception of Post-Genocide Armenians-Immigrants
and Refugees”, Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies 19 (2010): 61—72.

6 Liladhar R. Pendse, “An Introduction to Armenian Periodicals of the Eastern Mediterranean:
A Bibliographic Study,” Slavic & East European Information Resources 18 (2017): 3-32.

7 Maria Armoudian, James Robinson and V. Woodman, “New Zealand and the Armenian
Genocide: Myth, Memory and Lost History” in After the Ottomans: War Myths in Turkey
and Beyond. Palestina, Australia, New Zealand, ed. Hans Lucas Kaiser & Thomas Schmutz
(London: I.B. Tauris/Bloomsbury, 2019), 2—30.

8 Armoudian, Robinson and Woodman, “New Zealand and the Armenian Genocide,” 2.

Taner Ak¢am, Killing Orders: Talat Pasha’s Telegrams and the Armenian Genocide (Cham,
Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018), 31-32; Raymond Kévorkian, The Armenian Genocide:
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made headlines in New Zealand’s national and local newspapers as early as
1851, when the first reported massacres of the Armenians appeared in the
Lyttelton Times—the first newspaper in Canterbury, New Zealand.1°

The majority of New Zealand’s coverage in the late 19th and early 2o0th cen-
turies related to documenting the suffering of Armenians under Turkish rule
and primarily came from British cable services. Many articles reported mas-
sacres, starvation, disease, extortion, and widespread violations of the human
rights of Armenians. More than 6,000 articles published during this period
covered Britain’s demands for reform in Ottoman Turkey, the Porte’s refusal to
do so, and the multiple attempts at exterminating Armenians with headlines
of “bloodshed and pillage” that continued into the twentieth century.! Local
and national news outlets remained dedicated to such coverage over the years,
telling their audiences about, “the suffering of a people in a land far away, en-
couraging readers to act, while humanitarians among them heeded the call.”?

Table 1 quantifies the articles published in New Zealand between 1842
and 1917 that report on the Armenian people. A gradual rise in reporting on
Armenian affairs over the years appear, with periodic spikes during humani-
tarian crises such as the 1894-1896 Hamidian massacres and the most violent
years of the Armenian Genocide (1915-1917) when 8,046 and 6,408 related ar-
ticles were published, respectively. Evidently, the Hamidian massacres were
a more frequent topic than the Genocide. This statistic might be unexpect-
ed, but the former coincided with British Prime Minister Mr Gladstone’s in-
tense media campaign to draw attention of the Great Powers to the Eastern
question, and alleviate the suffering of innocent people. As a British colony
at the time, New Zealand and its media supported the Prime Minister’s dip-
lomatic interests, publishing a staggering 1,939 articles on his efforts to save
the persecuted Christian population in Turkey.!® According to Enis $ahin, “If
Gladstone hadn't backed this problem so much and had made it so coherent
with British politics, how the Armenians drew the attention of the internation-
al community towards the end of the 19th century could not have happened.”#

A Complete History (London, UK: LB. Tauris, 2011); Geoffrey Robertson, An Inconvenient
Genocide: Who Now Remembers the Armenians? (Sydney, NSW: Vintage Books Australia,
2014).

10 “Turkey,” Lyttelton Times, 19 April 1851, https://bit.ly/2QJRe7H (Accessed 12/17/2018).

11 See Table 2.

12 Armoudian, Robinson and Woodman, “New Zealand and the Armenian Genocide,” 2.

13 Papers Past Archive, National Library of New Zealand, https://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/
(Accessed 12/15/2018).

14  Enis Sahin, “British Prime Minister Gladstone and the Armenian Problem According
to Western Media’, Turkish-Armenian Relations Throughout History, 2019, https://bit
ly/2E3nS15 (Accessed December 01/31/2019).
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TABLE 1 No. of newspaper articles published in NZ referencing Armenians per annum (1842-1917)2

Publishing No.of  Publishing No.of  Publishing No.of  Publishing No.of

Year articles year articles year articles year articles
1842 2 1862 2 1882 39 1902 180
1843 3 1863 47 1883 129 1903 1,031
1844 1 1864 129 1884 55 1904 539
1845 o 1865 28 1885 69 1905 911
1846 5 1866 2 1886 101 1906 258
1847 1 1867 9 1887 46 1907 431
1848 2 1868 13 1888 105 1908 295
1849 o 1869 6 1889 368 1909 711
1850 3 1870 14 1890 414 1910 248
1851 6 1871 16 1891 121 1911 307
1852 6 1872 40 1892 59 1912 428
1853 3 1873 28 1893 205 1913 386
1854 5 1874 15 1894 487 1914 391
1855 7 1875 32 1895 3,622 1915 2,294
1856 9 1876 45 1896 3937 1916 1,774
1857 4 1877 140 1897 1,226 1917 874
1858 5 1878 194 1898 345

1859 22 1879 57 1899 354

1860 4 1880 192 1900 273

1861 7 1881 86 1901 311

a Papers Past Archive, National Library of New Zealand, https://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/ (Accessed
12/15/2018).

Mr Gladstone’s devotion to the publicizing the violations to Armenians is best
summarised in his own words: “Service to Armenia is service to civilization.!?

A third increase in reporting on Armenians occurred in 1903 with 1,031 pub-
lished stories.!® That year, for the first time, the dominant themes were vio-
lent acts and political murders committed not by the Turks, but by Armenian

15 Sahin, “Gladstone and the Armenian Problem.”
16 Papers Past Archive, National Library of New Zealand, https://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/
(Accessed 12/15/2018).
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revolutionaries—captured in 451 articles.'” The locus of these outbursts was in
Britain, Canada and the United States. The revolutionaries, mainly members of
rival organisations transliterated as the “Huentschakist” Party and the “Alfarist”
Party, were reported to be targeting each other.!® The refusal of the Patriarch
and wealthy Armenians to financially support their cause triggered revenge
killings and further clashes between the parties.!?

3 Representing Armenian Culture and Customs

Prolonged coverage of the massacres ostensibly led to the involvement of ordi-
nary citizens who personally contributed to the Armenian Relief Fund of New
Zealand instituted in 1896.20 While coverage primarily portrayed Armenians as
an oppressed and marginalised Christian people, other portrayals stand out, as
summarised in Table 2 and Figure 1.

We distinguished these two subject areas and quantified the political and
humanitarian articles on Ottoman-Armenian affairs on the one hand, and
the pieces related to Armenian culture, people, and customs on the other.
Some of the most frequently recurring articles in the latter category described
Armenians as enterprising merchants, bankers, jewellers and tradespeople—
such as famous carpet crafters, potion mixers, and centenarians living until the
age of 110.2! These articles describe in detail the Armenians’ natural vitality,
the complexity of their weddings, the beauty and successes of their women,
characterizations that do not fit neatly into the genre of European affairs or
the grisly events of the time. These articles take a different tone—casual, anec-
dotal, more anthropological and less political.

For example, a widely reprinted 1883 article on the Orlov diamond, featured
a bold Armenian merchant, who became one of the richest men in Persia by
selling the precious stone to the Russian royal family. The seller was so deter-
mined to reach his buyer in Europe that he reportedly cut a hole in the calf

17  Papers Past Archive, National Library of New Zealand, https://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/
(Accessed 12/15/2018).

18  The original article uses the spelling of “Alfarists,” which show up in other publications as
well, such as the New York Times, Wikipedia etc., but the spelling of the “Huentschakists,”
could not be traced outside of New Zealand archives.

19 “Armenian Political Murders,” Press, 18 December 1903, https://bit.ly/2HMc1YS (Accessed

o1/29/2019).

20  “The Armenian Relief Fund,” Press, 9 May 1896, https://bitly/2HwcONt (Accessed
o01/29/2019).

21 “Rare Longevity,” Golden Bay Argus, 18 April 1901, https://bit.ly/2RWVDts (Accessed
o01/29/2019).
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TABLE 2 A sample of newspaper articles published in NZ covering recurring subjects
related to the Armenians per annum (1842-1914)2

Ottoman-Armenian affairs by phrase Armenian culture by phrase

Armenian atrocities 1,735 Armenian merchant 116
Armenian question 1,343 Armenian wedding 31
Armenian “outrages” (rape) 649 Armenian tradesmen 20
Armenian massacres 1,090 Armenian princess Beglarian 20
Armenian holocaust 5 Armenian bole 60
Armenian murders 23 Armenian banker 12
Armenian famine 44 Armenian carpet manufacturers 3
Armenian crisis 27 Armenian women 72
Armenian affairs 192 Armenian longevity 25
Armenian horrors 904 Armenian embroidery 6
Total sum 6,012 Total sum 359

a Papers Past Archive, National Library of New Zealand, https://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/
(Accessed 12/15/2018).

Armenian Culture

5.6%

Ottoman-Armenian Affairs
94.4%

FIGURE1 The cumulative presence of the two subject areas in New Zealand media
(1842-1914)
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of his leg, placed the diamond in it and sewed up the wound to prevent its
theft during the voyage.?? A 1906 version of the same story included a more
sensationalist recount of the fate of the Armenian merchant named Shafras
who obtained the diamond by murdering its previous Jewish owner. After fail-
ing to strike a good bargain with the Russian Empress, he found himself in
debt, forced to sell the jewel to the royals, and eventually died by poisoning by
his son-in-law.22 A 1911 article on foreign wedding customs confirms that “the
Armenians were the richest of all the tribes of all Asia, and to them belonged
all the merchandise of precious stones.”?*

One of the most reported subjects of this time also became the talents and
advanced positions of Armenian women. In 1895, twenty New Zealand news-
papers wrote about the Armenian Princess Beglarian, who, as a young doctor,
clinic director, philanthropist and campaigner for women’s rights in Armenia,
was deemed “the advanced woman of the highest type.”? The Star concluded
that it was “an instance of the effete East giving a lesson in progress to the
civilised West.”26 One of Princess Beglarian’s speeches was later quoted in
an ethnographic piece about Armenian women that highlighted their talents
for crafting, sowing and home-making. The article further detailed that in the
home, the Armenian wife and mother rules supremely, and that the daugh-
ters’ position in the family is one of privilege and priority—owing to the be-
lief that “a girl is like a rosebud, and cannot develop into full bloom without
much care.”?”

In 1912, Dr Hosanna Makignian who left her native Armenia to pursue medi-
cine overseas was praised for being the youngest licensed woman physician
in the United States with the ambition to return to her country as a special-
ist for women and children.?® Six New Zealand news outlets reported on The

22 “The Orlov Diamond,” Star/Lyttleton Times/Colonist, 9 August 1883, https://bit.ly/2Mabfew
(Accessed 01/29/2019).

23 “A Story of a Diamond,” NZ Times, 26 February 1906, https://bit.ly/2Ro8mjw (Accessed
o1/29/2019).

24  “Some Wedding Customs,” Star, o2 September 1911, https://bit.ly/2DHFpMd (Accessed
o1/29/2019).

25  “An Armenian Lady Doctor,” Star, 12 December 1895 https://bit.ly/2Hb8Mdu (Accessed
o01/29/2019).

26  Star, “An Armenian Lady Doctor”

27 “Armenian Women,” Press, 1 April 1896, https://bit.ly/2HMIzSy (Accessed 01/30/2019).
An interesting article with regards to Armenian women also focuses on their beau-
ty, see: “The Ladies’ Column,” Mataura Ensign, 7 June 1895, https://bit.ly/2SbGx2B
(Accessed o01/29/2019).

28 “A Young Lady Doctor, Dunstan Times, 1 November 1912, https://bit.ly/2RnVREB
(Accessed o1/29/2019).
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Armenian Women'’s Benevolent Association of Tabriz, which for years, main-
tained thirteen schools in the neighboring villages: “These Armenian ladies
raise all the money themselves to support the schools, and work very hard in
order to do s0.?° In 1907, Armenian women in Syria made headlines having
“obtained suffrage before their English sisters. It is an advancement in the sta-
tus of Eastern women that none of them could have possibly dreamt of.”3°

“Armenian bole” was another hot topic thanks to a much-publicized case
from 1883 concerning butchers in New Zealand misusing the allegedly toxic
powder to give low-quality meat a fresh, reddish tint. A total of 60 articles fol-
lowed this specific case, including the butchers’ arrests and their later acquittal
after they were deemed clueless of the side-effects of this imported clay native
to Armenia.?! The articles claim that the substance led to the “adulteration of
food.” However in Armenia, the clay powder was consumed as a medicine and
later as a food pigment and colouring base.32 Interesting to note is that recent
research has shown that Armenian bole possesses valuable therapeutic prop-
erties, which can be used in modern medicine in a similar way Armenians used
it centuries ago to treat diarrhea, dysentery, and bleeding.33

Another way the newspapers covered Armenia was through travelogues.
One from 1895 described in great detail an Armenian feast hosted by a few
wealthy merchants and carpet manufacturers at their home in Northern
Turkey.3* From the endless rows of dishes and delicacies to the unique cus-
toms and faux pas, the author undoubtedly and perhaps unknowingly engaged
in participant observation, which charmed the editors of the Otago Witness,
the Daily Times and the Nelson Evening Mail: “Every now and then I became
aware that a courteous neighbour was thrusting a choice piece of kidney or
liver, or a particularly succulent bit of crusty brown fat between my incisors
with his fingers, and forthwith raised my right band to my lips and forehead
in acknowledgment of the attention, returning the compliment a moment

29  “Local & General,” Otago Daily Times/Otago Witness/Poverty Bay Herald/Grey River
Argus/Marlborough Express/Ashburton Guardian, 23 March—21 October 1907, https://bit
ly/2TmTVoY (Accessed 01/30/2019).

30  “Local & General,” Star, 8 May 1907, https://bit.ly/2FWddXY (Accessed 01/30/2019).

31 See Table 2.

32  Ayda Hosseinkhani, Hashem Montaseri, Abdolali Mohagheghzadeh, Hassan Seradj,
and Manouchehr Sodaifi, “Armenian bole: a historical medicinal clay,” Pharmaceutical
Historian, 44, no. 4 (2014): 98-100.

33 Hosseinkhani, Montaseri, Mohagheghzadeh, Seradj, and Sodaifi, “Armenian bole,’
98-100.

34  “An Armenian Feast,” Otago Daily Witness, 4 May 1895, https://bit.ly/2THokHz2 (Accessed
01/30/2019).
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or so afterwards.”3® In contrast with this cultural experience is an article pub-
lished on the same day in the Otago Witness under the heading “The Armenian
Atrocities” in which an impassioned reader urged fellow citizens and officials
to send aid to the people being massacred, and to be sympathetic and remem-
ber common humanity.3¢

Among these diverse topics covered in sixty-five years, a fascination with
Armenian wedding customs stands out for its frequency of coverage. During
the late 19th and early 20th century, there were more newspapers in New
Zealand per head of population than anywhere else in the world.3” Readers
of many of these newspapers indulged in quasi-ethnographic pieces on the
beauty, complexity and exoticism of Christian ceremonies in Armenia. Our
evidence suggests that the curious set of differences and similarities between
British and Armenian weddings set off a genre dedicated to the subject in the
form of editorials and travelogues published in over twenty different newspa-
pers, including major publications like the Star and New Zealand Herald, as
well as the smaller Timaru Herald, Thames Advertiser, and Dunstan Times.

Rather than merely reprinting the same piece across different newspapers—
as was a common practice with other subjects—each of these newspapers
focused on different aspects of Armenian weddings. One 1885 article, for ex-
ample, reported on the veil’s history, tracing it back to the Armenians. The
article claims that the Armenians, one of the oldest Christian civilizations,
feature two veils at their weddings: the lavishly golden groom’s veil and the
white veil that covers the bride from head to toe, symbolizing the “submis-
sion on the part of the bride in exchanging her single for married life.”*® An
1891 piece published in 25 different news outlets describes the bride’s ritual
of painting delicate flower motifs all over her breasts and neck, along with
her dress, makeup and jewels.3? The same ritual was captured in an in-depth
1877 travelogue, which described a traditional Armenian aristocratic wedding
in the town of Pera in the vicinity of Constantinople. In it, the author makes
many other comparative observations, including how Armenian couples do
not exchange rings, nor have bridesmaids, and that while the saying in England

35  Otago Daily Witness, “An Armenian Fest”.

36 “The Armenian Atrocities,” Otago Daily Witness, 4 May 1895, https://bitly/2Ciz2p2i
(Accessed 01/30/2019).

37  Karl du Fresne, “The history of NZ newspapers would shame the Facebook generation,”
New Zealand Listener, 13 November 2018, https://bit.ly/2FqoqNq (Accessed 01/06/2019).

38 “History of the Veil,” New Zealand Mail, 18 September 1885, https://bit.ly/2ssnORD
(Accessed 01/06/2019).

39 “Ladies’ Gossip,” Lyttelton Times/Otago Witness, 22 January 1891, https://bit.ly/2ChNViV
(Accessed 01/06/2019).

