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VIOLENCE IN THE MONASTERY
AN EPISODE IN THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE CATHOLIC AND APOSTOLIC

ARMENIAN CLERGY IN THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY

DAVID ZAKARIAN

1. INTRODUCTION

The rapprochement of the Catholic and Armenian Churches in the Middle Ages and the
unification efforts made by the ecclesiastical authorities on both sides have been an area of
great scholarly interest for many years, especially as far as the period of the Crusades is
concerned.! In general, the endeavours of the papacy to bring the Armenian Church into
union under its primacy found fertile soil amongst the political and ecclesiastical elites of the
Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia, with which a regular correspondence and exchange of envoys
were established.? However, these aspirations were never fully realised, primarily owing to
the strong opposition of different factions within the Armenian Church, both in Cilicia and in

Greater Armenia.

' In addition to the works cited in this article, see also Henri Frangois Tournebize, Histoire Politique et
Religieuse de L’Arménie : Depuis les Origines des Arméniens jusqu’a la Mort de Leur Dernier Roi (I’An 1393)
(Paris, 1910), pp. 235-663; Charles A. Frazee, ‘The Christian Church in Cilician Armenia: Its Relations with
Rome and Constantinople to 1198°, Church History, 45(2) (1976), pp. 166-184; Jean Richard, La Papauté et les
Missions d’Orient au Moyen-Age (XIII-XIVéme Siécle (Rome, 1977), especially pp. 167-223; Bernard F.
Hamilton, ‘The Armenian Church and the Papacy at the Time of the Crusades’, Eastern Churches Review, 10
(1978), pp. 61-87; Nona Manukyan, ‘The Role of Bartolomeo di Bologna’s Sermonary in Medieval Armenian
Literature’, Le Muséon, 105 (1992), pp. 321-325; David Bundy, ‘The Trajectory of Roman Catholic Influence in
Cilician Armenia: An Analysis of the Councils of Sis and Adana’, Armenian Review 45 (1992), pp. 73-89; Peter
Halfter, ‘Papacy, Catholicosate, and the Kingdom of Cilician Armenia’, in Armenian Cilicia, eds. Richard G.
Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian (Costa Mesa, CA, 2008), pp. 111-130; Peter Cowe, ‘The Armenians in the
Era of the Crusades 1050-1350,” in The Cambridge History of Christianity, Vol. 5, ed. Michael Angold,
(Cambridge, 2006), pp. 404-429.

2 See Peter S. Cowe, ‘The Role of Correspondence in Elucidating the Intensification of Latin-Armenian
Ecclesiastical Interchange in the First Quarter of the Fourteenth Century’, Journal of the Society for Armenian
Studies, 13 (2003-2004), pp. 47-68, on pp. 48-60.



The emergence and the activities of the Catholic Armenian congregation of the
Fratres Unitores (in Armenian miabanotk‘ or miaban etbayrk ) was one of the offshoots of
these developments. Engendered by proselytising activities of the Dominicans amongst the
Armenians and other Eastern Christians, the appearance of the communities of Catholic
Armenians on the historical stage had a profound effect both on the development of the
Armenian theological thinking and on various aspects of life of the Armenians involved.
Unlike in Cilicia, where the king and the Catholicos represented the interests of the state and
the Church, the proselytization in Greater Armenia was happening predominantly in the
communities that lived under foreign rule, which inevitably had its impact on the dynamics of
these relationships.

Our current understanding of the history of interaction between the Dominican
missionaries and the Armenian population of Greater Armenia and its environs is based on
the data provided by various historical texts, chronicles, archival documents, correspondence,
colophons of manuscripts, and lapidary inscriptions extant in both Latin and Armenian. In
general, these primary sources represent the perspective of one of the parties and invariably
draw a picture of confrontation and blatant prejudice, which the sides held towards each other.

Such a biased narrative representation is found in connection with one of the most
intriguing episodes of the relations between the communities of Apostolic and Catholic
Armenians, which, as the evidence suggests, occurred in the late 1370s in the monastery of
Aprakunik® (Abrakunis) in the Naxijewan region of Greater Armenia. In spite of several
decades of relatively peaceful coexistence of the two communities characterised by an
exchange of ideas, intellectual debates, and dialogue, excessive violence perpetrated by the
Apostolic Armenian clergy against the Armenian monks who converted to Catholicism

allegedly erupted in one of the educational establishments of the area.

3 For more details regarding the name of this congregation, see Marcus A. van den Oudenrijn, ‘The Monastery
of Aparan and the Armenian Writer Fra Mxit‘aric®’, Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum, Vol. 1 (1931), pp. 265-
308, on p. 267.