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 85—98



FAMILIAR YET FOREIGN 95

is “blessed is the bride the sun shines on, the Armenians in Pera seemed bent
on wishing their midnight bridal pair as much happiness as an unbounded
supply of wax-lights could produce.”*°

In one British article, titled “Marriage rites in Armenia,” reprinted in five
New Zealand newspapers in 1884, the author described Armenians as pre-
cious people, as the dwellers of the Garden of Eden and the valley of Mount
Ararat where Noah's Ark supposedly sat.#*! He then described an Armenian
wedding he had attended. The author commented on the surprisingly young
age of Armenian brides and grooms—between twelve and sixteen, and then
contrasted the bride-giving custom in Armenia to that in England. In Armenia,
about thirty men gave away the bride, while in England it is only one man
who had the honours. He described the lively celebrations that were simulta-
neously happening at the bride’s and groom’s houses.#? Despite its anthropo-
logical tone, the article’s conclusion took an amusing ethnocentric turn: “The
Armenian rites are undoubtedly graceful and suggestive; but I fancy my read-
ers will agree that there are few prettier sights than an English ‘village wedding’
when the fair daughter of the lord marries the man of her choice, and all the
school-children turn out in their festal array. It is a simpler ceremony certainly,
but far more satisfactory and much less tedious, than the way they get married
in Armenia."*3

The juxtaposition of these articles on daily life and celebrations against the
backdrop of war, terror, and ultimately Genocide, generates a type of contra-
diction. So dire was the state of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire that a New
Zealand newspaper reported the following in 1889, years before the Hamidian
Massacres and Genocide:

Monstrous crimes of an altogether exceptional character, are bringing
perpetual desolation upon an unarmed, industrious and peace-loving
people. Young girls are violated and cast upon the fire; women are out-
raged and mutilated; children are scourged; nobles are impaled, ranched

40  “An Armenian Wedding,” Timaru Herald, 30 June 1877, https://bit.ly/2sqHXYw (Accessed
01/06/2019).

41 “Marriage Rites in Armenia,” Lyttelton Times/New Zealand Herald/New Zealand Mail/
Southland Times/South Canterbury Times, 6 February 1884 https://bit.ly/2QHsSIUF
(Accessed 01/06/2019).

42 Lyttelton Times/New Zealand Herald/New Zealand Mail/Southland Times/South Canterbury
Times, “Marriage Rites in Armenia.”

43 Lyttelton Times/New Zealand Herald/New Zealand Mail/Southland Times/South Canterbury
Times, “Marriage Rites in Armenia.”
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with petroleum and set on fire; a bride is carried off in the midst of the
marriage service and thrown into the boiling water.#+

This strange juxtaposition raises the following question: How can the newspa-
pers publish one article admiring Armenian brides alongside a report on Kurds
raping and boiling a bride to death?*> These themes, which simultaneously de-
scribe the culturally-rich Armenians and the monstrous crimes against them
without ever cross-referencing the two, reached a peak when the two types
of articles—cultural and humanitarian—were published on the same day
in the same newspaper.*¢ On December 17 1896, New Zealand Mail ran three
very different stories related to the Armenians. The first, was a cable report-
ing on the Armenian massacre at Egin where Turkish soldiers aided the Kurds
resulting in the murder of 1,500 Armenians. The second was an in-depth de-
scription of an Armenian wedding under Kurdish threat, and the third was
about the Sultan’s protest against US President Cleveland’s call for action to
alleviate the Armenian suffering in his message to Congress.*” At the height
of the Hamidian massacres, which resulted in an estimated 80,000 to 300,000
Christian casualties, G.B. Burgin described what he had personally witnessed
at an Armenian ceremony: not golden veils, flowers and grandeur, but rather
how the groom’s father was forced to take his place below a burly Turk be-
cause “a Mohammedan is always entitled to sit above a Christian.”*8 He further
goes on to describe how the Kurd chief had to be generously bribed not to
molest the bride and groom, and how during the ceremony, performers were
hired to honour the death of a Kurdish prince who likely had murdered many
Armenians.*® In a chilling final paragraph foreshadowing the mass killing or-
ders that would begin a decade later, he wrote that for these poor people “the
bridegroom is death—famine and pestilence attend him; and the murderous

44 “The Armenian Atrocities,” Wanganui Herald, 14 September 1889, https://bit.ly/2BndwYe
(Accessed 01/06/2019).

45 “Items,” Oamaru Mail, 8 August 1889, https://bit.ly/2WOpgAy (Accessed 01/06/2019).

46 As discussed on page 10, the same juxtaposition of Armenian culture and horrors in the
same newspaper occurred in 1895 when the “Armenian feast” story ran alongside a plea to
stop the atrocities.

47 “Cable Flashes,” New Zealand Mail, 17 December 1896, https://bit.ly/2TOJNya (Accessed
01/06/2019); “An Armenian Wedding,” New Zealand Mail, 17 December 1896, https://bit.
ly/2ALuUFt (Accessed 01/06/2019); “Continental,” New Zealand Mail, 17 December 1896
https://bit.ly/2sqKPog (Accessed 01/06/2019).

48  New Zealand Mail, “An Armenian Wedding” See also Taner Ak¢am, A Shameful Act:
The Armenian Genocide and the Question of Turkish Responsibility (New York City:
Metropolitan Books, 2007), 42.

49  New Zealand Mail, “An Armenian Wedding.”

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 85—98



FAMILIAR YET FOREIGN 97

monster who sits upon the throne of Islam smiles cynically, surrounds himself
with a vast army, and devises fresh methods by which he may exterminate the
whole Armenian race. How long, oh Lord, how long?”3° Such was the juxtapo-
sition of the horrors of day-to-day life and the attempt to push them aside at
one of the most sacred Armenian ceremonies.

On the second of April the following year, four articles covered the
Tokat massacre during which a hundred Armenians were killed; simultane-
ously The Bruce Herald ran a wedding piece without any reference to the
massacres.’! A British journalist who attended a traditional Armenian wed-
ding in Constantinople reported that the magnificent bride was completely
covered with a veil of long slips of tinsel, “like that with which we decorate
our Christmas trees.”>2 The article further conveys how “the clothes were clum-
sily made, as are all Oriental garments, and completely disfigured whatever of
grace she had” and that the ceremony resembled a Catholic one but with much
more symbolism.”>3

4 Conclusion

This article explored the coverage of Armenians in New Zealand newspapers
before the Armenian Genocide, with a focus on the fascination New Zealanders
had with Armenian culture at a time when this Christian nation was being per-
secuted under Ottoman rule. By mapping out the alternative narratives and
exploring beyond the dominant theme of the victim of mass annihilation, we
can begin to understand the image New Zealanders had of Armenians at a
time when newspapers were the primary source of knowledge. By comparing
the historical data accumulated on these recurring tropes, we were able to con-
clude that despite the diversity in the topics covered, New Zealand newspapers
were 16.7 times more likely to write about political turmoil and maltreatment
than about Armenian culture and customs.5*

Furthermore, this article serves as a reminder of the special historic rela-
tionship between New Zealanders and Armenians, which has been lost in the
reframing of history. In the modern era, atrocities against Armenians, as well

50  New Zealand Mail, “An Armenian Wedding’

51 “The Armenian Massacres,” NZ Times/NZ Herald/Star/Thames Advertiser/Lyttelton Times,
2 April 1897, https://bit.ly/2DJXGbs (Accessed 31/01/2019).

52 “An Armenian Wedding,” Bruce Herald, 2 April 1897, https://bit.ly/2sViVki (Accessed
01/06/2019).

53  Bruce Herald, “An Armenian Wedding’

54  See Figure 1.
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as their customs and culture, which New Zealanders once cared for, are mostly
forgotten in the country’s media. This includes the significant anniversary of
Anzac Day, which coincides with the official start of the Armenian Genocide.
On the rare occasions that New Zealand media cover Armenians, the subject
of the Armenian Genocide is also rare. These reports are mostly on television
celebrities, such as the Kardashian family, or a news item featuring former
President Robert Kocharian or politician Mher Yegiazarian.

About a dozen articles connecting the Armenian Genocide and New Zealand
have appeared over recent years, usually near the date of commemoration.>®
This shift from the newspapers of past is partly due to the nature of news focus-
ing on the here and now. But it also arises from trade and the diplomatic efforts
of the Turkish government, which has culminated in a close-knit relationship
between New Zealand and modern Turkey and has ultimately aided the lat-
ter's Genocide denial and derailed the efforts of New Zealand Armenians for
Genocide recognition in New Zealand.56

55  Maria Armoudian, “Honour all victims of Turkish brutality,” 23 April 2015, New Zealand
Herald, https://bitly/2WxoQqgk (Accessed 31/01/2019); Maria Armoudian & James
Robinson, “NZ’s heroic response to a faraway genocide,” Newsroom, 27 April 2018, https://
bit.ly/2MG9QF5 (Accessed 01/31/2019); Maria Armoudian, “Armenia,” Radio New Zealand,
25 April 2015, https://bitly/2WwVxqV (Accessed o01/31/2019); James Robins, “A Forgotten
Past: Anzac and the Armenian Genocide,” New Zealand Herald, 24 April 2016, https://bit
ly/2RCoZVZ (Accessed 01/31/2019).

56 Armoudian, Robinson and Woodman, “New Zealand and the Armenian Genocide,” 2.
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From Nelson to Wood, Constantinople ...
Last week I was near you, friend, there in London; this morning the
steamship brought me here, covering a distance of three thousand miles
in nine days.... Well I realized my wish. 'm Armenian by language and
I have the opportunity to write in Armenian to you, an Armenophile. If
you didn’t know I was an Englishman, I think you would take me for a na-
tive Armenian, by reading my letter.!

If we are not even intrigued by the title, English Letters or the Destiny of an
Armenian, this fragment from the opening letter of Madt'€¢os Mamurian’s epis-
tolary novel definitely catches our attention with a not-so-usual juxtaposition
of English and Armenian realities. The presentation of two British Armenophile
gentlemen—Nelson Mamgents and his friend Wood, who studied together at
Cambridge University—put much interest into the Armenian language, cul-
ture and history. This investment sets up the tone and frame of the novel, weav-
ing before us a story of false identities, roots, national and personal histories,
discoveries and revelations. Mamurian’s choice to introduce a non-Armenian
element into his story, discusses in a latent way the bifurcated question of mo-
dernity and modern individual in the nineteenth century Armenian context.
Due to the strict policies and censorship of the Ottoman state, any novel based
on the making of the modern individual/self and national identity, other than
being an Ottoman subject, had to be told with a number of narrative strategies.
The present article aims to focus on those strategies which rendered it possible
for Mamourian to engage himself with the advent of the “modern” among the
Ottoman Armenians. In analyzing the novel through its indirect and concealed
style, the article will reveal the ways in which “strangeness” is not simply a feel-
ing resulting from the use of British characters and a sentimental plotline—a
number of schemes and a thwarted love story—in order to articulate the idea
of political re-awakening of Armenians. That “strangeness” (tarorinak) in the
narrative is inherently related to the state of estrangement and becoming a

1 The article will be using the following editions for all its references to the original and trans-
lation of the text: Madt‘@os Mamurian, ULqihwlwt wwdwlhwiph Juwd Swint dp
Qwlwanwqg hnp [Angliakan namaki kam hayumé Chakatagiré] (Izmir: Dbakrutyun Yeghparts
Dedeyan, 1881). The translation of the opening section belongs to Aris Sevag (Detroit: Wayne
State University Press, 2005), 308. All subsequent translations of the Armenian text are my
own.
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“foreigner” (otar) inside home/land, and to the “strangely familiar” or uncanny
(tartam)—a feature of Armenian modernity showing itself in national con-
sciousness without the nation. Thereby, this triad will become the operating
tool, for us, in understanding the reawakening of the Armenian political body
in the novel which, always at stake, lies between the capability to turn into a
political animal and a dead one.

1 Introduction

11 The Novel

In its four hundred and odd pages, English Letters includes a series of stories
that run parallel to each other or appear as frame stories within its epistolary
structure. The majority of the letters, exchanged between Nelson and Wood,
introduce to us two main stories which run side by side. One and apparently
more important of these two issues is the Armenian millet. Their centuries
old history and current socio-political and cultural state are both fervently
discussed in those exchanges. The second and seemingly lighter subject mat-
ter unfolds, as soon as the novel opens up with Nelson’s leaving England for
Constantinople after his marriage proposal to his childhood love Lily, which
is callously rejected by her mother Lady Eastham. The sentimental quality
of his story runs smoothly in parallel to the men’s scholarly debates around
Armenians’ national history and their current state. In displaying his strong
admiration for the Armenians’ national and cultural achievements in the past,
Nelson largely characterizes it as perfect and idyllic times. Conversely, he ac-
cuses Armenians at present of being materialistic and criticizes their inaction
and failure to preserve their cultural and national integrity.

In face of Nelson’s impulsiveness and perfectionism, Wood manifests more
commonsense and serenity in his letters from London. His sensible and co-
herent disposition plays a balancing role upon a series of events, preventing
the love affair between Nelson and Lily from dragging into further misunder-
standings. The side plot of the sentimental story, through the second half, fol-
lows one of the typical scenes of (mis)recognition in Romantic novels, as Lily
goes to Constantinople to live near Nelson, though in disguise. After not being
recognized for some time, she escapes from London, and from turning into a
victim of parental imposition that obliges her to marry with a dandy British
aristocrat (Mr. Dandy). But events take a curious turn when Nelson and Lily
face two major discoveries. The fact that they’re both Armenians on parental
side explains Nelson’s strong attachment to Armenians beyond his profession
as an Armenologue. Yet, the second discovery: that the two are cousins since
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their fathers were brothers—crushes the two lovers’ plan to get married. Still
the devastating revelation that they have blood relation does not give way to
a tragic ending. Instead they quite unexpectedly adapt themselves with their
new conditions rather peacefully, as they decide to move to their ancestral
lands and live in perfect harmony with peasants.

1.2 Mamurian: The Man of Parts

Widely celebrated as the founder of Arevelian Mamul (The Eastern Press),
Madt‘éos Mamurian’s literary output has hardly been studied. Although
Mamurian founded Arevelian Mamul in 1871 and edited it for thirty years in
Smyrna (current day Izmir, Turkey), his name has mainly been mentioned
as the translator of European literature and the publisher of textbooks on
Armenian history, literature and grammar.? His three novels: Haykakan
Namaki (Armenian Letters) published in 1872, Angliakan namaki kam hayu mé
Chakatagiré (English Letters or the Destiny of an Armenian) published in 1881,
and an unfinished novel Sev Lerin Marté (The Man on the Black Mountain) have
mostly escaped the attention of the Armenian literary studies and criticism.3
This neglect can best be traced to the writer and literary critic Hagop Oshagan,
who in his colossal work Hamapatker Arevmtahay Grakanut'ean (A Panorama
of Western Armenian Literature), allots a chapter to Mamurian where he criti-
cizes his works for being problematic and dreary. Oshagan writes:

. wyn dudwtwlniwt punupuwlppnipbwt qtpwgnyu Ganpnuku
utigh -Yptwu pubi-ny ULy wpdbpny wudtwlwlt nhunnnniphtu sk
ounphwd, snpu hwphipp wugunn hp dkyh Eetipnit: ... Uyu dwpnp
thnfuwtwl winwku gppnttwl] hdwunniptwut gqunquuttpne dke
ppUwlwing, Gpk Gpptp hp qquguwdtutpp nt mtuwdutpp junphwd
pwup opp opht wudAwuwqgpbkng uUbup wjyuop niutUwihup
own  hbwmwppppuwwt nt wluquging hwdwp wp owhbljuwlu
Juitpugpbp, wjupwt uhpth® dtp optpnt dwpnng, uwjupwtu
thunnniwd' wwwndnipbwlt hGnwdnun, pwpptpnt  funtqupyno
htwgwuwuniphruttpk:

2 Madt'@os Mamurian, Arevelyan Mamul (Izmir: Dbakrutyun Yeghparts Dedeyan, 1882).
Robert H. Hewsen provides a more extensive list of Mamurian’s achievements. “An intel-
lectual engage, he was an author, translator, publicist, historian, journalist, linguist, essay-
ist, critic, teacher and political economist.” See Robert H. Hewsen, “Madt‘€os Mamurean: A
Smyrnean Contributor to the Western Armenian Renaissance,” in Armenian Smyrna/lzm[r:
the Aegean communities, ed. Richard G. Hovannisian (Mazda Publishers, 2012), 167-175.

3 This unfinished novel was serialized in Mamurian’s Arevelian Mamul between 1871-81.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 99-116



RE-READING ARMENIAN MODERNITY 103

... In more than four hundred pages of his novel,—I could say—he did
not bestow to us any noteworthy personal observation about the up-
permost center of civilization of the time ... Instead of mastering in the
analysis of academic knowledge, if this man could have thought of writ-
ing regularly on the things he saw and how he felt, we would have now
owned engaging documents, equally useful for the British people, and so
precious, about people of our time, something that is in great demand in
history’s diligence to understand morals and customs.*

Hagop Oshagan’s disapproval and disappointment in the way that the
Anglophile writer fails to provide us with more observations from his real-life
experiences is understandable. Yet the so-called failure, in Oshagan’s eyes, can
be rooted in a different explanation. Having written the novel during his stay
in London in 1857-58, Mamurian only decided to publish it in 1880, thanks to
the insistence and encouragement of his mentor and close friend Tzerents'.3
Taking the period it was written into consideration, Mamurian’s novel can
be seen as a typical nineteenth century literary work. Written in the styles of
travel writing and the epistolary novel—two fashionable topoi of the period—
the novel embodies Romantic feelings such as freedom, reawakening and self-
discovery, blended with national consciousness, characteristic of Armenian
Romanticism. The work also favors the meta-narrative. Mamurian did not
write just as any historian would do, nor did he seem to aim for a narrative that
would put the Ottoman world in comparison with its Western counterpart.
The text does not reflect the observations of a social historian. Instead, by fall-
ing back upon the imagined, Mamurian tailors a narrative in order to be able
to deal with the burning question of claiming a political body (both as citizens
and on the level of a national state of its own). And this was only possible by
blurring the main argument with the aid of narrative strategies and discourses.

Contrary to Oshagan’s displeasure and underestimation, it is his son, Vahe
Oshagan who expresses the significance of this work in Armenian literature,
despite the criticisms directed against the style and overloads of philosophical
debates on history.® In his book The English Influence on the West Armenian
Literature in the Nineteenth Century, v. Oshagan characterizes the modern

4 Hagop Oshagan, Nwdwwuanlhln  Upbkulnwhw)  Gpulwuniebwl [Hamapatker
Arevmtahay Grakanut'ean| (A Panorama of Western Armenian Literature) (Jerusalem: Surp
Hagop, 1945), 442.

5 Hovsep Shishmanian (Constantinople 1822-Tiflis 1888) is considered to be the father of the
Armenian historical novel.

6 Vahe Oshagan, The English Influence on the West Armenian Literature in the Nineteenth
Century (Cleveland OH: Cleveland State University, 1982), 18.
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experience in Armenian letters as “strange,” which resonates with the appar-
ent “strangeness” of Mamurian’s novel that this article aims to focus on.” In
his argument, Oshagan points to a belatedness, making a claim that carefully
arrives avant la lettre, as Gregory Jusdanis, years later, after him, problematizes
the Third World countries’ belated affair with modernity.® Oshagan ascribes
the quality of the “strange” mainly with the inevitable temporal discrepancies
which resulted with the lack of synthesis between the idea and the practice
of the modern, and hence the incompletion of its full meaning within the
Western Armenian context. Nevertheless, the non-Western cases such as the
Western (or Ottoman) Armenians—who have centuries long history of na-
tional, cultural and intellectual re-awakening—developed their own ways of
understanding and making the modern in their lives. Thus, without adhering
necessarily to a comparative assessment that would bring Eurocentrism as a
base, this article focuses on the key role of “strangeness” in Armenians’ experi-
ence with modernity and examines English Letters through the unusual ways
that its author engages himself with this question.

13 Armenian Modernity and Literature

The nineteenth century within the borders of the Ottoman Empire witnessed
a great number of novelties that are commonly referred to as Armenian mo-
dernity. Because it signified a whole new phase in the Armenian culture in
this century, it is not surprising to find that terms such as Renaissance, Rebirth
(Veratsnund) and Awakening (Zart'onk‘) were used to describe this intellectu-
ally and socially new age. Almost every social, cultural, and literary venture
in this period was highlighted with the reference to “the new.” Yet, modernity
in the case of Armenian literature marked a complexity in its reception, as
the new artistic expression did not follow the same trajectory as in the West.
Rather, scholars recognized this “overlapping mixture of the neoclassical, ro-
mantic, realistic and other new movements” as the perfect integration and
syntheses of an imported model of modernity with their culture in various
ways.Y Noteworthy examples of this contextualization emerged through the

7 Vahe Oshagan, “Modernization in Western Armenian Literature,” Armenian Review, no. 36
(1983): 62-75.

8 Gregory Jusdanis, Belated Modernity and Aesthetic Culture: Inventing National Literature
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991).

9 For more on the history and contextualization of Armenian modernity see: Agop J. Hacikyan,
Gabriel Basmajian, Edward S. Franchuk and Nourhan Ouzounian, eds. The Heritage of
Armenian Literature (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2000—2005), 71; Boghos Levon
Zekiyan, “Christianity to modernity,” The Armenians: Past and Present in the Making of
National Identity, eds. Edmund Herzig and Marina Kurkchiyan (London; New York: Francis &
Taylor, 2005), 60—61.
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framing of the “new Armenian woman,” the use and promotion of modern
Western Armenian (ashkharhabar) as the “new language,” and as this arti-
cle aims to highlight, the making of the “new political animal” and national
consciousness.!°

Western Armenian literature—especially in the second half of the nine-
teenth century—marks the traces of every level of introducing “the new”:
from social class to women’s emancipation, from Armenian nationalism to
the language reform. However, the introduction and advocation of such dar-
ing novelties by the intellectuals and writers of the time, oftentimes forced
them to take refuge in narrative strategies. As one of these writers, Mamurian
had to forge a narrative strategy that would help him twist his actual intention
to champion his ideas on the reawakening of the Armenian millet and gain-
ing a national identity again. And he was not the sole example in burying his
main discussion under the guise of a sentimental story. In 1883, two years after
the publication of English Letters, Srpouhi Dussap, the first Armenian woman
novelist, would appear with her first novel Mayda. In her epistolary work, she
similarly adopted a narrative style which gained her an edge to tell the tragic
and heartbroken story of a widow on the surface, while advocating the right
for women'’s economic and sexual freedom in the deep level of her palimp-
sestic double-narrative.!! The aim of these two writers was their only differ-
ence. While Dussap was striving for the betterment of women by challenging
the roles tailored for women in the private realm of the house, Mamurian was
working up for the “resurrection” of his own nation, which would inevitably
attract the attention and outrage of Ottoman authorities.

2 Self/Nation Formation via the Letters

Mamurian’s keen familiarity with European novels of the previous cen-
tury served as models for his work.!> Even though he was influenced by the

10 Inacomprehensive study on this issue, Victoria Rowe analyzes six Armenian female writ-
ers and their works in relation to their feminist agendas emerging in response to moder-
nity in A History of Armenian Women's Writing, 1880-1922 (London: Cambridge Scholars,
2003).

11 Toread more onS.Dussap and the palimpsestic quality of Mayda, see Maral Aktokmakyan,
“Serpouhi Dussap’s Mayda or the Birth of Armenian Women’s Literature through
Palimpsestic Narrative of Feminism,” Journal of Middle East Women’s Studies, forthcom-
ing in 2020.

12 He was highly influenced by English and French traditions in particular. As V. Oshagan
notes, he knew so well Richardson’s Clarissa and Pamela, Sterne’s The Sentimental
Journey, Goldsmith’s Citizen of the World or Letters from a Chinese Philosopher Residing
in London to His Friend in the East, and Montesquie’s Les lettres persanes and Voltaire’s
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European Romantic school (1770-1830), he did not simply copy and imitate
his European predecessors. He rather employed Romantic ideas such as indi-
vidualism, philosophic idealism, creative imagination, primacy of feelings and
revolt against political authority for the articulation and reawakening of the
Armenian nation.!® By the time he started writing his novel, Romanticism was
already considered outdated. Yet Mamurian utilized Romanticism as a way of
introducing a social and political critique of the national past and theorizing
on a political subject.

Consisted of 106 letters, which are mostly exchanged between Nelson and
Wood, the novel includes a rich catalogue of ancient and modern societies,
political leaders, philosophers, scientists, soldiers, inventors, explorers, Biblical
and mythological figures. While this forms a background for the main discus-
sion of the Armenians, the way that these two Englishmen approach their
subject matter is noteworthy in terms of using discursive frames that were
commonly applied by orientalist and colonial writers, and western travel-
lers. In the opening letter, Nelson feels the need to emphasize his identity as
an Englishman before he delves into examining Armenian society. He sings
the praises of the British nation, taking pride in its uniqueness in every re-
spect: «[1n utp qupuntupp, np dtp gqnpop otnwpht Yp tdwuhl, tbwnk
wuqrhwgh dp dhihnt up Gipnyuwghh vk nt htnnikt dwwnnyg gnjg Ynt
wnwd ptigh» (“Which one of our traits and works looks like the foreigner’s?
Put the Englishman among million Europeans and I'd show you him from
a distance”).1#

From the introduction, we see that understanding a historical society such
as Armenians was necessary, as it put British society and history—considered
to be the best representative of the civilized Western World—on the other side
of the equation. Taking pride in essential traits that he attributes to the British
such as freedom and equality, liberal atmosphere in every field, scientific de-
velopments and British empiricism, he characterizes his motives for traveling
to Constantinople as “scientific research” (usumnakan khuzarkutiwn) on the
ancient Armenian nation. He reassures the reader, as much as his friend Wood,
that his travel to Constantinople is experimental, as he is “in search of grand-
children of Hayk” whom, to his surprise, are not part of the dead ancient world,
but might be surviving as he lately read about them in a number of books.!> His

Les letters anglaises. See The English Influence on the West Armenian Literature in the
Nineteenth Century, 18.

13 Rowe, History of Armenian Women’s Writing, 6.

14 Mamurian, English Letters, 10.

15 Mamurian, English Letters, 14.
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inquiries make us smile as soon as we read the naivete behind his lines inform-
ing us that there are Armenians especially in Constantinople “moving about in
large crowds” and that they are mostly “a living and breathing people” (shader
al shunch’ k'arnun ktan egher).!6 Just as the indigenous people were colonized
by western travelers, Armenians are described as microorganisms that can be
studied, if not subdued, under the rational and scientific minds of the civilized
western people.

In almost all narratives of encounter, such as travel writings, the unsettling
confrontation with the unknown foreigner has also been subject to a narra-
tive treatment in the form of reducing and negating the Other into a lesser
and always manageable discourse. This gesture does not particularly belong
to the only Westerner author. We see the same mindset of subordinating the
Other!” for the reacknowledgment of the subject, as a subject, in these narra-
tives regardless of the time period and location. However, based on its eco-
nomic, social and political enterprises during imperialist and colonial periods,
the Western world managed to create a system, which constructed a coherent
representation of the strange and often incomprehensible realities in the non-
Western world.”'® For David Spurr, this act of debasement, which can also be
seen as “the repertoire of colonial discourse,” has twelve rhetorical modes that
function by negating the value of the Other. Negation—one of the most com-
mon of those rhetorical strategies—displays the ways in which the Other is
conceived as “absence, emptiness, nothingness or death” in the writings of the
Westerner.!?

Along with his self-assured tone rooted in national pride and British su-
premacy in his opening letter, Nelson's following correspondences from
Constantinople further reflect this Western attitude towards his new surround-
ings. As early as his second letter to Wood, he describes his new environment
framed in the rhetorical strategy of negation:

utin, mnunitin quqpuih thnnngutp, Yhuwthnip nt wudbt thuwjnk
nniubp, wjjwunul nkdptp, wittdwtu hwgniunutp nGutbnpoa
wynt? duwgh, hupghtpu Lwpwhuutipne dke Jupotigh, Gt phy duwg
np Upyht twr dntbng Gwd mtinu uyhinh nuntugh:

16 ~ Mamurian, English Letters, 14.

17  The ‘other’ here is being used as a Saidian term.

18  David Spurr, The Rhetoric of Empire: Colonial Discourse in Journalism, Travel Writing, and
Imperial Administration (Durham: Duke University Press, 1993), 92.

19 Spurr, The Rhetoric of Empire, 92.
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I'm stupefied by seeing narrow, filthy and muddy streets, dilapidated and
amorphous frame houses, strange faces, eccentric clothes and thought
I was in the Caribbeans. I almost thought of embarking for return.20

The much warmer and milder climate in the seat of the Empire, compared
to the harsh and cold climactic conditions in England, is, this time, inter-
preted with the rhetorics of appropriation, commonly employed by colonial
discourse, which operates by establishing a connection between the climactic
environment and disposition of its people.?! Nelson attributes the “dreamy at-
mosphere” of calm weather in Constantinople to supernatural elements, such
as fairies and jinns, and irrationality.22 To him, conversely, the northern people,
such as the British are “wise and earnest people, as they bring out their mean-
ings out of the filter of civilization and knowledge.”? Nelson’s main motive in
his travels is finding the modern Armenian society and analyzing their current
state in comparison to their idyllic past.2* This purpose leads him to fall back
on classification, the rhetorical strategy, which helps the Westerner organize
the Other in manageable constructions and definitions: such as “truth vs false-
hood” and “reason vs madness.”?® If the British society is presented—with its
governmental, economic and rational characteristics—as the single standard
for all nations to aspire and follow, then the assumption also is such that pas-
sivity and servitude are inherent in Oriental societies.26 He occasionally levels
criticism at Armenians with the firm conviction that his way of thinking is the
only and true one:

Uwluwjtu dnngtip Eh np wdbt wqq, dwtwiwtn wpbibpghp,
wulhwging whku puwdht gnonqgniphtl, wqquuhpniphtt Go
npuwdwpwuntiphtt gupnitwl swywhbny, dop mpudwnpniptwig
othnpniphtt, Utp ninhn nppniptiwtg ypnnynid Jyuwmdwnbu G
utip ophtwinp wuuniphtup 'h nhipbe Fhwttt: dwut gh fusyku

20  Mamurian, English Letters, 26.

21 Spurr, The Rhetoric of Empire, 41.

22 Mamurian, English Letters, 47—49.

23 «buhruhuwyhtp funhnit, dSwupwgnthu, hptug hdwunutipp punupwghnniptut
tit ghniniptiwtg pndku quniwd nnipu Yp hwuttes. Mamurian, English Letters, 49.

24  Hartog also argues that the rhetoric of otherness established itself firmly in the Western
tradition as the Eurocentric discourse of the self preserved the principal idea that “by
classifying others I classify myself” See Francois Hartog, The Mirror of Herodotus: The
Representation of the Other in the Writing of History (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1988).

25 Spurr, The Rhetoric of Empire, 62.

26 Mamurian, English Letters, 32.
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hhtw hwdwdwjutgubd pwthnip, wulohn G gbiph dnnnynipn dp,
wqqg pwnht htinn, gh unnnight gtiph, unnpniy £ hugp:

But I forgot that not every nation, especially those in the Orient do not
have pride, patriotism and reason as the British do and hence they cause
confusion in our minds and disturb our orderly ways and disappoint our
expectations. Then how shall I make a hollow, unimportant and slavish
people agree on the word ‘nation, for the Armenian are slaves.?”

The rich rhetorical devices under Nelson’s westerner mindset are incorporated—
just as the ample categories of names mentioned earlier—only to form a
persuasive background for Mamurian’s real intentions. This falsity seeps into
the pseudo-colonial, rhetorical narratives in the main narrative, and makes
it clear that Nelson defends the rights of Armenians in a way that no colo-
nial or Westerner would have. Both Nelson and Wood admire Armenians in
the past referring to their political integrity, hardworking nature, diligence
and consciousness in their core values throughout the novel. The affirmative
statements about the Armenians not only reveal the author’s real intentions
but also contradict the discursive layer of a pseudo-colonial or orientalist dis-
course. Nelson establishes a similarity between the Armenian society in the
past and the British nation at present only to acknowledge the power of the
former, in many respects. He writes:

Uju htwmwppppniptwtu qifuwinp gpghsutptt dEju wyp Gnur
hwjint puniptwt dtphtht htwn dwuwdp Udwlniphitt quntbiu,
sk pE Jhuwdbpl, hhinh wwl nt npunppniptwdp wwpbnt Go
wlunwnutpnt Uty wyupwnbnt winkuthu, wyp dtp tnp Jugniphiup
wuntg hhuht hbwn punnuuwubtmny: dwut gh dtup Jujph dnpp
hwquwd' Junuh wguwonwd dudwtwl] wuntp dvtnwpuh nt gnhwph
ULy 'othwyht, wujwwntutp §'puwbht, mwdwpubp nt punpnuubp
ntutht, nt witkifh punpp Ewlp up' wipticp Fuuwowmkbhi: @Ewknt dhgh
wku onduwypht dnnndnipny dp skp hwyp, vwluyt hp gudwpwyhu
Juiwnwlwuniphitup dhustie  Nunuunwt  Juwpwdkp, o
wuwwndnipbubt hdwtwtp np wintg puniphiup, punwibut to
pwnupuwlwiu Jtwiupp dtphtku owwn htnnt sEht:

One of the main incentives for my interest in this was that I found partial
similarity between the Armenian’s nature with ours, not when we were

27 Mamurian, English Letters, 15.
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half naked, living in huts and engaged in hunting and roaming the for-
ests, but by comparing our new condition with their old one. Because
when we were wearing wild animal skins and worshipping the oak tree,
they were trimmed in silks and jewels, they were living in palaces, they
had temples and theatres, and they were worshipping a better creature,
the sun. Although Armenians were not a seafaring people like us, they
expanded their overland trade as afar as India, and we learn from his-
tory that their nature, domestic and political life were not very different
from ours.?8

The enchantment and admiring tone towards the Armenians might still, to
some degree, be linked to the same Western urge to construct values and
meanings in a selective manner. However, as we continue to read the letters,
we follow the fixed idea of a free Armenian state is repetitively woven through
the narrative by means of statements that urge the reawakening, resurrecting,
and rebuilding of national consciousness among Armenians.