The first narrative representation of these events, which was based on the collation of
various primary sources, was attempted by the distinguished Mekhitarist scholar Mik‘ayel
C‘amé‘ean in 1786.* C*amé&‘ean evaluated the material at his disposal and concluded that the
Fratres Unitores made a number of mistakes during their proselytization campaign, to which
the Apostolic Armenian reacted by resorting to violence. In the nineteenth century a similar
conclusion was reached by another prominent Mekhitarist L.ewond AliSan, who also spoke of
the extreme decisions made by the Unitores and the disproportionately violent response that
they received.’

Subsequently, in 1931 the Dominican scholar Marcus Antonius van den Oudenrijn®,
concurring with C‘amé‘ean and AliSan’s representation and evaluation of the events of
Aprakunik‘, characterised them as ‘a bloody persecution against the Miabanolq and their
adherents,’ staged by the supporters of the Armenian Apostolic Church, as a result of which
‘many members of the congregation had to suffer cruelties, imprisonment and even death.’’
This became the accepted interpretation of the events and it has recently been suggested that
the incident of Aprakunik® is representative of the period when an important change of
strategy of the adherents of the Armenian Apostolic Church towards the Fratres Unitores and

the Catholic missionaries took place, namely when a more intellectually driven ‘polemical’®

4 Mik‘ayel C*amé‘ean, Patmut ‘iwn Hayoc‘: I Skzbané Asxarhi minc‘ew C‘am Téarn 1784 (History of Armenia:
From the Beginning of the World to the Year 1784 of the Lord), Vol. III, (Venice, 1786), pp. 326-332 and 444-
449.

5 Lewond AliSan, Sisakan: Telagrut‘iwn Siwneac‘ ASxarhi (Sisakan: Topography of the Land of Siwnik®),
(Venice, 1893), pp. 350, 364, 377, 385-386.

® The establishment of the order of the Fratres Unitores and their relations with the adherents of the traditional
Armenian Christianity were first extensively studied by M. A. van den Oudenrijn in several of his works
published between 1931 and 1962. Subsequent research into various aspects of these relations strongly relied on
the conclusions drawn by the Dominican scholar.

7Van den Oudenrijn, ‘The Monastery of Aparan,” pp. 284-285.

8 Sergio La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange in the Fourteenth Century Scholarly Traditions in
Conversation and Competition’, Medieval Encounters, 21 (2015), pp. 269-294, on p. 284. 1 would like to
express my deep sense of gratitude to Sergio La Porta for generously sharing with me some of his work on the
topic, from which the present paper has largely benefited.



approach of the 1330s-1360s was substituted by ‘a more aggressive policy towards the
proponents of Latinization of the Armenian Church or of union with the Latins.”’

In this paper I shall explore in detail the primary sources that relate these events' and
provide an alternative interpretation of this episode and of its consequences. In particular, it
will be argued that the persecutions in the Aprakunik‘ monastery of Surb Xac‘ should not be
perceived as a changing point in the relations between the two communities but they rather
represent an isolated incident in a monastic educational institution when the school officials
took drastic measures to suppress dissent. I shall also argue that this incident served as a
convenient propaganda material deployed by both sides to smear their opponents and to
question the validity of the opponent’s teaching. A close reading of the extant sources will
enable us to explore the nature of the conflict and its consequences, as well as to examine the
ways in which individual clergymen representing both sides of the debate perceived,
interpreted, and deployed this event to promote and defend their definition of the

“orthodoxy”.

2. THE EMERGENCE OF THE FRATRES UNITORES: A BRIEF OVERVIEW

In 1330!!", with the initiative of the Armenian monk Yovhan (alternative spelling — Y ohan,
Yovhannés) and the Dominican Bishop Bartholomew, as well as with the support of the local
prince, Yovhan’s uncle Gorg and his wife Elt‘ik, the monastery of Surb Astuacacin (the Holy

Mother of God) was built in the village of K‘fna of Naxijewan.!? It was to become the most

?Ibid., p. 285.

10 The original texts and their English translations cited in this paper are provided in the appendices. All
translations are mine.

' For a brief overview of the earlier history of the relations between the Armenians and the Roman Catholic
Church, see, ibid., pp. 271-273; Cowe, ‘The Role of Correspondence’, pp. 47-60; Marcus A. van den Oudenrijn,
‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie: I. L’union de Qfnay (1330)’, Oriens Christianus, Hefte fiir die Kunde des
christlichen Orients, 40 (1956), pp. 94-112.