In 1881—the year the English Letters were published—Armenians already
started to enjoy the flourishing cultural and intellectual life in Istanbul. Since
1863, they had their own “national constitution,” which allowed them to obtain
legal status.2® This cultural revival, up to some point, affected their status in
comparison to other Ottoman millets’ in maturing the idea of national con-
sciousness and their demand for independence.3° It is true that the “modern”
entered into the lives of Ottoman Armenians in many aspects, and its ide-
als were both transformative but also used to scrutinize the Western model.
However, the failure in the fulfillment of a national independence—and hence
that of modernization—was partly because of the lack of attention from the
European powers. It is interesting and equally ironic that Mamurian needed
to discuss the present and future of Armenian political life under the disguise
of the Western mind, even though he was highly familiar with the unreliable
approach and hypocrisy of western countries over the national movements in

28  Mamurian, English Letters, 15.

29  Whatisoriginally knownas U.qquyhtt Uwhdwuwnpniphtu (Azgayin Sahmanadrutiwn)
in Armenian, and Nizamname-i Millet-i Ermeniyan in Ottoman Turkish, was in fact a regu-
lation, which, ratified by the Sultan, gave the Armenian community living in the Empire
the opportunity to obtain a legal and authorized status, to reorganize their internal struc-
tures (such as limiting the powers and authority of the Patriarchate and incorporating the
classes of amira and trade guilds within the body of representatives) and regulate them
by the Armenian National Assembly.

30  Gregory Jusdanis, Belated Modernity and Aesthetic Culture: Inventing National Literature
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), 37.
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the “East.”3! Regarding their political interventions with skepticism, he never
pinned hope for the belief that the Western world could help the Armenians
attain their goals. Likewise, a year after the publication of English Letters, he
would write in Arevelyan Mamul that “the major flaw of our literature was the
weakness of the ethnic element because of our inspiration has been coming
from outside instead of from our national sources and feelings.”3? The apparent
contradiction between the strategies of a Western oriented narrative and his
political insights can be read as a signpost for the precarity he was burdened
with while writing a novel on the political life of Armenians. As one of those
liberal minded intellectuals who struggled against Sultanism and autocracy
of the Ottoman regime, Mamurian was aware that building a political reality
for the Armenians required more than distrusting the mercy of the Ottoman
state. It required more than recognizing dysfunctional internal structures: the
Patriarchate; emerging sects such as Catholicism and Protestantism among
Armenians; conflict in social classes; or arguing that Ottoman is not a nation to
be fond of enlightenment and knowledge.33 It lies in the cultivation of the idea
of self-consciousness (as defined by the modern Western world) before the dis-
cussion of a political body of an Armenian nation. For this Mamurian presents
one of the critical observations embedded in Nelson’s letters, condemning the
assimilative character that the Armenians so strongly adopted as part of their
national and political survival:

Uittinwpuwup st np thpytg huwyniphiup Ynpnuunk wyp nipwtnp,
np wunp hwinnutuwytu £ Swyp sk np quwhywutg hp Ghknkght
wj] Onippt, npnt dqihpt wiunp hwuuuwuwwnibpt £ pupnyujut
Jud hngtjwt qopniphtup sk np qwhywutg Swyng punwtbjuwt
Jtwupl nt GUtnhguuwlt wuwonwdniupt wy Fppuig nghnniphiut
nt wupwnuwpuwghwnniphttt np Nugngp Fhwiwuwpbhltc  Nwgn
buwwlu pphumnnubwg pmpp 'L widkl dphowjuph jwpdwpnn b
hn wmhpuwwybwubpmi Jupdniupu n unynpnipiulbple ophliuwlnn
wnplionku:

It was not the Bible but the Quran, its opposite, that saved the Armenians.
The church was saved not by the Armenians, but by the Turks, whose

31 Hayg Ghazaryan, “Uwtnptnu Uwdniptwth Swuwpujuiuwi-Lunupulut
Suwywgputipp 1860-187o-wjwt pniwututinht,” (Madteos Mamuriani Hasarakakan-
Kaghak‘akan Hayats'k'nera 1860-1870akan tuakannerin) Sknblpwqhn [Teghekagir] 3
(1957): 83-100.

32 Mamurian, Arevelyan Mamul, 362.

33 Mamurian, English Letters, 168.

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 99-116



112 AKTOKMAKYAN

mosques are its opposite. It was not the moral or spiritual strength that
saved Armenians’ family life and religious faith, but the ignorance and
uncivilized ways which was equal to the Armenians’. Armenians are at
heart Christian Turks, they adapt to every condition and submissively copy
their rulers’ behavior and habits. (my emphasis)3*

Mamurian knew that their submissive approach would secure nothing beyond
the biological survival of his nation. It was this slavish and conformist nature
in the Armenian individual that he wanted to dig out first and then replace it
with a capacity and determination for a political life. Thereby, he pins down
the idea of Armenian bios or political life to the formation of the Armenian
individual as a political animal. In this respect, Nelson holds a key role with
critical importance, more than becoming merely Mamurian’s mouthpiece or
a romantic hero. Reminiscent of the Western travel narratives where signs of
modernity are embedded through the understanding of journey also as self-
discovery, inner-self or self-consciousness, Nelson’s journey to Constantinople
promises more than the opportunity to detect the social and political knots in
the Armenian society.3?

First and foremost, after his broken love affair with Lily, Nelson’s travel to
Constantinople resonates with his intentions to heal his mind and soul. In a
letter written to Lily earlier in the novel, Nelson reflects on his plans to take ref-
uge in the past: «dipght wipyuwottpku’ tu hupu dwpnyniptut Grwd' huyg
dwpn qunutnt Gtp GU hnu Gt nin hupghtpu stu quwd ... UWugbwiu £ hd
wuywiktu Gt wnwuduniphtup hd duhpwupniphtuus (‘After what happened
last, T have lost my human feelings. I came here to find out the Armenian and
still could not find myself ... I take refuge in the past and console myself with
solitude.”)36 His stay in Tarabia, a small neighborhood in Constantinople—
Ocparmed meaning “therapy or treatment” in Greek—already foreshadows the
advent of a series of revelations related to the true story of his life and identity.

As secrets gradually unfold, Nelson discovers his real identity as an
Armenian, the story of his father, Lady Eastham’s plots and eventually his
blood relation with Lily. With these revelations, the early concern over the dor-
mant national consciousness and its “half dead body” (ays kisamer marmina)
changes its direction.3” While the debates in the letters initially rested on the
theoretical ground of re-establishing a historical continuity with the ancient

34  Mamurian, English Letters, 168.

35  Casey Blanton, Travel Writing: The Self and the World (New York: Routledge, 2002), 15.
36 Mamurian, English letters, 61.

37  Mamurian, English letters, 53.
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past and rulers’ political consciousness, Nelson and Wood adopt the role of
historiographers, who, similar to the ancient Armenian mythical figures called
Aralez, strived to resurrect the dead political body of the Armenians.38 With
the turn of events, though, Nelson, as an early portrait of a modern individual,
is reawakened into a new political end. He eventually decides to settle down
in Mush with Lily.3° His eventual return to his ancestral homeland in historic
Armenia operates like an implicit message for the Armenians to follow his ex-
ample, and realize the idea of political or national unity in reality.

2.1 The Uncanny in Armenian Modernity

For a novel based on narrative strategies and an indirect style of writing, like
English Letters, structure is everything. And it would not be wrong to say that
the novel has mainly two interrelated and complementary structures. The
novel opens with a foreword in the fictional frame that is followed by the let-
ters. Here, the narrator informs his reader about Mr. Harley, a British gentle-
man who inquiries about the Armenian representative who has recently been
received by the Queen of England. The narrator’s answer—equally curious as
the mysterious Englishman who suddenly appears and refers to the narrator
Mamurian as a stranger (otar)—draws our attention to the issue of foreignness
and political rootlessness of the Armenians, a community of Others within
the Ottoman Empire. The narrator’s response is vital in terms of framing the
question that the remainder of the novel will rest upon: «Nwpnt, utipluy
nwpniu Nwjtu, hp punuwpuwluwtu Jugniptwt hwdbdww, snpu hhug
nbuwl nkp Gt ynpu hhtg mbuwl ntuwt ntth niph Skpniptwtg dow,
pwjg hpop' Nwynt Up nbuguwup tnyu hupt b nwunh ptwp hunnpnbp
hud Atp fuoutithpp:» (“In the current political state Armenians have four or
five kind of pioneers and four or five representatives. But the representative
of an Armenian is no-one but himself. Thus, you can tell me what you'd like
to tell.”)*0 With this remark, the question of a political presence of Armenians
has already been problematized before the novel begins, and it has been in-
troduced discreetly in the question of a “representative.” The narrator’s inter-
vention does not end here. Mamurian the narrator receives the letter—these
letters being the novel itself—from the same Mr. Harley who expresses his

38  Haralez (or Aralez) (Swpuikq or Unikq in Armenian) are mythical dog-like creatures,
which were believed to resuscitate the lifeless bodies of heroic men fighting and falling
dead in battle by licking their wounds. They are mentioned in the famous myth of Ara the
Beautiful and Queen Samiramis.

39  Mush (also known as Daron/Swnnt in Armenian), part of the historic Greater Armenia,
was one of the Armenian populated provinces in the Ottoman Empire.

40 Mamurian, English Letters, 16.
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interest in seeing a representative for the purpose of carrying out the dying
wish of his friend by giving these letters to someone who can read Armenian.
Structured as a mise-en-abyme—Iletter in a letter form—the whole novel not
only tells the story of “the destiny of an Armenian” individual (as the subtitle
of the novel suggests), but also calls for the attention of the entire Armenian
millet pertaining to their political existence.*!

Another structure operating in the novel is via a number of secrets, that
come to light later in the novel. To begin with, Nelson’s reason for traveling to
Constantinople turns out to be different from his scientific purposes. His self-
exilic retreat in Constantinople, as we learn, was induced by Lady Eastham,
Lily’s mother, who disapproves of their union. However, not every hidden truth
seems as unimportant as this one. Those secrets that a play central role in the
novel also bring along destructive and disturbing facts with critical changes.
The major secret is that Lady Eastham confiscated all the wealth of Raphael
Mamigonian, Nelson’s father and her brother-in-law. Initially class conflict is
shown as the setback for the union of the lovers, but when the secret is re-
vealed that Nelson and Lily are cousins, the possibility for a happy ending is
ultimately shattered.

Different from the conjugal love in other sentimental novels, the ending of
English Letters promises a highly unconventional alternative union. By their
decisions not to marry Nelson and Lily remain faithful both to the laws of the
Armenian church and to his father’s legacy. Nevertheless, the couple turns
their unfulfilled love story into a union by their move to Mush, as part of his-
toric Armenia, where they start an idyllic new life together. Dr. Paine, a family
friend, describes in a letter to Wood how the two are spiritually reborn in Mush
and given their new (Christian Armenian) names through a symbolic baptism:
Nerses (Nelson) and Shushan (Armenian for Lily).#? The two start educating
the villagers as Shushan teaches provincial women, while Nerses exerts for the
reconstruction of a new Armenian land by his Western ideas on land reform
and social progress. Instead of returning back to the “civilized world,” they start
a new life right out of the ruins of Armenian land, and manifest a clear mes-
sage for the modern Armenians that the reawakening for a political life must
start from the ancient lands. However the message that Nelson presents for the

41 Iprefer the use of “destiny,” rather than “fate” for the Armenian «&wjuwnwghp» on the
grounds that destiny, unlike fate, implies a certain extent of control and intervention
granted on the subject. Both senses of positive and negative capabilities of change are
present in the novel.  would like to thank Prof. Tamar M. Boyadjian for alerting me on this
distinction.

42 Mamurian, English letters, 454.
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reawakening of Armenian political life is not as optimistic as it sounded earlier
in the novel: “It is no longer the historical, magnificent and free Armenia, but
ruins only and a graveyard."*3

Although the second half in the novel might seem optimistic by bringing the
idea of national unity into practice, the ominous sense of feeling never leaves
us. In parallel to the plotline, we are constantly reminded of the headless state
of the Armenian nation (foreword), of the lovers on the brink of incestuous
union, and of ruins and a graveyard that Nerses and Shushan embrace as their
ancestral lands, hoping to initiate a political sense of belonging. It seems that
the uncanny deeply identifies with the Armenian experience of modernity.
The ideas of national state and conscious citizens (as political subjects) can go
nowhere beyond the “strangely familiar” and “improperly proper” definition of
the uncanny.** The familiarity of political ideas such as ancestral lands, or the
historic Armenia in the Armenian imagination, immediately gains a strange
and even eerie quality. Just like the German original for the uncanny that roots
in the idea of “home”—unheimlichkeit—the Armenian homeland stands as
the vacant political space that no longer denotes its previous meaning, caus-
ing its community to remain outside as strangers.*> This uncanny climaxes in
Nelson’s final letter to Wood in which he expresses that his deathwish from his
fellow countrymen is a graveyard in Armenia.*6 This is the ultimate uncanny
statement that empties out the meaning of one’s homeland as the national
site of political subjects. Equally disturbing is the fact that political conscious-
ness, as well as the project of modernity in the case of Armenians, are both
projected as attainable only insofar as they are dead.

As the present article examines, under the pressure of the Ottoman sover-
eignty, Mamourian weaved a network of plot and characters in English Letters
only through which he could voice the story of the modern Armenian indi-
vidual with a national consciousness. Yet what remains at stake in Mamurian’s
case is not simply the censorship or the outrage that he might have received

43  Mamurian, English letters, 457.

44  Jacques Derrida, The Monolingualism of the Other or The Prosthesis of Origin, trans. Patrick
Mensah (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 29.

45  Jacques Derrida reworks the Freudian concept of the unheimlichkeit by bringing it out
of its limits in psychoanalysis and focusing more on the root of the word. For more on
Derrida’s discussion of the term with regards to the openings between the idea of “home”
and the issue of subjectivity, see Jacques Derrida, The Gift of Death (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press), 88; on friends and enemies, see Politics of Friendship (Verso, 2005), 58; on
foreignness, see Of Hospitality, trans. Rachel Bowlby (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
2000), 261-62; and on languages, see The Monolingualism of the Other, 29, 37.

46  «Swjwuwnwth Uk ghphd dn:»; Mamurian, English Letters, 462.
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from the Ottoman authorities. It was the disturbing fact that home or home-
land for the Armenians, for them to reunite and reawaken, might no longer
belong to them. By probing the significance of the employment of British char-
acters and discursive layers, the article aimed to present the ways in which the
triad of strange, stranger and uncanny manifested itself in Mamurian’s under-
standing of the Armenian modernity within its faultlines.
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Abstract

This article is a critical review of Heghnar Watenpaugh’s monograph The Missing
Pages, which traces the history of the thirteenth-century Zeytun Gospels from its cre-
ation to the 2010s, when several of the manuscript’s illustrated folios became subject
to a restitution claim through a lawsuit filed by the Armenian Church against the Getty
Museum. It highlights the importance of Watenpaugh’s publication on assembling
and clarifying the impressive itinerary of the Zeytun Gospels, the manuscript’s socio-
cultural functions, as well as the historiographic research on Cilician miniature painting
conducted by the author in the framework of this book. In the present article, several
issues raised in the book are critically explored from different angles, expressing a par-
tial or significant difference of opinion when it comes to some of the interpretations
and contextualizations proposed by Watenpaugh. These include: Watenpaugh’s non-
exhaustive consideration of the Zeytun Gospels’ colophons, which stand as the most
authentic documentations on the manuscript’s history prior to the twentieth century;
her tracing of parallel examples of artifacts that survived the Genocide based not on
scholarly research but on popular narratives (and on contemporary literary writings);
the discussion of bilingual coins minted by the Armenian king Hetum I and the Seljuk
sultan Kaykhusraw II as cases of “complex identities of the period’, without delving
into these complexities, and, thus, not doing justice to the nuances of the medieval

context of their rule; some aspects of the history of scholarship on Cilician miniature
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painting; and the way Watenpaugh presents two of the most prominent historians of
Armenian art, Sirarpie Der Nersessian and Karekin Hovsepian, and their attitudes to-
ward the ownership and acquisition of Armenian cultural heritage by western art in-
stitutions, which appear to be less than balanced in The Missing Pages. Finally, some
reflections on contemporary exhibition practices of survivor artifacts, whose current
locations of preservation are often a consequence of (cultural) genocide and dubious
acquisition practices, require clearer and more in-depth presentation, at least as far
as the exhibition history of the Zeytun Gospels and its separated folios is concerned.

Keywords

the Zeytun Gospels — Toros Roslin — Cilician Armenia — Armenian Genocide — cultural
heritage — restitution of cultural property — exhibition practices

Heghnar Zeitlian Watenpaugh, The Missing Pages. The Modern Life of a Medieval
Manuscript from Genocide to Justice. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2019.
Pp. 436.

This book explores the history of a thirteenth-century Cilician manuscript,
known as the Zeytun Gospels, copied and illustrated by Toros Roslin. Having
survived the atrocities of the Armenian Genocide, the Zeytun Gospels came to
the center of public attention in 2010, when a lawsuit was filed by the Western
Prelacy of the Armenian Apostolic Church against the J. Paul Getty Museum
with the restitution claim for the manuscript’s folios containing the eight
canon tables that were kept at the museum since 1994. The five years of litiga-
tion raised the curiosity of many, but then it suddenly ended in September 2015
before the scheduled trial would take place two months later, on November 3.
The behind-the-scene settlement between the two parties resulted in the rec-
ognition of the Armenian Church’s ownership of the canon tables by the Getty
Museum, which nevertheless would keep the parchment folios—now as a do-
nation from the Armenian Church, the former plaintiff.! The donation was of-
ficially fulfilled in early January 2016.

The lawsuit for Roslin’s canon tables was the first and so far the only resti-
tution claim for a cultural property considered stolen during the Armenian
Genocide. During the litigation, the manuscript’s history and hence its

1 “J. Paul Getty Museum and the Western Prelacy of the Armenian Apostolic Church of
America announce agreement in Armenian Art restitution case” (21.09.2015) http://news
.getty.edu/canon-table-2015.htm.
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provenance were central in deciding the rightful ownership of the folios, and
both parties studied the necessary information and available testimonies. It
is this very history that is narrated by Heghnar Zeitlian Watenpaugh in The
Missing Pages, which brings together the hitherto well-documented but
never so carefully assembled, clarified and systematized history of the Zeytun
Gospels. It covers the entire history of the manuscript since the medieval peri-
od until modern days, including also the legal contest of the 2010s (chapter 8),
which, as explained by the author, sparked the idea for this book (p. 46, 307).

The Missing Pages is one of the few studies dedicated to the history of one
manuscript in regards to its afterlives, functions and reception. The book consists
of eight chapters, accompanied with a Prologue and an Epilogue, both of which
narrate the author’s personal experiences in dealing with the Zeytun Gospels.
A large part of the Prologue represents the travels that the author undertook
with the aim of seeing and experiencing the places where the manuscript was
kept in the past. Chapters 2—8 are dedicated to every new location where the
Zeytun Gospels appeared after its creation: medieval Hromkla (p. 48—78), Zeytun
until 1915 (p. 79-115), Marash between 1915 and 1923 (p. 16-156), post-Genocide
Aleppo (p. 157-189), twentieth-century New York (p. 190—224), Soviet and post-
Soviet Yerevan (p. 225-260), and present-day Los Angeles (p. 261-299). A similar
itinerary is not uncommon for many survivors of the Armenian Genocide, yet
its immediate relevance to survived art objects is a less evident matter, which
is traced in The Missing Pages. Apart from narrating the specific circumstances
in which the Zeytun Gospels appeared after the thirteenth century, the chap-
ters include large overviews on historical, socio-political and cultural, as well as
geographical and urban aspects that have or might have touched the life of this
manuscript. These long overviews, though not always clearly brought into con-
nection with the Zeytun Gospels, are nevertheless helpful in understanding the
ever-changing realities that impacted the multiple movements of many sacred
objects, including especially the Gospels in question, whose fragmentation was
an immediate consequence of the Genocide deportations.

The book is written in an easily comprehensible language, and a non-expert
reader would feel no discomfort in understanding art historical terms or the
sequence of events linked to the Zeytun Gospels. Although it is the history of
this sole manuscript that is central, the book also sheds light on contempo-
rary issues related to cultural heritage in general, its ownership, management,
but also its intentional destruction and unethical acquisition practices, which
are discussed in the opening chapter entitled Survivor Objects. Artifacts of
Genocide. The public interest in these quickly-developing matters might be the
reason for choosing a writing style that would bridge both “academic and gen-
eral audiences.” The storytelling approach applied by the author is explained
in the Back Matter (p. 307): “Genocide, that greatest of crimes, reaches into all

JOURNAL OF THE SOCIETY FOR ARMENIAN STUDIES 27 (2020) 117—-130



120 REVIEW ARTICLE

human activity, including art. It challenges the very act of representation. In
this book the chapters open with short vignettes that paint a picture or narrate
a scene based on the same evidence that the body of the text treats analyti-
cally” Although this courageous initiative of bridging two different audiences
is undertaken with literary creativity and painstaking attention to available in-
formation, several points appear slightly incongruent, at least from the point
of view of a scholarly readership. For example, in the first chapter, Watenpaugh
speculates about the possible reasons for how the canon tables were separated
from the mother manuscript: “Perhaps canon tables came loose from the bind-
ing over time. Or perhaps someone cut the thread” (p. 21), and shortly after
she writes: “This crease [visible on the canon tables—G.G.S.] enables you to
imagine how, at some point, unknown hands removed the Canon Tables from
the mother manuscript, how they folded it, perhaps tucked it in a pocket or
in the folds of a fabric belt like the ones men wore in the waning days of the
Ottoman Empire, and took it away” (p. 22—23). A more critical formulation of
the problem would probably save the reader from additional mystery and ob-
scurity that already accompany the multilevel history of the Zeytun Gospels.
Such complications seem a little unnecessary especially in this particular case,
because a first-hand testimony by Hagop Atamian, which is discussed by the
author elsewhere (p. 149), clarifies some of the aspects of when and how the
canon tables could have been cut off from the mother manuscript.

Despite some incongruities that the mixture of different writing styles in-
evitably arouses, The Missing Pages represents a wide-scope book, treating the
Zeytun Gospels not only from historical and art historical perspectives but
also exploring the manuscript’s social context. This context becomes especial-
ly clear in chapters 3—5, which narrate the manuscript’s frequent movements
from one place to another. Chapter 6 (New York. The Zeytun Gospels Enters Art
History) and chapter 7 (Yerevan. Toros Roslin, Artist of the Armenian Nation),
apart from representing the Zeytun Gospels’ appearance in these cities, also
discuss the scholarship on Toros Roslin whose twentieth-century revival is
traced by Watenpaugh. The author pays particular attention to the question
of why some scholars included the manuscript’s history in their studies, while
some others chose to remain silent about the circumstances in which they
examined it. In an attempt to understand some scholars and all those who
intentionally or unintentionally came into contact with the Zeytun Gospels,
Watenpaugh dedicates many pages to the biographies of these individuals, fo-
cusing on their particular roles played in the life of the manuscript.

An important dimension of the book is revealed in chapter 7, which analyz-
es the modern perceptions of Toros Roslin as expressed in the works of several
Armenian artists and writers. Roslin’s “towering presence” in some artistic and
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literary productions by twentieth-century Armenian artists and writers (who
felt themselves to be heirs of Roslin’s legacy) is viewed by Watenpaugh from the
perspective of a renewed interest in national traditions, as much as it was pos-
sible to do in a post-Khrushchev Soviet state. In these modern interpretations
of Roslin, including especially Razmik Davoyan’s novella Toros Roslin, Armenian
art of the past was seen as a means through which Armenian identity and col-
lective memory were able to survive. Watenpaugh formulates it in a short but
apt sentence: “This is an enormous claim for art” (p. 250). She shows that the im-
mense interest in one particular artist from Armenia’s past and the “new career”
of Toros Roslin as “a medieval Armenian genius-artist” had departed from a con-
finement as a subject of solely academic studies. Many scholars and intellectuals,
especially those working in Soviet and post-Soviet Armenia, saw in Roslin the
combination of both national and cosmopolitan features of the Armenian cul-
ture. In this regard, Watenpaugh’s study covers a traditionally ignored but prob-
ably one of the most significant aspects of art historical scholarship by dealing
with such matters as how scholars choose subjects of their research or how it
came to happen that one medieval artist (or one artistic or architectural monu-
ment) could acquire overwhelmingly more scholarly attention than many others
who—probably undeservedly—remain in the shadows. Watenpaugh'’s discus-
sion therefore sheds light on the role that art historians play in emphasizing (or
ignoring) the importance of an artwork, hence becoming active participants in
shaping the life, the future and even the material value of that artwork, yet often
remaining unaware of their own involvement or future impact.

The multidimensional nature of this book makes it a highly insightful and
important contribution to the study of Armenian art and its socio-historical
dimensions. Yet, some issues discussed below seem to be treated with less
thoroughness than others.

In the second chapter the author explains the role and value of Armenian
manuscript colophons (p. 68—70). The Zeytun Gospels’ colophons, which are
indeed the most authentic documentations on the manuscript’s history prior
to the twentieth century, are however reproduced and considered only in a
fragmentary form. From the main colophon dated to 1256 only two short cita-
tions are made (p. 57, 69), though given its length (6 manuscript folios) and his-
torical importance as a primary source, it would perhaps be expedient to treat
it in more detail. No mention is made about several short colophons Roslin
wrote inside the manuscript, or the colophon dating from the year 1806 which
records the sacred objects salvaged during a “pillage of this village” (fols. g07v—
408r, according to current pagination). Two other 19th-century colophons dat-
ing from 1852 and 1859 are assembled in one short passage in chapter 3, which
narrates their contents but does not reproduce the specific information found
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in them (p. 104-105). More attention is accorded to two colophons dating from
the 16th—17th centuries (p. 70, 84-85), which occupy folios 405v—406r and
406v—407v.2 The latter colophon records the manuscript’s transfer from Furnus
to a church dedicated to the Holy Mother of God, which is plausibly attributed
by Watenpaugh to the church located on the citadel of Zeytun. The full repro-
duction of this colophon could have revealed a few more details from the early
modern period of this manuscript’s history, such as the names of the Furnus
clerics who sold the manuscript, the transaction price of 460 florins that mah-
tesi Hagop paid to become the manuscript’s new owner, or Hagop’s and his
family’s “long-cherished wish to have a precious Gospel book,” for they were
“striving for divine love” (fol. 406v). Such details would provide further depth to
Watenpaugh's novel exploration into the social function of the Zeytun Gospels
as a holy object. Moreover, the 460 florins paid for the Zeytun Gospels appears
to be very high, if one compares it, for example, with an average ransom of
120 florins paid for one person’s liberty in the seventeenth-century Ottoman
Empire.? Consequently, such information would allow the readers to appreci-
ate the high spiritual and material value that the Zeytun Gospels enjoyed even
before their eight folios’ sale in the 20th century put the spotlight on their con-
temporary market value.

When narrating the Zeytun Gospels’ salvation story in 1915, Watenpaugh
brings a parallel example of how the famous Homiliary of Mush (Ujn
&Quwnpuwnhp) was rescued. She bases her narrative on the popular and some-
what mythicized story according to which that manuscript was divided into
two by two women who carried them while fleeing from Mush in 1915 (p. 172,
also 43-44). In reality, this large-size manuscript was divided in 1828 or prob-
ably before, and there are a few explicit colophons that recount this. One of
them was written in 1828 by the local priests who bound the divided portions
of the manuscript (Matenadaran ms 7729, fol. 602v): “With the grace of the
Holy Spirit, in the Armenian year 1277 [1828], the two (volumes of the) holy
homilies were bound again ... by the hand of sinful Kirakos vardapet Aghbets'i
and tiratsu Sahak ... With great effort and difficulty we were able to rebind it.”
Another piece of information about the physical state of the Homiliary of Mush

2 This is the approximate but very plausible date suggested by Sirapie Der Nersessian, on
whose suggestions Watenpaugh'’s narrative is based (p. 83). According to a more recent read-
ing, the hardly legible date for the colophon written on folios 405v—406r is read as follows:
“1558?”. See Catalogue of Manuscripts of the Mashtots* Matenadaran, vol. 111, compiled by
A. Malkhasyan (Yerevan: Yerevan State University Press, 2007), 77 (in Armenian).

3 For a statistic of ransoms, see, for example Maria Ivanics, “Enslavement, Slave Labour
and Treatment of Captives in the Crimean Khanate,” in David Géza & Pal Fodor (eds.),
Ransom Slavery along the Ottoman Borders (Early Fifteenth—Early Eighteenth Centuries)
(Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2007), 216—217.
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and more specifically its (re)binding in 1828 is found in a colophon written by
Yohannes vardapet Muradean, the chief priest of the Holy Apostles’ Monastery
of Mush: “In 1828, Kirakos vardapet Aghbets'i divided the manuscript into two
volumes and bound them because the manuscript was too heavy and difficult
to move.... On May 4, 1892, I started to paginate the two bound volumes of the
Homiliary in sequential order: the first volume has 648 folios, and the second
(volume) 564."* Nevertheless, it is true that the two main parts of the Homiliary
of Mush were able to escape the Armenian Genocide separately and were later
united in the Matenadaran. Based on this, Artashes Matevossian suggested
that the wrong assumption that the manuscript was divided in 1915—on which
the popular narrative is based—might be a legendary accretion based on the
19th-century rebinding of the manuscript.® Be that as it may, these supposed
bindings can be considered lost, since all the preserved parts of the Homiliary
of Mush arrived in their current places of preservation without any binding.
Chapter 2 discusses cultural and socio-political realities of Cilician
Armenia during the thirteenth century, when the Zeytun Gospels was cre-
ated in Hromkla. While analyzing a bilingual coin bearing the names of the
Armenian king Hetum 1 and the Seljuk sultan Kaykhusraw 11, the author in-
terprets it as an expression of “the complex identities of the period,” referring
especially to the sultan’s Christian mother and to the two rulers’ “entangled
fates” (p. 55—56). This somewhat romanticized image of the Armenian and
Seljuk rulers does not do justice to the nuances of the medieval context of
their rule. A large number of bilingual coins, with Armenian and Arabic leg-
ends and with an equestrian image of Hetum 1,° were already minted during
the reign of Kaykhusraw’s father, sultan Kayqubad 1, most likely soon after
young Hetum’s official reign started (1226), which coincided with the ceasing
of Kayqubad’s continuous attacks on Cilician frontiers.” These invasions were

4 Translations are mine. For the original texts in Armenian and further comments on the
manuscript’s fragmentation, see A. Matevossian, “When and where was created the festive
Homiliary of Mush?” Banber Matenadarani 9 (1969): 137-162, esp. 139 (in Armenian).

5 A. Matevossian, “When and where was created the festive Homiliary of Mush?” 139, n. 6.

6 These were silver drams or trams, equivalent to dirham in Persian and Arabic and to drachma
in Greek and Latin.

7 Various, mostly non-Armenian, sources mention that during the years between 1220 and
1226, when the Armenian court was occupied with finding a suitable candidate for the royal
throne, the Cilician frontiers were often attacked by the new Seljuk sultan, who managed
to gain control over several important fortresses in Cilicia, among which the sea fortress of
Kalonoros (Alanya) is particularly mentioned. See, for example: La Chronographie de Bar
Hebraeus: Ktaba dMaktbanut Zabne, L’histoire du monde dAdam a Kubilai Khan, traduit du
syriaque par Ph. Talon, volume 2 (Fernelmont: Editions Modulaires Européennes, 2011), 233
(for the siege of Kalonoros/Alanya in 1223) and 241 (for the siege of “the majority of Cilician
fortresses” in 1226); The Chronicle of Ibn al-Athir for the Crusading Period from al-Kamil
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apparently in line with the Crimean campaign (the Sudak campaign) under-
taken by Kayqubad I in the 1220s with the aim of securing for his sultanate
the important commercial routes from the Mediterranean (including notably
Cilician Armenia and the neighboring costs) to the Black Sea.® The regular
incursions into Cilicia and Crimea in the early 1220s and their sudden cessa-
tion around 1227 apparently resulted in certain commercial regulations and
obligation. The issue of this type of bilingual coins bearing the names of the
“king of Armenians” and the “exalted sultan” is most likely a reflection of a new
geopolitical balance that had been reached. Their issue continued also dur-
ing the next sultan Kaykhusraw 11, who inherited these privileges from his late
father prior to the defeat of the Seljuks in the mid-13th century by Mongols. In
the light of these considerations, Hetum'’s “openness to the world” (p. 55) or
Kawkhosraw’s “complex identity” seem to be of secondary importance, at least
in explaining the occurrence of bilingual coins.

As mentioned above, in the sixth and seventh chapters Watenpaugh offers
an illuminating discussion of many scholars and studies that have dealt with
Toros Roslin and the Cilician miniature painting. Regrettably, a discussion of a
study by Levon Azaryan published in 1964—Cilician Miniature Painting in the
Twelfth-Thirteenth Centuries (in Armenian)—is missing. This was one of the
first extensive monographs on Cilician illustrated manuscripts and on Toros
Roslin, whose importance was and remains crucial for those interested in the
subject due to its innovative methodology.® Indeed, Azaryan was the scholar
who practically single-handedly launched the methodology of studying the
Cilician miniature painting as represented by distinct schools (the schools of
Drazark, Skewra, Hromkla, etc.), as apposed to the hitherto-prevailing opin-
ions and chronological classifications that often represented the Cilician book
illumination as a homogenous artistic production. This new systematized ap-
proach later served as a foundation stone for structuring several important
publications on the subject, including those discussed in The Missing Pages.

Watenpaugh's impression about Sirarpie Der Nersessian as a modern
Western scholar, who would prefer to see Armenian artworks in “a well-run
Western museum or private collection” or for whom the artworks’ current
ownership and whereabouts were of little importance to focus on is arguable

frl-tarikh, Part 3—The Years 589—629/1193-1231, The Ayyubids after Saladin and the Mongol
Menace, translated by D.S. Richards, Crusade Texts in Translation 17 (Aldershot—Burlington:
Ashgate, 2008), p. 280 (mentions the conquest of four Armenian fortresses in 1225).

8 For the Sudak campaign and its commercial-economical context, see A.C.S. Peacock, “The
Saljuq Campaign against Crimea and the Expansionist Policy of the Early Reign of ‘Ala al-Din
Kayqubad,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 16/No. 2 (Jul. 2006): 133-149, esp. 143-145.