12 Marcus A. van den Oudenrijn, ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie: II. Le «nouvel» athénée’, Oriens
Christianus, Hefte fiir die Kunde des christlichen Orients, 42 (1958), pp. 110-133; p. 110; Argam Ayvazyan,
Naxijevani ISSH Haykakan HuSarjannera: (Hamahavak* C ‘uc ‘ak) (Armenian Monuments of Naxijevan ASSR:
[The Complete List]), (Yerevan, 1986), p. 96.



prominent stronghold of the Fratres Unitores, a movement of Armenian monks and priests
that championed conversion to Catholicism, acceptance of the Catholic teaching, and
recognition of papal supremacy.'3

The undertaking of the Fratres Unitores supported by the proselytising activities of
the Dominican Fratres Peregrinantes in the region had a tremendous effect on the spread of
Catholicism in Greater Armenia. The number of the Armenian priests and monks who
accepted the Catholic doctrine and the number of monasteries associated with the Order
increased considerably by 1356.'* Moreover, the monastery of K‘fna became the major
intellectual and educational centre of the Fratres Unitores, where numerous translations from
Latin into Armenian of the works of illustrious theologians and exegetes such as Thomas
Aquinas, Nicholas of Lyra, and Bonaventure were produced. '’

What is noteworthy about this latter fact is that not only did the miaban
etbayrk‘ benefit from these translations but they also held considerable appeal to non-
Catholic Armenians. As Sergio La Porta has suggested, ‘intellectual curiosity’ was perhaps
the main reason why the Armenians of the east were driven to the Roman Catholicism. ! This
primarily refers to the great interest in the Latin theological and philosophical literature
which became available in Armenian. Moreover, it was also expressed in the educational

reforms prompted by the Dominican model introduced in the prominent Apostolic Armenian

13 For more details, see van den Oudenrijn, ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie’ (1956), pp. 107-112.

14 La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 281. According to Fra Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i, many
priests and monks joined the K‘fna congregation and the number of clergymen multiplied quickly reaching
more than 500 (Marcus A. van den Oudenrijn, Linguae Haicanae scriptores: Ordinis Praedicatorum
Congregationis Fratrum Unitorum et FF. Armenorum Ord. S. Basilii citra Mare consistentium quotquot huc
usque innotuerunt, (Bern, 1960), pp. 215-225, on p. 216).

15 For more information on the translated texts and places of production, see Krzysztof Stopka, Armenia
Christiana: Armenian Religious Identity and the Churches of Constantinople and Rome (4th - 15th Century),
(Krakow, 2016), pp. 215-219; La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 277; van den Oudenrijn,
‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie’ (1958), pp. 110-124; G&org Oskean, ‘Hamiot aknark ma K‘arozot ew
Miabanot Etbarc® patmut‘ean Hayastani mg&j” (A Brief Remark on the History of the Preaching and Unitor
Brothers in Armenia), Bazmavep, 2 (1922), pp. 49-51; idem, Bazmavép, 5 (1922), pp. 138-139; idem, ‘Hay-
Dominikean Matenagitakan Canot‘agrut‘iwnner’ (Armenian-Dominican Bibliographical Notes), Bazmavép, 8
(1922), pp. 229-231; idem, Bazmavép, 2 (1923), pp. 35-39.

16 La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 282. For a specific example, see La Porta, Sergio, ‘A
Fourteenth-Century Armenian Polemic against Judaism and Its Latin Source’, Le Muséon, 122 (1-2) (2009), pp.
93-129.



educational institutions such as the Tat‘ew monastery.!” One of the most committed
opponents of the rapprochement of the two churches, the theologian and philosopher Yovhan
(Yohan, Yovhannés, Yohannés) Orotnec‘i, even adopted and adapted the curriculum of the
Dominicans that had been used by the Unitores at K‘fna monastery since 1344.!8

Knowledge about the content of the Dominican education would normally derive
from the intellectual exchanges between the Apostolic and Catholic Armenian priests, monks,
and vardapets (doctors of the church), regularly taking place in the monasteries. This kind of
encounters were possible not the least because the representatives of both camps often
attended the same schools and studied under the same vardapets before they claimed
allegiance to one of the sides, or one of them taught the other, as was the case, for instance,
with the Armenian Unitor Fra Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i and his teacher Sargis Aprakunec‘i!®.
Another example is the founder of the Unitor movement Y ovhan K ‘fnec‘i, who studied in the
school of Glajor under Esayi Né&‘ec‘i,?’ an Apostolic Armenian vardapet, the author of the
letter instructing the Armenians of Atropatene on how to confront the proselytising
advancement of the Catholics?!.

The suspension of the activities of the Dominican Fratres Peregrinantes in Greater
Armenia in 1363 was conducive to the strengthening of the position of the Armenian
Apostolic Church. However, approximately five years before the Aprakunik® events, in 1374,

the Fratres Peregrinantes returned to the region with more vigour and determination, and

17 La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 289.

18 Ibid., p. 289.

1% Van den Oudenrijn, ‘The Monastery of Aparan’, p. 284.

20'Van den Oudenrijn, ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie’ (1956), p. 98.

2l Here is an excerpt of Esayi N&‘ec‘i’s letter to the Armenian Bishop of Tabriz Matt‘€os: ‘If a vardapet, a priest,
or a lay person from amongst the Franks, the Romans, or the Syrians visits you, may you receive them with
honour as your brothers and colleagues in Christ, and may you rejoice together for the unity of faith and hope in
Christ. But if they oppose you and attempt to convert you from the tradition of the Holy Faith and that of the
first vardapets, do not accept them as the pupils of Christ, but as dividers of the Church and opponents of Truth,
and as wolves hidden in sheep’s clothing.

Similarly, should anyone from amongst you ... join the adversary and with a wide open mouth and foul tongue
begin to blaspheme the religion of Armenia, the bishops, the priests, and the officials, do not greet them and do
not accept them in your house’ (Esayi Nc‘eci, ‘Tult® Esayeay Vardapeti ar Ter Matt‘€os’ (Epistle of Esayi
Vardapet to Tér Matt‘8os), Crak ‘af (1860), pp. 157-164 and (1861), pp. 205-211, on p. 162).



relaunched their campaign of proselytization.?? The activity of this new wave of Catholic
missionaries is believed to have eventually provoked the violent reaction of the Apostolic
clergy and led to the serious confrontation in the monastery of Surb Xa¢* of Aprakunik*.?3

From the very beginning of the rapprochement process strong opposition to these
plans was put up in the influential ecclesiastical educational establishments of the
Siwnik‘ region in Greater Armenia, such as the monasteries of Tat‘ew and Glajor, and, to a
lesser degree, by certain circles in Cilician Armenia.?* It was expressed in an outright refusal
to make any concessions regarding ‘the mixing of water in the Eucharistic cup and the
celebration of the feast of the Nativity with the Latins on December 25 instead of the
traditional Armenian date of January 6.2 Moreover, for the Apostolic Armenians a major
source of displeasure and rancour at the Catholics was the widespread practice of re-baptising
the population and re-ordaining the priests. 2°

The initial reaction of the Apostolic Armenians was, however, spontaneous and
ineffective. Most importantly, they were losing the battle on the intellectual level against the
much better prepared Catholic missionaries and the Fratres Unitores, whose education

included rigorous training in philosophy and theology of the Latin Church. A reversal of

22 Raymond J. Loenertz, La Société des Fréres Pérégrinants : Etude sur 1'Orient Dominicain, (Rome, 1937), p.
147; Ge&org Oskean, ‘Hay-Dominikean Matenagitakan Candt‘agrut‘iwnner’ (Armenian-Dominican
Bibliographical Notes), Bazmavép, 9 (1922), pp. 262-263, on p. 262. For more details regarding the history of
the Fratres Peregrinantes in Armenia, see Raymond J. Loenertz, ‘Les Missions Dominicaines en Orient et la
Société des Fréres Pérégrinants’, Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum, 111 (1933), pp. 5-55, especially pp. 20-39.
23 See, for instance, La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 285; van den Oudenrijn, ‘The
Monastery of Aparan’, p. 296; idem, ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie: IV. Les adversaires de 1’union’,
Oriens Christianus, Hefte fiir die Kunde des christlichen Orients, 45 (1961), pp. 95-108, on pp. 95-104.

24 Cowe, ‘The Role of Correspondence’, p. 52. See also a colophon by the scribe Hayrapet, written in 1309 in
Cilicia, in which he complains that Catholicos Kostand (Constantine) exiled him and his colleagues to Cyprus
because they refused to accept the Chalcedonian definition of the hypostatic union of the divine and human
natures in Christ (Levon Xaé&‘ikyan, ZD Dari Hayeren Jeragreri Hisatakaranner (The Colophons of the 14"
Century Armenian Manuscripts), (Yerevan, 1950), n 86, pp. 62-63).

25 Cowe, ‘The Role of Correspondence, pp. 52-53.

26 For the discussion of this issue, see van den Oudenrijn, ‘The Monastery of Aparan’, pp. 286-294 and
‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie’ (1961), pp. 96-102.



fortune occurred when intellectual giants such as Yovhan Orotnec‘i?” and Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i
joined the debate on the side of the Apostolic Armenian clergy. This coincided with the
period when the Fratres Peregrinantes returned to the region and resumed their proselytising
activities. The reports of serious confrontation between the two communities belong to this

period.

3. PRIMARY SOURCES
For the events of Aprakunik® scholars have mainly been consulting three primary sources,
which contain narratives that provide widely differing perspectives. The viewpoint of the
Fratres Unitores is presented by Fra Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i (ca 1340s-1417) in a section of his
Girk‘ Ulap ‘arac‘ (The Book of the Orthodox),?® which was finished in around 1415,
approximately three decades after the described events. The point of view of the Apostolic
Armenians is found in two sources: in T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i’s (1378-1446) Patmut ‘iwn Lank-
T‘amuray ew Yajordac* liwroc‘ (History of Tamerlane and His Successors),*® which reaches
1440 relating Jahanshah’s invasion of Georgia and should be dated around 1440s; the second
source is a colophon by Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i (1346-1409), originally written in 828 of the
Armenian Era (=1379/80) and preserved in several later manuscripts, albeit with some
variations.