9 See also Sirarpie Der Nersessian’s review of Azaryan’s book, published in Revue des Etudes
arméniennes 2 (1965): 394—398.
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(see chapter 6, esp. 222—223). Der Nersessian—as everyone else concerned
with the fate of survived Armenian artifacts—was reasonably thankful that at
least a part of them was saved and gathered in various collections.l® However,
before we make any conjunctions on whether she had a particular preference
for “the best place” for an Armenian artwork to be kept, we need more infor-
mation. Indeed, the author herself warns the reader that “we do not know
Der Nersessian’s personal view on these issues” (p. 223). Yet, the prominent
scholar’s activities outside of academia shed some light “on these issues,” and
leave a somewhat different impression than is assumed. Between 1969 and
1982, she donated five manuscripts in her possession to the Matenadaran—a
telling fact which surprisingly went unnoticed by Watenpaugh, though in
other contexts the author has used the same list of Matenadaran’s acquisitions
between 1969-1998 (see for example p. 358, n. 27) in which Der Nersessian’s
donations are also documented.! Furthermore, Der Nersessian’s role and
participation cannot be overestimated in the fate of 23 illustrated Armenian
manuscripts—including also two manuscripts illustrated by Toros Roslin
(now Jerusalem ms 2660 and Matenadaran ms 10675)—stolen from the trea-
sury of the Armenian Patriarchate of Jerusalem, all of which were planned
for sale by the London-based Sotheby’s in an auction scheduled for March 14,
1967. In February 1967, when Der Nersessian saw the newly-published auction
catalogue prepared by Charles Dowsett,!? she recognized the manuscripts and
contacted both the Armenian Patriarchate and the Gulbenkian Foundation to

10  See for example Der Nersessian’s short overview of the Armenian manuscripts in
American collections which she believes appeared there in the aftermath of the wwi
and the Armenian massacres: S. Der Nersessian, “Armenian Gospel Illustration as Seen
in Manuscripts in American Collections,” in M.M. Parvis and A.P. Wikgren (eds.), New
Testament Manuscript Studies (The University of Chicago Press, 1950), 137-138.

11 “Alist of the collection acquired between 1969 and 1998,” in Catalogue of Manuscripts
of the Mashtots Matenadaran, vol. 111, compiled by A. Malkhasyan (Yerevan: Yerevan
State University Press, 2007), 45 (in Armenian). See also B. Tchoukaszian, “Catalogue of
Armenian Manuscripts in Private Collections,” Banber Matenadarani 15 (1986): 339 (in
Armenian).

12 Sotheby & Co. Catalogue of Twenty-Three Important Armenian Illuminated Manuscripts
(20 plates, 3 in color), day of sale: Tuesday, 14th March, 1967, at 11 o’clock precisely (sale can-
celled on March 7, 1967). The Forward of the printed catalogue points at the importance
of Toros Roslin and his royal commissioners (p. 3): “The disposal of the present collection
of twenty-three Armenian Gospel manuscripts probably represents the most important
sale of this nature hitherto. Three of the manuscripts are already well-known; of these,
two (lots 1 and 2) were illuminated and signed by Thoros Roslin, the most celebrated of
13th century Cilician Armenian artists, and the third (lot 7) constitutes the chef-d'oeuvre
of extant manuscripts illuminated by Martiros, the master of the Khizan school in Eastern
Armenia in the 16th century. Of those present here, two (lots 1 and 2) are intimately con-
nected with the Armenian royal family in Cilicia, including King Leo and Queen Keran,
who are famous as patrons of Armenian art.”
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find a solution for saving the manuscripts from further dispersal and fragmen-
tation, as it often happens with merchandised manuscripts.!® A week before
the scheduled auction would take place, Sotheby’s cancelled the auction of
“twenty-three important Armenian illuminated manuscripts,” as the auction
catalogue characterized them.* After this short séjour in London, Roslin’s
two Gospels, together with 21 other manuscripts, went back to Jerusalem,
although one of them, the Malatya Gospels, was soon donated by catholicos
Vazken I to the Matenadaran, where it still resides under the inventory number
10675. Remarkably, this happened in the same period, when the same catholi-
cos initiated the transfer of the Zeytun Gospels—the canon tables’ mother
manuscript—from the Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul to the Matendaran
(now ms 10450). Der Nersessian’s role in the story of the manuscripts that ap-
peared in London was not merely limited to drawing the relevant Armenian in-
stitutions’ attention on the illegal sale of Armenian manuscripts. She, together
with Alex Manoogian (who at that time was the president of the AGBU), was
in a five-member commission specially initiated on this occasion by catholi-
cos Vazken 1 on March 8, 1967, which had a mission “to check the restitution
conditions, to find necessary means and to organize the secure repatriation of
the stolen manuscripts.”'® Within a few days, the commission members gath-
ered in London and, a few days before the scheduled auction would take place,
negotiated with the Sotheby’s, which cancelled the auction and returned all
23 manuscripts.!® These episodes indeed draw a different picture of Sirarpie
Der Nersessian’s attitude toward modern lives and ownership of Armenian

13 The story of the stolen Armenian manuscripts was largely discussed in both Armenian
and international media. Among English-speaking journals, see, for example: “Battle
joined over Gospel manuscripts,” The Times (London), March 3, 1967, 12 (article by the
News Team), in which Der Nersessian is shortly interviewed. See also the articles cited
below, notes 14 and 15.

14  Infact, the number of the stolen manuscripts was 28. It appears that the Sotheby’s was
presented with only 23 of them. For the cancellation of the auction, see for example:
“Manuscripts Sale is Called off: Gospels Go back to Jerusalem,” The Times (London),
March 7, 1967, 1 (article by News Team); “MSS. going back to Jerusalem,” The Times
(London), March 11, 1967, 2.

15  See Vazken catholicos’ letter addressed to the patriarch of Jerusalem, Yeghishe Terterean
(8 March, 1967), published in Etchmiadzin 3 (1967): 23. Alex Manoogian had paid the
largest part of £50,000 requested by the Sotheby’s for the cancellation of the auction of
23 manuscripts, which, according to The Times, were estimated around £500,000. For
Manoogian’s communication with The Times, see “Manuscripts Man to be ‘Punished”:
Armenians Plan Secret Action,” The Times (London), March 13, 1967, 2 (article by Staff
Reporter).

16 See the commission’s letter sent to catholicos Vazken, dated March 11, 1967, in
Etchmiadzin 3 (1967): 24.
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manuscripts. Moreover, her being a cosmopolitan Western art historian with
close contacts with many well-run Western museums and institutions appar-
ently did not prevent her from resolute actions in a seemingly controversial
situation.

A similar remark refers to the image of Karekin Hovsepian. From a grati-
tude notice Hovsepian included in his 1942 publication (mentioned “1943" by
Watenpaugh!?) to acknowledge the Walters Art Gallery administration’s kind-
ness in providing the photographs of the manuscript W. 539, Watenpaugh
concludes that “from a respected priest confidently approaching a religious
manuscript, he had become a mere researcher, an independent scholar, pe-
titioning the goodwill of those who now had possession of his sacred texts”
(p. 203). Hovsepian’s “becoming an independent scholar” in 1942 overlooks
the fact that by that time he had a successful scholarly career for well over
half a century. It is curious that the author focuses on Hovsepian’s politeness
and respectful attitude toward the gallery administration which provided
him with photographs for research purposes while Hovsepian’s cited notice
hardly reflects his attitude or preferences for private institutions’ ownership of
survived manuscripts, a matter on which he had a very different view, and of
which the author is well aware (see p. 205). For instance, when witnessing the

17 Making this seemingly small correction of the original date of Hovsepian's publication
seems to me not unimportant, because it helps to better trace the Zeytun Gospels’ vi-
cissitudes in the USA. The approximate time when Watertown-based Nazaret Atamian
showed the canon tables to Karekin Hovsepian is carefully calculated by Watenpaugh
(p- 192—193) as between 1936, Hovsepian’s arrival in New York, and 1943, when his book
Materials and Studies on History of Armenian Art and Culture (vol. 11, New York, 1943, in
Armenian) was published, in which Atamian’s possession of canon tables is documented.
Given that this information repeatedly appears in the book (p. 192, 201, 279, 281) and else-
where, including also in the Getty’s answer at the trial of the Western Prelacy vs. Getty
Museum (BC438824, Dec. 5, 2011, The Getty’s Answer, §6, http://news.getty.edu/imag-
es/9o36/getty_answer_dec_s5_zomn.pdf), it seems noteworthy to mention that Hovsepian’s
corresponding article was first published in 1942 in the New York-based Armenian pe-
riodical Hayastaneayts ekeghetsi (October, vol. 4, No. 1 (1942): 85-124) to be reprinted
a year later in his collection of studies. This means that by October 1942 Atamian had
already showed the canon tables to Karekin Hovsepian. In June 2019, I was lucky to have
the opportunity to work in the Archives of Karekin Hovsepian in Lebanon and view the
original photographs and microfilms of the Zeytun Gospels’ folios, taken at the time
when these were in the possession of Atamian. On the envelope containing the photo-
graphs, Hovsepian wrote with a pencil the date when he received them from Atamian’s
Watertown address: “May 26, 1942”. In the same archive file, among several research
notes, Hovsepian made also short notes on the previous itinerary of the canon tables,
calling them “Uwipuwgh wittnwpwtuh funpuwtutpp” (“The Canon Tables of the Marash
Gospels”). See Archives of Garegin Catholicos Yovsep'ean, The Armenian Catholicosate of
Cilicia, Antelias, Lebanon, No 24-1-612.
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continuous appearance of Armenian manuscripts in the American art market
and referring in particular to two manuscripts kept in the Freer Gallery of Art,
Hovsepian expressed a preference that these would better be acquired by state
institutions rather than by private collectors.!8

Finally, a very small remark refers to the wonderful exhibition Treasures
in Heaven: Armenian Illuminated Manuscripts organized in the Pierpont
Morgan Library in 1994, which is characterized as “the first-ever exhibition of
Armenian book arts in the United States” (p. 254). Lest the work of the previous
generation be forgotten, however, I would like to mention the 1955 exhibition
Armenian Manuscripts organized in the University of Kansas Library, which
had displayed a part of one of the then-richest private collections of Armenian
manuscripts owned by Harutiun (Harry) Kurdian!® This collection, com-
prising 300 manuscripts, was later donated to the Mekhitarist Congregation
in Venice.

Some Reflections on Exhibition Practices of Survivor Artifacts

The Missing Pages raises a series of significant questions regarding cultural
genocide and the fate of art objects that somehow escaped final destruction.
These survivor artifacts are among the central arguments largely discussed in
the book, which often come along with an inevitable question: “Who owns,
or should own, an object like the Canon Tables, and how is that determined?”
Watenpaugh raises this question in the Prologue (p. 4) and throughout the
pages of her book she illustratively demonstrates how a medieval manuscript,
after having been kept for centuries in one place as a highly venerated religious
object, was passed from hand to hand in the post-Genocide period, and how
its two parts ended up being kept in two continents. As shown in the last chap-
ter, the legal contest of the 2010s signaled the new role of these 13th-century
parchment folios, now as witnesses and survivors of the Armenian Genocide.
Yet, what does a visitor learn when seeing a beautifully exhibited artwork like
the canon tables in a museum hall? How to represent, exhibit and explain a
heritage, which, for example, has survived a genocide and whose current loca-
tion of preservation is an eventual consequence of historical wrongs? In The
Missing Pages, Watenpaugh writes about the telling silences of such artworks’
provenances, underlining especially that “the tragic story of the mutilated

18  See Hovsepian’s Introduction to K. Hovsepian, Materials and Studies on History of
Armenian Art and Culture, vol. 11 (New York, 1943), 1 (in Armenian).

19  For the catalogue of this exhibition, see Armenian Manuscripts. An Exhibition at the
University of Kansas Library, December 1955 (University of Kansas Press, 1955).
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manuscript should not be silenced but rather incorporated into exhibition”
(p. 5, also 26—27, 46)—a concept which is not only educative, but might also
be some sort of ‘compensation’ in some restitution conflicts of this kind.
Although at the end of the first chapter the reader is informed that “this book
[explores] how institutions like museums curate and display works of art with
little reference to their painful histories” (p. 46), no matter-of-fact discussion
is found in the pages of the book that would deal with the question of how
the story of the Zeytun Gospels and its separated canon tables was ignored or
represented at the hitherto-organized exhibitions. To my knowledge, the only
public exhibition that represented the survival story of the Zeytun Gospels was
the Survived Manuscripts exhibition opened in the Matenadaran Museum in
April 2015 on the occasion of the Centennial commemoration of the Armenian
Genocide. Being included as part of the Matenadaran’s permanent exhibition,
the Zeytun Gospels continues to tell its story to more than 100,000 visitors
annually. This number of visitors might seem less impressive in comparison
to the large audiences of the Pierpont Morgan Library, the Getty Museum and
the Metropolitan Museum, where the Zeytun Gospels’ canon tables were occa-
sionally exhibited since the 1990s.2° Yet given that in these cases no effort was

)«

made to incorporate this and many other objects’ “tragic stories” into the pub-

lic exhibition practices, the educational and humanistic missions of these im-
portant art institutions can be considered fulfilled only partly, at least as far as
their informative notices on the survivor artworks is concerned. Furthermore,
it is perhaps not unimportant to underline that for the sake of political loyalty
or probably even under political pressure, the so-called encyclopedic muse-
ums would rather avoid making a special emphasis on a survivor artwork that

20  Below is a list of the exhibitions in which the canon tables of the Zeytun Gospels
participated.

Pierpont Morgan Library (1994): Treasures in Heaven. Armenian Illuminated
Manuscripts, edited by Thomas F. Mathews and Roger S. Wieck, exhibition: The Pierpont
Morgan Library, New York, 04.05-07.08.1994, and Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore, 28.08—
24.10.1994 (Princeton University Press, 1994), cat. 82, Pl. 10-11, 206.

The Getty Museum (1997-1998, 2001, 2003, 2004, 2016): Masterpieces of Medieval and
Renaissance Manuscript lllumination (16.12.1997—22.03.1998), llluminating Color (22.05—
16.08.2001), Five Hundred Years of Manuscript Illumination (11.02—01.06.2003), Byzantium
and the West (14.09-05.12.2004), Traversing the Globe through Illuminated Manuscripts
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manifests the mutilated history of a national group which seeks justice and
restitution internationally. This neutral approach adopted by many art insti-
tutions meets perfectly with the modern concepts of ‘multiculturalism’ and
‘shared cultural heritage.

If in the previous two centuries and especially after the formation of nation-
states the key role of many ancient and medieval artifacts was to be an identity
marker for specific national or religious communities, in our era of multicul-
turalism a newer and greater role comes to challenge these perceptions by
interpreting artworks as belonging to humanity in general, rather than to a
specific community, a nation, or a state. This new vision of cultural heritage
was formed especially in the aftermath of and in response to the tragedy of
11 September 2001, when a year later, during its 31st session, the UNESCO ad-
opted the Declaration on Cultural Diversity.?! Sharing cultural heritage with
others, which became also the ruling concept of 21st-century scholarship and
academia, was warmly welcomed by many big museums and art institutions,
including especially the encyclopedic museums, whose collections are com-
prised of various kinds of art objects originating from different parts of the
world. Ironically, the humanistic mission of making cultural heritage avail-
able or accessible to everyone appears to stand in contradiction with the same
idea of humanism. One wonders if buying looted artifacts, enriching the black
art market and even indirectly contributing to terroristic organizations (and
thus encouraging the destruction and fragmentation of cultural heritage)
can be compensated by the beautifully exhibited remnants of that heritage.
Propagating cosmopolitan values and diversity by promoting the destruction
of cultural property which is supposed to be a part of that diversity strongly
questions the principles and methods of assembling, owing, representing and
sharing cultural heritage, and I cannot agree more with Watenpaugh'’s short
observation that “associating with such criminal networks and enriching them
hardly seems the ‘cosmopolitan’ thing to do” (p. 39).

The observations and remarks I have allowed myself cannot reduce the
importance of The Missing Pages and the novel approach this book brings.
Considering the biography of a survivor manuscript and highlighting the im-
portance of exhibition practices are relatively new subjects of discussion in
their Armenian context, and The Missing Pages opens that new platform for
rethinking cultural heritage and relevant issues of its preservation, ownership,
guidance, display, research, and interpretation.

21 For the declaration document see UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity:

Avision, a conceptual platform, a pool of ideas for implementation, a new paradigm (2002)
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pfoooo127162.
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Christina Maranci, The Art of Armenia: An Introduction. New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 2018. Pp. 272.

Christina Maranci’s The Art of Armenia: An Introduction offers a well-guided,
and carefully selective, tour of pre-modern Armenian art from the ancient
highlands of Urartu through the Ottoman and Safavid Empires. It is intended
primarily for students who are new to the field of Armenian art history, and as
such is geared toward non-specialist audiences who may not be able to read
Armenian. Maranci thus refers the reader not to a large (and perhaps inacces-
sible) corpus of secondary sources in Armenian, but rather to recent English
and French language scholarship in art history, social history, anthropology,
and archeology. Punctuated by short historical overviews, abundant color im-
ages, and a series of compelling readings, this volume joins the ranks of other
significant introductory texts to Armenian Studies, as well as promises to be-
come a welcome addition in the classroom.

At least in the Anglophone world, pre-modern Armenian cultural produc-
tion has rarely been more visible in the public eye, thanks in part to the recent
success of Helen Evans’s Armenia! exhibition at the Metropolitan Museum of
Art. Maranci’s volume treads some of this same terrain, drawing also from the
insights and case studies of two foundational works in the field of Armenian art
history: Sirarpie Der Nersessian’s Armenian Art (1979) and Patrick Donabédian’s
Armenian Art (1989), both of which are currently out of print. Akin to these
previous studies, The Art of Armenia is largely concerned with a broadly de-
fined medieval period, which occupies four of its six chapters; the other two
chapters concern the pre-Christian period in Armenian history and the early
modern period, respectively. To this body of scholarship, Maranci makes at
least two contributions to orient new students to the field.