Not only do these sources differ in the perspective they present but there are also

noticeable discrepancies regarding the sequence and the main protagonists of the events.

27 According to van den Oudenrijn (ibid., p. 104), it was Yovanngs Orotnec‘i, who prepared a theological
reaction to the Unitores by establishing the school of Tat‘ew, where along with his student Grigor Tat‘ewac"i,
they staged the resistance against the teachings of the Unitores.

28 For the complete extract, manuscript information, and the text’s translation into Latin, see van den Oudenrijn,
Linguae Haicanae, pp. 215-228. For the English translation, see Appendix II.

2 Nerses Ter-Vardanyan, ‘Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i Matenagiro (3urj 1345-1417 t.t°)’ (Mxit‘ari¢* Aparanec‘i,
Author of Manuscripts [ca 1345-1417]), Ejmiacin: Pastonakan Amsagir Hayrapetakan At oroy, 61(9) (2005),
pp. 56-65, on p. 65. Van den Oudenrijn suggests the date 1410 (‘The Monastery of Aparan,” pp. 283-284).

30 The critical edition of this text is published in Levon Xa&‘ikyan (ed.), T‘ovima Mecop ‘ec‘i: Patmagrut ‘iwn
(T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i: Historiography), (Yerevan, 1999), pp. 1-217. There is a 1987 English translation of the
text by R. Bedrosian, which is based on the K. Saxnazaryan’s 1860 Paris edition. In the present work I provide
my translation of relevant extracts taken from Xac‘ikyan’s critical edition (see Appendix III).



3.1 Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i’s Colophon

The colophon to the Book of Commentaries (or Scholia on the Incarnation) by Cyril of
Alexandria was written, as the Apostolic Armenian scholar claims, in the monastery of
Tat‘ew in the province of Siwnik‘, not far from Aprakunik‘.’! Chronologically, this is our
first source that attests to the bitter confrontation that took place in the Ernjak province,
authored by one of its main protagonists. It starts with the attribution of the discovery of
Cyril’s text in the repository of the monastery to divine providence and continues with a brief
description of how this text was used by the monks for educational purposes, as well as to
combat the a#t ‘armayk’, that is to say, the Catholic Armenians.*?

Cyril’s work had long been highly esteemed by the ranks of Apostolic Armenians as
an effective means against the supporters of the Chalcedonian definition of faith3, and it was
also deployed to challenge the proselytising efforts of Catholic missionaries and the Fratres
Unitores.>* In this regard Tat‘ewac‘i’s words are revealing for he describes the book as ‘[t]hat
which with hope had ardently been desired for its uprightness’ and ‘which was needed and

longed for since early times’. Moreover, Tat‘ewac‘i and his colleagues treat the discovery of

31 The colophon has been preserved in two variants: complete and incomplete. The complete colophon consists
of a bewildering preamble and a section which contains historical information and the “remember” part of the
colophon. It is found, for instance, in the Berlin MS. Or. Peterm. 1. 32 (1657), folios 251v-253r, and the
Matenadaran MS 115, folios 401r-402v (1688). What is more interesting, the obscure preamble is found on its
own in another manuscript of Cyril of Alexandria’s Book of Commentaries (1394, Bodleian MS. Arm. e. 20,
folio 172v-173r). The incomplete colophon, on the other hand, contains only the historical and the “remember”
parts. One copy of the colophon in that format has been preserved on folio 5r in the Bodleian Libraries’ MS.
Arm. e. 36 (1689) and is reprinted in Xa¢‘ikyan, ZD Dari, n 657, pp. 529-530 (for the translation of this part,
see Appendix I). It follows the table of contents and is written with a different hand than the rest of the
manuscript. The possible reasons for such variations are discussed below.

32 The word aft ‘armay (plural a#t ‘armayk’, from Turkish aktarmak = to change, transfer; derivative abstract
noun aft ‘armayut ‘iwn) was a derogative term used by the Apostolic Armenians to mock and/or deprecate the
Armenians who adopted Catholicism (Step‘an Malxaseanc®, Hayerén Bac‘atrakan Bararan (Explanatory
Dictionary of Armenian), Vol. 1 (Yerevan, 1944), p. 44).

33 There are numerous references to and quotes from Cyril of Alexandria’s works deployed to support the tenets
of the Apostolic Armenian faith in the Girk" T'#‘oc‘ (Book of Letters), an important collection of theological
letters that have preserved the history of the Armenian Church and its relations with neighbouring Churches (see,
Norayr Potarean (ed.), Girk‘ T# ‘oc‘, (Erusatem, 1994).

34 La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 291.



this manuscript as a divine sign, ‘as an invitation from the Spirit’ to act against the
adversaries of the Apostolic Church.

The colophon states that the number of supporters of the Unitor movement increased
and describes their teaching as ‘bitter and cruel’. This clichéd expression was often used by
scribes to describe adverse conditions in which they found themselves,? especially when
speaking about invasions, mistreatment of Christians by the “unbelievers”, and various other
calamities. This remark by the influential clergyman evinces the seriousness with which the
conflict between the two factions was perceived.

Another interesting detail that this colophon provides concerns the educational
methods practised at Tat‘ew monastery. Copying texts of important Christian authors was
considered to be an effective way of exercising one’s mind and receiving true knowledge.3°
The number of copies of this particular treatise by Cyril made under the supervision of
Tat‘ewac‘i and the regular copying of it in subsequent centuries seem to be the reason why
this colophon by Tat‘ewac‘i reached us in different variants. For instance, the copy of the
same work made in 1394 in Hermon monastery, not far from Tat‘ew (Bodleian MS. Arm. e.
20), contains a colophon (folio 213r) in which the scribe, vardapet Y ohanngés, repeats almost
literally the words of Tat‘ewac‘i about how ‘ardently’ he ‘desired for its uprightness’ and
how he uncovered it ‘at an unexpected time in the chest of books’ but then continues with
personal details and information about the circumstances under which he made this copy. It is
reasonable to assume that scribes practised by copying from the original made by Tat‘ewac‘i

himself or his students and rewrote only the section which contained personal information.

35 See Avedis K. Sanjian (ed. and trans.), Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 1301-1480: A Source for Middle
Eastern History, (Cambridge MA., 1969), pp. 19-20.

36 The fact that the monks of the monastery had access to sufficient material for producing so many manuscripts
hints at the financial affluence of this establishment, which, as it is known from many sources, was sponsored
by the Orbelyan family. For the support that the Orbelyans provided to the educational establishments of
Syunik*, see Grigor M. Grigoryan, Syunik ‘s Orbelyanneri Orok‘ (XIII-XV Darer) (Syunik® in the Days of the
Orbelyans (XIII-XV Centuries), (Yerevan, 1981), pp. 156-237.
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More pertinent to the present study is Tat‘ewac‘i’s subsequent mention of his and his
companions’ trip to the environs of K‘fna. There is no reason to disagree with Anus
Minasyan®’ that Tat‘ewac‘i refers to the same events recounted by Fra Mxit‘ari¢‘ and T‘ovma
Mecop‘ec‘i, for the time, the location, and the outcome of these events match well. We learn
that the copied texts were taken to the monasteries where the Unitores dwelt and were

successfully deployed to regain control of the congregations which had adopted Catholicism:

And taking [it, i.e. the manuscript], we went to the abovementioned province [i.e. Ernjak,
where K‘fna was located] and with this hurled and struck the blasphemer’s forehead, and the
phalanx of the a#t ‘armayut iwn® dispersed. And we seized many monasteries from them and
there was joy in the orthodox ranks for many years. This happened in the year 828 [=1379/80]
of the great movable calendar®.

Despite the aggressive tone, I believe that Tat‘ewac‘i does not explicitly refer to
physical confrontation, as suggested by La Porta in his translation and interpretation of this
passage,*” but rather to an ideological victory achieved with the help of Cyril’s Book of
Commentaries.*' Cyril’s treatise, which advocated miaphysite theological positions adopted
and staunchly defended by the Armenian Apostolic Church, was deployed as an ideological
weapon to fight against the dyophysite theology of the proponents of Catholicism. It was

circulated in a period when the Apostolic Armenian clergy, led by Tat‘ewac‘i, were preparing

37 Anu$ Minasyan, ‘Hovhan Orotnec‘u Kyank‘s u Gorcuneut‘yun’sa’ (The Life and Work of Hovhan Orotnec‘i),
Banber Erevani Hamalsarani. Hayagitut ‘yun, 2(17) (2015), pp. 3-19, on p. 12.

38 See above n. 32.

3 For the discussion of different types of calendars used by Armenian scribes, see Sanjian, Colophons of
Armenian Manuscripts, pp. 34-41.

40 La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 287. It should be mentioned that the aforementioned
Matenadaran MS 115 (f. 402r) (see n, 31) does not contain the word uniyjun (‘with this’). This must be the
reason why La Porta has translated wuwpuwpwpliuyg literally as ‘slinging stones’ and rendered these lines as
‘slinging stones we beat [their] blaspheming foreheads’.

41 Minasyan (‘Hovhan Orotnec‘u Kyank‘s’, p. 12) also believes that the Apostolic Armenians went to
Aprakunik® ‘armed’ with the treatise of Cyril of Alexandria, which contained arguments in defence of the
Apostolic Armenian definitions and practices of Christian faith.
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their intellectual response to the advancements of the Fratres Unitores and the Catholic
missionaries.*?