The first is one of fruitful synthesis. Whereas Donabédian, and to a lesser
extent Der Nersessian, devote relatively little attention to the prehistoric and
Urartian art in the ancient Armenian highlands, Maranci animates this period
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in a dynamic manner, in part by utilizing a range of scholarship that links
aesthetic innovation to social and imperial history. For instance, rather than
simply catalogue the formal characteristics of the Urartian fortress, which dot-
ted the Armenian highlands from the first millennium BCE onwards, Maranci
places the reader on the ground, so to speak, by inviting us to envision how
these strongholds articulated a visual language of authority over a broad
geographic range. Here she partly follows the work of Lori Khatchadourian,
but also layers this scholarship by returning briefly, throughout the book, to
moments when pre-Christian visual motifs reemerged with different valenc-
es. In this manner, The Art of Armenia offers a detailed look at the diversity
of Armenian cultural production across media, space, and time. The past is
never entirely past, Maranci reminds us, though its meanings are subject
to change.

The second contribution of this book is found in Maranci’s accessible for-
mal analyses of a wide array of arts (including architecture, manuscript illu-
mination, textiles, coins, metalwork, ceramics, and sculpture). At their best,
these readings follow a productive structure, bolstering formal interpretation
with glimpses into the social functions, and performative capabilities, of a
wide array of objects. In one case, Maranci draws imaginatively on medieval
theories of manuscript illumination, such as Nersés Snorhali’s (d. 1173) com-
mentary on the Canon Tables, to better understand the ways in which medi-
eval audiences contemplated word and image in concert. Other examples are
similarly evocative: readers are invited, for instance, to consider how medieval
Armenian churches interfaced with their immediate surroundings in hyper-
localized ways, translating the natural world into an extension of their sacred
architecture, even while displaying a visual language of piety that would be
legible to pilgrims from afar. This subtle dance between the near and the far,
the micro and the macro, is on display throughout the book, helping to bring
granular readings into focus within broader critical frames.

In this spirit, The Art of Armenia draws parallels between its case studies and
other forms of cultural production around the Mediterranean, Europe, and the
Middle East, demonstrating how measured Armenians were in foregrounding
certain visual languages over others. On occasion, it would have been instruc-
tive to include images of artifacts from some of these neighboring traditions, if
only to model for students how the field of Armenian art history might further
engage in such comparative work. Instructors may therefore want to supple-
ment this volume with neighboring case studies of their own, but at least will
not find this a difficult task. Overall, the comparative emphasis of this book
emerges as one of its strengths, situating Armenian art within patterns of cul-
tural production across an expansive stage.
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Last but not least, the appearance of this book, which positions itself as
an introductory text in the field, affords the opportunity to take at least some
stock of Armenian Studies at the present moment. One might reasonably ask,
following the recent critique of Sebouh Aslanian (and the longstanding cri-
tiques of scholars in other fields), in what ways the model of ‘national’ histories,
which often follow a single ethnic group across the longue durée, might still do
productive work in today’s more globally oriented and globalized classroom.!
As this critique generally goes, ‘national’ histories risk overstating the cohe-
siveness of group affiliation over time, sometimes to the exclusion of other
historical processes that require a more inclusive optic. The Art of Armenia,
however, arguably sidesteps this critique. In part this is because its focus is not
necessarily on Armenians themselves, but rather on the cultural production
of Armenians (or, in some cases, the cultural products that were created on
Armenian territory).

Instead one is struck, in every chapter, by the sheer diversity of the art
surveyed, which is both a feature of the material and of Maranci’s approach.
Sometimes, difference is expressed in terms of geography and technique, as
far-flung monasteries created divergent approaches to manuscript illumina-
tion at the same historical moment. At other times, difference is gendered, as
early modern women were apparently more willing to depict female saints
in textile work than were their male counterparts, who generally worked in
other mediums. And sometimes, difference is expressed temporally. The vol-
ume’s epilogue therefore recalls the ancient visual motifs that adorn the fa-
cades of Soviet and post-Soviet era buildings in Yerevan today, still generative
of new meaning. It turns out there is not a singular thread running through
the scope of The Art of Armenia, but two: a selective interconnectivity with
other traditions, on the one hand, and the kaleidoscopic heterogeneity within
the Armenian tradition(s), on the other. Of course, The Art of Armenia is not
the first work to successfully braid these threads together. But its arrival as an
introductory textbook, geared toward attracting new scholars to Armenian
Studies, reflects a notable moment for the field.

Michael Pifer
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA
mpifer@umich.edu

1 Sebouh David Aslanian, “From ‘Autonomous’ to ‘Interactive’ Histories: World History’s
Challenge to Armenian Studies,” in An Armenian Mediterranean: Words and Worlds in Motion,
ed. Kathryn Babayan and Michael Pifer (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018),
81-125.
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Houri Berberian & Touraj Daryaee (eds.), Reflections of Armenian Identity in
History and Historiography. Irvine: ucCI Jordan Center for Persian Studies, 2018.
Pp. 207.

Reflections of Armenian Identity in History and Historiography, edited by Houri
Berberian (Meghrouni Family Presidential Chair in Armenian Studies) and
Touraj Daryaee (Maseeh Chair in Persian Studies and Culture), is a collec-
tion of papers presented at an international conference at the University of
California, Irvine, in 2015. The chapters bridge the ancient to the contempo-
rary, connected by the theme of Armenian identity. These draw on a number
of sources, including written texts in a plethora of languages, tombstones, in-
scriptions, film, martyrology, romance, and poetry. The chapters range widely
in their scope, as some are eight-page papers on discrete topics, while others
are more ambitious and reach as many as 50 pages. This volume cuts across
academic disciplines, periods, languages, and geography. Given the wide pa-
rameters of the volume and the scope of the chapters, there is something here
for everyone, making the volume useful both in the classroom and for more
research-oriented purposes.

The first contribution is “Historical Dynamics of the Endogenous Armenian,
i.e. Hayots, Identity: Some General Observations,” by Gregory Areshian.
Areshian delves into the theories of identity—notably grounded in French
and German studies from the twentieth century—to locate useful paradigms
and questions to put to use in investigating Armenian identity over the longue
durée. As such, this paper spans from the Middle Bronze Age to post-genocide
nation building. He clarifies that the struggle to pin down stable features of
“identity” is problematic because of the multiple, overlapping definitions of
terms like “identity” and variability involved over time, concluding, for ex-
ample, with a clear and succinct argument to avoid the debates about ethno-
genesis. Areshian insists on the separation of “Armenia” and “Armenians” from
the term “Hayk"” in order to separate endogenous from exogenous conceptions
of Armenianness. Further, he establishes five significant “metamorphoses” of
Armenian identity, marking not only significant shifts in identity itself, but
also in the very idea of what constitutes identity (e.g., religious, linguistic, cul-
tural, and/or political communities). These metamorphoses include Urartian
reforms, Arsacid state building, the establishment of the Armenian Church,
the diaspora starting in the eleventh century, and the intellectual renaissance
of the Armenians from the eighteenth century on.

The second chapter is “The Fall of Urartu and the Rise of Armenia” by Touraj
Daryaee. This chapter analyzes the words used to refer to Armenia in the trilin-
gual inscription from the sixth century BCE at Behistun in Kermanshah, Iran.
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Daryaee argues that the use of the Old Persian term Armina, to compare to the
Urastu in the Babylonian version, demonstrates the ascendance of Armenia
under Darius the Great. The Old Persian version recognizes Armenia, in part to
check the powerful influence of nearby Media, while the Babylonian version
of the inscription fell back on more traditional associations of this territory as
Urartian instead of Armenian.

Ani Honarchian’s chapter is on “Of God and Letters: a Sociolinguistic Study
on the Invention of the Armenian Alphabet in Late Antiquity.” She examines
Koriwn’s account of the life of Mastoc* with a focus on sociolinguistics to argue
that the “social environment” of the fifth century informs the creation of the
Armenian alphabet. The perceived prestige and affiliations of a particular
script inform their success, e.g., the use of Latin script in modern Turkish or
a revised Arabic script in Persian. In a similar way, as Honarchian points out,
the similarities between Greek and Armenian signal the prestige of a major
Christian language. The Armenian alphabet cannot be divorced from the
Christianization narratives of Armenia, as the written word offered Armenians
access to a broader Christian world. At the same time, the Armenian alphabet
was also distinctive from others and served to unite Armenians in a moment
of political fragmentation. This unification occurred upon multiple strata, e.g.,
through a genealogy based on Scripture or through the normalization of a sin-
gle dialect as Classical Armenian.

The next chapter, Khodadad Rezakhani’s “The Rebellion of Babak and
the Historiography of the Southern Caucasus,” employs Arabic, Persian, and
Armenian sources to situate the ninth-century revolt of Babak in a series of
regional and transregional power networks. While he focuses on Armenian
sources and Babak’s relationship to the Albanians and, particularly, the
Siwnec'ik’, Rezakhani argues that the revolt should not be cast as a solely local
phenomenon, nor as representative of Iranian v. Arab power. Instead, this
chapter offers Musafirid comparisons to the descriptions of Babak’s rise to
power and suggests that Babak may have in fact been born of a local family,
possibly (given similarities with contemporary names), Siwnec'i.

Giusto Traina relies on Greek and Latin sources, as well as material cul-
ture, to discuss Armenia in “Ambigua Gens? Methodological Problems in
Ancient Armenian History” Taking as a starting point Tacitus’s description
of Armenia as an “ambiguous race,” Traina focuses on the imperial underpin-
nings of Classical sources about Armenia in order to argue for a recalibration
of modern scholarly perspective. Convincingly arguing for the inappropriate-
ness of a “buffer zone” paradigm, Traina instead suggests that we focus more
on connected histories, understanding Armenia not as a backwater sticking
point between two hegemonic empires, but rather an “ambiguous kingdom”
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that renders such binary constructions obsolete. Particularly interesting in this
respect is Traina’s discussion of an ancient Sanskrit source that dissects power
relations in a concern for “strategic balance.”

Sebouh Aslanian’s chapter on “The ‘Great Schism’ of 1773: Venice and the
Founding of the Armenian Community in Trieste” offers a thorough and use-
ful corrective of the origins of the break between Mxit‘arist communities
centered in Venice and Vienna. He relies on previously unknown documen-
tary evidence to demonstrate that the schism was not the result of theologi-
cal disputes, which Aslanian identifies as the later product rather than the
cause of the schism. Instead, he offers proof for Akinean’s argument that
the schism was the result of the policies of Mxit‘ar’s successor, the abbot
Melkonian. The monks at San Lazarro had argued for more voice in the deci-
sions of the order, particularly concerning questions about Melkonian’s pow-
ers (manifested in a broader discussion about the use of funds) and length of
tenure. Melkonian likely amended the community’s constitution, which had
been established by Mxit‘ar himself. Aslanian’s second major intervention
in this chapter is the placement the Mxit‘arist discontents—those who were
dismissed for having challenged Melkonian—at Trieste, where the Habsburgs
offered the schismatic Mxit‘arists opportunities in an effort to harness
Armenian mercantile potential in a bid to supplant the economic powerhouse
of Venice.

The next chapter, “The Armenian Oikoumene in the Sixteenth Century:
Dark Age or Era of Transition” by S. Peter Cowe, challenges the assumption
that the sixteenth century was a moment of decline. This view, Cowe argues, is
the result of prioritizing a certain type of history, namely relying on the decline
of chronicles and manuscript production. If we turn instead to other mark-
ers of cultural production, including other genres such as martyrologies, epics,
translations, and romances, these testify to a particularly vibrant Armenian
literary community in the sixteenth century. Another important intervention
of this chapter is the insistence to combine the study of the Armenian pla-
teau with the diasporic communities to narrate the vibrancy of the Armenian
oikoumene. To illustrate the importance of this idea, Cowe offers examples
that link Armenia to both western Europe (e.g., Paris and Vienne) and to the
Perso-Turkic world (e.g., Koroglu romance or the rise of Armeno-Turkish). This
approach is a very effective challenge not only to the “dark age” idea, but to the
bifurcation of Armenian history into separate strains of Armenian v. diasporic.
It also pushes the reader to assess critically what sources are appropriate to nar-
rate history at any particular point in time, arguing that the traditional model
of the historical chronicle was the production of monastic centers, while the
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efflorescence of other genres relied in part on the diversification of voices and
audiences interested in “history.”

Roman Smbatyan’s “Some Remarks on the Identity and Historical Role of
Artsakhi Meliks in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries” argues for the
significance of the meliks of Arcax as “symbols of Armenian statehood and
military power” (165). To do this, he analyses the self-description of the meliks,
notably by focusing on their tombstones, as well as their reputation and con-
nections in the broader Armenian diaspora and their description in Russian
sources. This establishes the leaders of Arc‘ax as the primary voice in efforts
towards Armenian liberation.

The final section of the volume covers the modern period, starting with
Myrna Douzjian’s “Armenianness Reimagined in Atom Egoyan's Ararat.”
Douzjian problematizes the critiques that condemned Egoyan’s film for perpet-
uating genocide denial. Instead, Douzjian argues, Ararat should be understood
as a prompt to interrogate the relationship between the past, diasporic com-
munity, and individual identity. Focusing on three moments in the movie, she
avoids the reading of the Catastrophe as a static event that can (or should) be
told in sweeping narratives. Instead, Douzjian demonstrates that Egoyan’s film
is a story of how conversations inform individual identity, i.e., the project that
Armenians face personally in grappling with the creation of a clear narrative.
This has implications about the homogeneity of the diasporic community—
namely, that the representation the genocide as a grand narrative is a commu-
nal project, bid for “proof” that unites the Armenian community. Douzjian’s
point, then, is that Ararat demonstrates the delicate problems in representing
the genocide from the perspective of the individual.

Shushan Karapetian’s chapter, “The Changing Role of Language in the
Construction of Armenian Identity among the (American) Diaspora,” con-
trasts the growing neglect of Armenian language with the perceptions of the
importance of the Armenian language in the Armenian communities of the
United States. Relying on interviews among the American diaspora and stud-
ies on language acquisition and multilingualism, Karapetian addresses the
shift in status of the Armenian language from a form of communication to a
symbol of identity. Given that identity is constructed (and, so, contingent on
specific circumstances), she presents a situation in which the elevated status
of the language in fact inhibits its use, as younger generations see it as a mode
of high, sacred, or important discourse and so switch to English for quotid-
ian concerns. Drawing on interviews with Armenian-Americans, Karapetian
outlines the cognitive dissonance of diasporic Armenians who equate lan-
guage and identity and yet fear their own inclusion into the very community
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they seek to affirm. This, she argues, explains the recent attempts to define
Armenian identity based on faith or “upbringing” instead of language.

The final chapter is Rubina Peroomian’s “Effects of the Genocide, Second
Generation Voices,” which is a study of how the children of genocide survivors
grapple with their parents’ trauma. It draws on studies of genocide to discuss
the transgenerational trauma that can help make sense of the challenges fac-
ing the new generation in the diaspora. The focus on parent-child relation-
ships serves as an organizational tool to explore both the parents’ responses (in
many cases, their silence about the genocide) and the children’s development
in relation to both community and identity. Peroomian chronicles the alien-
ation commonly attested between the parents who survived the genocide and
their children, born and raised in the new worlds of Europe or America. She
also explores the children’s attempts to overcome such alienation by visiting
family villages in eastern Turkey, by publishing memoires documenting their
parents’ survival, or by authoring poems about the genocide and community.
These examples pass the responsibility for the memory of the genocide to the
younger generation, fueled in part by the anger at both Turkey’s denial of the
genocide and the indifference of the broader international community.

“Identity” remains a contested category that eludes clear definition. As a
result, scholars in some disciplines have moved away from identity studies
entirely. This volume speaks to concerns specific to History by embracing the
complexities of such a difficult topic. The authors each frame their inquiry
based on the particularities of their sources, concerns, and approaches. The
variety of sources at play (whether judged by genre or by language), the im-
mense chronological span of the volume, and the sheer number of disciplines
and theoretical shout-outs reveal a deep-set problem about identity. It is
historically contingent and subject to change. Should historians want to ap-
proach such a contentious topic and its shifting definitions, then, they must
adopt a versatile skillset and center our discussion on concrete texts rather
than generalizations. There is no single or correct way to study identity, as this
volume demonstrates quite effectively. Further, just as there is no set agree-
ment on what constitutes Armenianness across these chapters, so too is there
no clear way to identify Armenia. This is particularly challenging in the papers
by Areshean and Rezakhani, both of whom correctly acknowledge that the re-
gions between the Black and Caspian Seas have been interconnected, but it is
also paramount to the discussion of “Armenian” and “diasporic” communities
as, for example, in the papers by Smbatyan and Cowe. Armenian history emerg-
es as something both unique and simultaneously wholly integrated into life in
Venice or in Boston. One value of this volume is not in any single contribution,
but in the weaving of these very different threads and the acknowledgement
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of the very multiplicity of approaches to the study of Armenian identity over
the centuries.