Tat‘ewac‘i’s words in the aforementioned passage allude to the battle of David
against Goliath, in which ‘David put his hand in his bag, took out a stone, slung it, and struck
the Philistine on his forehead’**. The similarity of the wording, especially the use of the verb
parsak ‘areal (slung) and the image of striking the adversary’s forehead, is conspicuous and,
to my mind, deliberate. For Tat‘ewac‘i, it appears, the reclaiming of the monasteries from the
Catholic Armenians was a momentous event that happened by the divine will as David’s
victory over the Philistine** symbolising the triumph of true faith over its adversary.

Admittedly, the extended metaphor used by Tat‘ewac‘i may be interpreted in two
different ways. On the one hand, the Apostolic Armenians’ triumph over their opponents
could have been scored on the intellectual battlefield with fierce and intense theological
debates that often took place in the monasteries.*> On the other hand, it should not be
excluded that the allusion to the biblical battle might have been a rhetorical device to conceal
actual violence that erupted during Tat‘ewac‘i and his companions’ trip to Naxijewan.
Despite this ambiguity in the words of Tat‘ewac‘i, the fact that he links the success of the
Apostolic Armenians in reclaiming the monasteries from the Catholics to the influential
theological treatise of one of the most important and revered Church Fathers suggests an

intellectual confrontation.

4 In this respect, the most important work to appear in this period was Grigor Tat‘evac‘i’s
Girk‘ Harc ‘manc ‘ (Book of Questions), which challenged many religious tenets and beliefs of the Catholic faith
(see La Porta, ‘Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, p. 291).

Y dgbwg Murhp qdlinl hip hp Jwpuunl, b wn whnp pup Jp, B gupuupupkug b Ehap gdulun
wyjuigqrnyli (1 Sam 17:49; in the Armenian version of the Old testament this passage is found in 1 Kings 17:49).
English text: Eds. Michael D. Coogan et al, The New Oxford Annotated Bible: New Revised Standard Version
with the Apocrypha, 4" edition, (Oxford, 2010); Armenian text: Yovhann Zohrapean, Astuacasunc¢: Matean Hin
ew Nor Ktakaranac * (Bible: The Text of the Old and New testaments), (Venice, 1805).

4 Cf. the commentary on this episode in Coogan et al, The New Oxford Annotated Bible, p. 427.

4 As mentioned earlier, such debates were not uncommon in that period. In this respect, Mxit‘ari¢*’s account of
the Aprakunik‘ events, when Sargis is allegedly interrogated by the Fratres Unitores, must have been a reference
to such a theological debate.
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3.2 Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i’s Account

Aparanec‘i’s account of the events in Aprakunik® should be discussed within the context of
his Book of the Orthodox, in which it is included. His treatise, on which Aparanec‘i worked
between circa 1390 and 1415,% is an attempt to provide persuasive arguments in support of
the orthodoxy preached and practised by the Fratres Unitores, which is why it is not
surprising that the main focus of the passage that relates the events of Aprakunik® is the
vilification of the supporters of the Armenian Apostolic Church. The main villain is Matak*‘ia
Lrimec‘i, whom Mxit‘ari¢® claims to have known personally and whom he endeavours to
defame by dispelling the myth of his piety.*’ His zeal in doing this is so great that he pays
little attention to the flow of his narrative and repeats some of his accusations over and over
again.

According to Mxit‘ari¢‘, the events took place ‘[i]n the year 825 (=1376/77) of the
Armenian Era in the province of Ernjak, in the upper monastery of Aprakunik®’. At the time
three ecclesiastical institutions are known to have existed in the village of Aprakunik‘: the
monastery of Surb Karapet (Saint John, i.e. John the Precursor)*, the monastery of the Surb
Xa&¢ (Holy Cross)*, and the church of Surb Gevorg (Saint George)>°. We can assume that
the events unfolded in the monastery of Surb Xac‘, which was known as the ‘upper

1

monastery’ °! and which was situated approximately 550 metres northeast of the Saint

46 Ter-Vardanyan, ‘Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i Matenagira’, p. 65.

47 Ter-Vardanyan is right to challenge C‘amé‘ean and Ali$an’s view that Mxit‘ari¢* was Malak‘ia’s student
based on Mxit‘ari¢‘’s claim that he had known Matlak‘ia for 10 years before the latter’s death (ibid., pp. 57-59).
The way Mxit‘aric® describes the events that led to Matak‘ia’s death suggests that the loyal Catholic monk could
hardly have been the student of Matak‘ia during the period when Matak‘ia was fighting against the Fratres
Unitores and the Catholic missionaries.