The production of the book also deserves a note, particularly given the color
photos that beautifully illustrate many of the chapters. Some mistakes or typos
eluded the copyeditor, notably transcription inconsistencies and, perhaps
more egregiously, an author’s note to the copyeditor that was printed as part of
the text. It should be understood, though, that these are inconsequential to the
academic value of the contributions.

Alison M. Vacca
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee, USA
avacca@utk.edu
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Sylvia Angelique Alajaji, Music and the Armenian Diaspora: Searching for Home in
Exile. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2015. Pp. 192. Online media examples
at www.ethnomultimedia.org.

Until Sylvia Angelique Alajaji’s 2015 monograph, Music and the Armenian
Diaspora: Searching for Home in Exile, Armenian music was all but absent in
the otherwise rich ethnomusicological literature on music in diaspora com-
munities. The book is something of a rarity in Armenian studies, too, because
it deals with those genres—+kef, estradayin—that do not fit comfortably in the
Armenian national repertoire. “What is Armenian music?” Alajaji begins (ix).
“Who are the Armenians?” (1) The answers to these questions vary as Alajaji
makes a compelling case for writing Armenian music into the scholarly history
of the Armenian diaspora.

As much a work of social science as musical analysis, the book covers over
a hundred years of Armenian music making in the Ottoman Empire, Lebanon,
and the United States. With ethnographic and historical precision, Alajaji
demonstrates how music changes according to shifting understandings of
Armenian identity—that is, the ways that Armenians have variously articu-
lated the significance of home and exile, the relationship between past and
present, and the boundary between self and other. Ensuing debates about
which represents the “true” Armenian music reveal the stakes of performing
and listening to music in the aftermath of genocide.

Alajaji begins where most stories of Armenian music do: with priest and
musicologist Komitas Vardapet (1869-1935), whose work laid “the ground-
work for a distinctive (and symbolic) Armenian music style” (34). Chapter
one situates Komitas's activities within the intellectual currents of Armenian
nationalism and European comparative musicology. Like his contemporaries
Béla Bartdk and Zoltan Kodaly in Hungary, Komitas located musical authen-
ticity in the countryside and railed against foreign influence in the cities. In
Alajaji’s reading, Komitas forged a national repertoire that could unify a di-
verse Armenian population, but he also sketched the politically-resonant sty-
listic boundaries—now mapped onto ethnic categories—along which later
debates about Armenian identity would occur. That Komitas was one of the
intellectuals deported during the Armenian Genocide lent even greater weight
to his legacy.

By contrast, chapter two takes us to 1930s and '40s New York, into the Eighth
Avenue nightclubs where newly arrived Armenians performed alongside mu-
sicians of Greek, Turkish, and Arab heritage. Recordings by Kanuni Garbis
Bakirgian and Marko Melkon (included in accompanying media examples)
are full of stylistic and textual references to Ottoman urban life. That many
of
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these songs were sung in Turkish would become a point of contention among
later generations that favored more overtly Armenian repertoires. But Alajaji
points out that the tradition did not necessarily have a home in Republican
Turkey, either: the song Seker Oglan (“Sugar Boy”) includes a vocal improvisa-
tion called gazel, which Turkish critics deemed too melancholic, too “scruffy”
for the modern, secular nation state (76). Such sonic signifiers of what Alajaji
terms “past home” (9) survived well into the second generation, whose kef—or
“party”—music could be heard up and down the East Coast (79).

Like the 1934 restaurant menu offering “turlu zarzavat with yalanji dolman”
alongside navy bean soup and clam chowder (66), the Eighth Avenue scene
and its offshoots were peculiar to the “racial borderland” that early-twentieth-
century Armenian immigrants inhabited in the United States (64). In Lebanon,
however, where Armenian political, cultural, and religious institutions oper-
ated with relative autonomy, choirs “took on the mantle left by Komitas” (94).
Alajaji’s third chapter, “Beirut 1932-1958,” explores the core repertoire of folk,
patriotic, and religious songs through which genocide survivors and their chil-
dren learned the Armenian language and fostered a distinct Armenian identity
around a mythic idea of home. In singing together, Alajaji writes, choirs “gave
life to the notion of Armenia and fed the possibilities impossible in Soviet
Armenia—the possibility to sound and imagine the nation on its own terms,
loudly and publicly” (103).

For subsequent generations, sounding the Armenian nation was not enough.
Chapter four, “Beirut, 1958-1980,” charts the development of a pop music in-
dustry that spoke more directly to everyday life in Lebanon and, eventually, to
a political climate in which (here she quotes Razmik Panossian) “the Genocide
became the core of what it meant to be Armenian” (129). Alajaji focuses on
estradayin star Adiss Harmandian, whose love songs like Karoun, Karoun
(“Spring, Spring”) and Dzaghigner (“Flowers”) combined Western Armenian
lyrics with an infectious “modernized, pan-ethnic sound” already popular
across the eastern Mediterranean (122). Ironically, it was this same stylistic hy-
bridity that would characterize the more exclusionary, militaristic songs that
came next. Naming Syrian-Armenian patriotic singers George Tutunjian and
Karnig Sarkissian, Alajaji contends that with the politicization of the genocide
and the advent of the Lebanese Civil War, Armenian pop became “the locus
of a highly militant discourse of identity that subverted the inclusivity of the
hybridity embodied within the estradayin songs into something exclusive, cre-
ating boundaries out of that which had once defied them” (110).

In Lebanon as in the United States, Armenian music existed in dynamic re-
lation to shifting notions of home, self, and other—albeit in remarkably differ-
ent ways. Alajaji’s fifth and final chapter, “California,” brings the two narratives
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together. As Lebanese Armenians arrived in Los Angeles in the 1970s, the per-
ceived Turkishness of the U.S. Armenian music scene proved controversial,
spilling into tense debates over Armenian identity, heritage, and political duty.
Komitas and estradayin soon dominated the Los Angeles soundscape, while
kef faded into the private sphere.

If the story of Armenian music in the twentieth century points to intra-
community struggles, Alajaji concludes that it also speaks “to the many
and creative ways in which Armenians have forged spaces of belonging for
themselves in the face of the unspeakable” (166). Alajaji takes all of her in-
terviewees seriously, and it is their perspectives—not preconceived notions
of what Armenian music is or should be—that shine through each ethno-
graphic “snapshot” (ix). A hundred years in two hundred pages is a tall order,
and there is plenty more to uncover, especially when it comes to archival
material. But even for those who can already sing along, Alajaji’s masterful
writing, accessible to academic and popular audiences alike, should inspire
critical reflection on the ways that Armenian music and Armenian identity are
inextricably linked.

Alyssa Mathias

University of California, Los Angeles, California, USA
amathias@g.ucla.edu
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Yana Tchekhanovets, The Caucasian Archaeology of the Holy Land: Armenian,
Georgian and Albanian Communities between the Fourth and Eleventh Centuries CE.
Leiden: Brill, 2018. Pp. 332.

Recently, the fields of Armenology, Caucasian Studies, and Eastern-Christian
studies have had the addition of a new academic monograph The Caucasian
Archaeology of the Holy Land: Armenian, Georgian and Albanian Communities
between the Fourth and Eleventh Centuries CE, published by Brill Academic
Publishers (“Handbook of Oriental Studies” series, vol. 123). The author of the
study is Dr. Yana Tchekhanovets, archaeologist, researcher of the history of
Caucasian and Armenian Early Christian communities in the Holy Land, and a
leading expert of the Israel Antiquities Authority.

The study is valuable in many ways. The monuments of the Holy Land relat-
ed to the Armenian Highlands and the South Caucasus had not yet received a
thorough archaeological analysis, and this is the first comprehensive study on
the subject. In addition, the book presents the results of many archaeological
excavations carried out in the area of Israel within the past two decades (some
of which involved the author’s direct participation) that concern communities
originating from the Armenian Highlands and the South Caucasus. Combining
well-known and still emerging—but already quite extensive—archaeological
material, Tchekhanovets offers a thorough analysis using the methodology of
contemporary archaeology. At the same time, she offers a fresh reading of his-
toriographic and literary sources, helping to shed new light on the historical
environment, as well as the status, function, and dating, of these monuments.
This monograph is also notable in that it sheds considerable light on many
aspects of a number of Early Christian monuments in Armenia.

The Caucasian Archaeology of the Holy Land is also the first to refer to the
documents kept in the archives of the Israel Antiquities Authority and the ar-
chives of the Russian Federation, which has helped to reconsider a number of
previous assumptions. Geographically, the study comprises the territories of
contemporary Israel, the State of Palestine and the Sinai Peninsula, which used
to be parts of the Early Christian Palestine. Chronologically, it covers the Early
Christian (starting with the 4th century), Byzantine and Early Islamic periods.
Taking into account the evidence of the presence and activity of the three
communities—Armenian, Georgian and Caucasian Albanian—in the context
of these periods and region, the author confirms the importance of these com-
munities and their individual representatives (Euthymius the Great, John the
Silent, Peter the Iberian) in the early period of the history of Christianity.

Here I find it necessary to draw attention to the formulation “Caucasian

Communities,” both in the title of the book and in the text, which is
justified
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with regard to Iberia and Caucasian Albania, but is less accurate in its reference
to Armenia. Although this formulation was deeply rooted in Soviet historiog-
raphy and frequently appears in many books from that era, it would benefit
from a more nuanced critique and reassessment in this study, drawing on the
secondary literature in Armenian.

The study consists of an introduction, five chapters and sub-chapters, as
well as features a large number of photographs, drawings and maps (archi-
val and contemporary, including author’s works). One of the strengths of the
work is the bibliography (almost 600 entries). The bibliography includes a
large number of recent and significant academic publications, helping to ori-
ent non-specialists in the field, as well as provides a welcome overview on the
series of scientific projects of the Israel Antiquities Authority. The divisions in
the book reflect the key questions that the author addresses: “Literary Sources,”
“The Archaeological Evidence,” “Manuscripts and Colophons,” “Finds vs. Texts,”
“Caucasian Communities and the Holy Land.”

In the first chapter, the author considers the medieval sources as valu-
able historical and cultural evidence of the period. These include Armenian,
Georgian, Greek, Syriac and Latin sources, which in terms of content include
historical chronicles, ecclesiastical documents, and pilgrim itineraries as well
as hagiographic works.

The next chapter, which forms the core of the study, is dedicated to the
archaeological evidence of the Armenian and Georgian communities in
Palestine. These are the foundations of monastery structures, inscriptions and
graffiti found on churches, tombstones and mosaics, all of which are examined
in detail. This chapter does not contain Caucasian Albanian material, as these
monasteries/churches are not documented archaeologically yet, although
their existence is testified in sources. However, Caucasian Albanian manu-
script fragments of Sinai are discussed in the next chapter, “‘Manuscripts and
Colophons.”

The first sub-chapter of the main chapter, which is the longest, offers a de-
tailed look at Armenian and Georgian monuments. Among the archaeologi-
cal materials analyzed here, there is one artifact that has disappeared and is
analyzed on the basis of restored archival material, as well as one newly dis-
covered stone bowl which should be regarded as a 19th-century forgery. The ex-
amination of Armenian and Georgian monasteries shows that the former, as a
rule, were concentrated in cities and their vicinity, being mainly xenodocheien,
whereas the latter were usually in the rural area and were engaged in agricul-
ture, i.e. coenobitic monasteries. As Tchekhanovets concludes, the Armenian
and Georgian communities active in the Palestine area were established and
operated exclusively within the framework of these monastic institutions, and
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as secular colonies, they were formed not earlier than the 11th century. There
are some records on both communities, in both Armenian and Georgian, as
well as in Greek, written by clergy and pilgrims. At the same time, Armenian
or Georgian inscriptions found in various monastic institutions are not yet
sufficient for viewing the excavation sites from a narrowly “national” point of
view, because these monastic institutions, especially those of the urban type,
were often multiethnic (Armenian and Greek monks, as well as Armenian and
Georgian monks, were buried side by side), which is also confirmed by written
sources. These monasteries were large and extensive architectural complexes,
in which various ethnic communities, with their church building/chapel, mo-
nastic cells, guest house and cemetery, occupied only part of. In other words,
they were unique complexes, and this fact completely changes our understand-
ing of the Palestinian monastic environment, where even doctrinal differences
seemingly did not present a major obstacle to coexistence.

An example of this comes from the monastery complex near the Damascus
Gate of Jerusalem, a small part of which was opened in the 19th century—
revealing the most magnificent “Bird” mosaic with an Armenian inscription—
when the structure was wrongfully identified as Chapel of Saint Polyeuctus.
As a result of subsequent excavations of the monastery from 19902000, the
other sections of the complex were eventually opened, and another Armenian
part was found (the mosaic inscription of St. Eustatius), just the Greek sec-
tion of the monastery was discovered. We see the same pattern in the Mount
of Olives complex, which is currently under the jurisdiction of the Russian
Church. It is known as the “Shushanik Mausoleum” and has a mosaic featur-
ing Armenian script. Later, two additional mosaic parts were opened here.
The results of these latest excavations have confirmed the long-term activ-
ity of the complex (5—9th centuries), as well as the fact that Armenian and
Greek monks coexisted in the area rather than followed one another in time.
Moreover, the well-known Iberian monastery served as a dwelling for monks
of various ethnic backgrounds. It is also important to note that Tchekhanovets
is well-acquainted with both Armenian medieval archaeology and Armenian
sources; she has also learned grabar (Classical Armenian) under the tutelage
of M. Stone, and this training has greatly contributed to her multilateral and
accurate coverage of the material.

The following chapter, “Manuscripts and Colophons,” significantly comple-
ments this archaeological material, as it examines Georgian and Caucasian
Albanian manuscript fragments and palimpsests that were suddenly discov-
ered in St. Catherine’s monastery. The latter are valuable for the history of the
Caucasian Albanian community, and are the only evidence of its existence in
the Holy Land.
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The chapter, “Finds vs. Texts,” is relevant insofar as many of the monaster-
ies found in the manuscript record are not confirmed (or have not yet been
confirmed) archaeologically. Tchekhanovets takes these mysteries seriously.
In this regard, she critiques a number of positions that were once based on
amateur-style studies or on sources that were in part fictional. Tchekhanovets
thus rightly calls for a reassessment of historical data before combining evi-
dence from the manuscript record with archaeological material.

One of the important conclusions of this chapter, and that of the whole
study, is that our current perceptions of the status of the Armenian, Georgian,
and Caucasian Albanian communities in the Holy Land and their relationships
with other communities are, in many respects, biased and often generate in-
soluble “knots.” Perhaps this is one of the reasons why various Armenian and
Caucasian Albanian monasteries, mentioned by Archimandrite Anastasius, as
well as the Caucasian Albanian monasteries mentioned by Movsés Dasxuranc'i,
have not been discovered or located yet. Tchekhanovets hopes that new ap-
proaches, as well as interdisciplinary studies, will contribute to the resolution
of these longstanding problems.

Finally, the fifth chapter is dedicated to the cultural ties between the
Armenian, Georgian, and Caucasian Albanian communities and the Holy
Land. By analyzing the structures of Armenian and Georgian churches and
their decoration, Tchekhanovets observes that these structures feature obvi-
ously local, Palestinian, or in other words Early-Byzantine artistic and archi-
tectural traditions. This also applies to Palestinian workshops and craftsmen,
who were using common prototypes to create mosaic compositions, regardless
of the background of the church or the donator. Nor do ceramics and burial
rituals have any certain “national” character, since these were usually com-
mon to all traditions. Moreover, as Tchekhanovets shows, pilgrims to the area
were fluent in several languages, and this often causes confusion even among
specialists today (Armenians were fluent in Armenian and Greek, those from
Caucasian Albania were fluent in their native language and in Armenian, and
so on), who sometimes prefer a more anachronistically “national” approach to
the study of these peoples and their cultures.

Another sub-chapter is devoted to confessional problems. The Early Middle
Ages is marked especially by the splitting of the Churches after the Council of
Chalcedon, and later by ecclesiastical disputes over Monothelitism. However,
as Tchekhanovets demonstrates, these developments did not have much in-
fluence on Palestinian monuments. Historiography has long considered the
Jerusalem sources on churches of Greater Armenia, Iberia, and Caucasian
Albania, and in this very context, Tchekhanovets highlights the connection
between these monastic institutions of the Holy Land with these churches
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(such as the influence of Jerusalem liturgical practice, the early translations
of the Jerusalem Lectionary, the models of the Tomb of Christ, the acquisition
and transfer of manuscripts and ritual objects to the homeland). As a result
of this direct relationship, the tradition of creating sacred landscapes (in part
by employing Palestinian sanctuaries and their corresponding names as mod-
els) emerged in the territory of the Caucasus and Armenia, as well as “New
Jerusalems” (e.g. Zuartnoc‘) were created. The last sub-chapter summarizes
the results of the mapping of Armenian and Georgian archaeological sites and
their comparative tables, which make the extent to which these communities
operated in the Holy Land and their geography clearer and more understand-
able. However, as the author points out, some of her findings are still prelimi-
nary, because Caucasian Studies is still a young field in the archaeology of the
Holy Land, and further excavations in Jerusalem, Bethlehem and Mount Tabor
will certainly result in new discoveries. Evidently, there is every reason to hope
that, in the future, Caucasian Studies will make considerable progress in the
archaeological studies of Israel, and this valuable study will continue to bear
much fruit.

Zaruhi Hakobyan

Yerevan State University, Yerevan, Armenia
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