4 Ayvazyan, Naxijevani ISSH Haykakan HuSarjannera, pp. 97-98, n 287.

4 Ibid., p. 99, n 291.

0 Ibid., n 292.

51 Argam Ayvazyan, ‘Abrakunisi Surb Karapet Vank‘s’ (The Abrakunis Monastery of Saint Karapet), Ejmiacin:
Pastonakan Amsagir Hayrapetakan At ‘oroy, 33(7) (1976), pp. 45-52, on p. 48; Mesrovb Smbateanc®, Nkaragir
Surb Karapeti Vanic * Ernjakay ew Srjakic* Nora (The Description of the Ernjak Monastery of Surb Karapet and
of'its Environs), (Tp‘lis, 1904), p. 4.
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Karapet monastery>. After the events under scrutiny, in 1381 Saint Karapet was turned into a
major educational centre by Matak‘ia Lrimec‘i and played an important role in the spiritual
life of the province of Ernjak>3, primarily serving as a powerful deterrent to the spread of the
Unitor movement in the area. Its strategically significant location, namely within a short
walking distance’* from the main centre of the Unitor movement the K‘fna monastery,
located on the opposite bank of the river Ernjak, was conducive to frequent interactions
between the two communities.

One of the protagonists of Mxit‘aric’’s narrative is the superior of the Surb
Xac‘ monastery, ‘a certain brave and decent’ vardapet Sargis, whose piety Mxit‘ari¢* stresses
by stating that he ‘did not eat meat or drink wine’. In general, Sargis is presented in a positive
light throughout the account with the exception of the episode when Mxit‘ari¢® calls him
‘very faint-hearted and cowardly’ for not interfering when his students are punished for
sympathising with the Catholics.

Mxit‘aric‘ claims that Sargis was fascinated by Peter of Aragon’s Book of Virtues, an
authoritative text on the three theological and four cardinal virtues. It was translated into
Armenian in 1339 and became enormously popular amongst both Catholic and Apostolic
Armenians. A 1386 colophon’® indicates that the Book of Virtues was even copied and most
likely used in teaching by the great rival of the Fratres Unitores Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i.>’
According to Mxit‘ari¢‘, Sargis adopts Catholicism under the influence of this work and
begins to teach it to his students, who then hasten to preach the Catholic doctrine openly in

the area.

32 Ayvazyan, Naxijevani ISSH Haykakan HuSarjannera, p. 99; Smbateanc‘, Nkaragir, p. 48.

33 For more details, see Ayvazyan, ‘Abrakunisi Surb Karapet Vank‘s’, pp. 46, 48-49.

3 According to Google maps, the distance between Aprakunik‘ (Abragunus in Azeri) and K‘rna (Kirna in
Azeri) villages, where the monasteries were located, is around 2.5 km. The maps drawn by Smbateanc® (in
Nkaragir) and Ayvazyan (in Naxijevani ISSH Haykakan HuSarjannera) supply the same information.

3> Van den Oudenrijn, ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’ Armenie’ (1958), p. 119.

56 See Xaé‘ikyan, ZD Dari, n 707, pp. 564-565.

37 For more on this colophon, see below.
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At this point in the narrative, Mxit‘aric‘ introduces its main protagonist and the arch-
villain, describing him as ‘a certain evil servant of Satan, called Matak‘ia’ from Lrim
(Crimea). To justify his characterisation, Mxit‘aric‘ claims that Matak‘ia was ‘the pupil of a
certain false and deceitful hermit, who was called ...’, and here Mxit‘ari¢® leaves the space
blank for he either does not know his name, or has forgotten it after so many years.
Mxit‘aric’ goes on to challenge Matak‘ia’s piety by asserting that ‘this shameless Matak‘ia
came from the East and called himself a hermit and a herbivore’; however, ‘he would
conspicuously eat much the food for fasting and secretly he would behave furiously and
unscrupulously’. The criticism of Malak‘ia’s eating habits, especially in connection with
fasting, reflects one of the controversies that surrounded the dialogue between the Armenian
and Catholic churches,’® though in the present context Mxit‘ari¢‘ is not concerned with the
theological aspect of the debate: instead, he is keen on stressing Matak‘ia’s hypocritical
behaviour regarding such an important element of a Christian hermit’s life as fasting.

Then, we are informed that in an unspecified way but ‘with satanic falsehood and
deceitfulness,” Malak‘ia established control over the upper monastery of Aprakunik‘, which
was previously in the hands of the Fratres Unitores, and installed there Sargis vardapet.
Matak‘ia’s main goal, according to Mxit‘aric‘, was ‘to destroy the unity and the orthodoxy’
in the province.

However, under the influence of Sargis and his students, as well as the bishop of Sis
in Cilicia, Matak‘ia himself adopted the Catholic doctrine, which did not last long for ‘the
Satan, the root of all evil, quickly deceived his mind with the worldly glory and he became an
apostate like Yulianos,” alluding to the Roman Emperor Julian the Apostate. To punish
Sargis’ students who adopted Catholicism, Matak‘ia first took them ‘to the fortress of

Eronjak and had them intimidated by the suffering of death so that they would repudiate the

58 See, for instance Frangois Tournebize, ‘Les cent dix-sept accusations présentées a Benoit XII contre les
Arméniens’, Revue de I’Orient Chrétien 11 (1906), pp. 163-181, 274-300, 352-370, on pp. 282-283.
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truth’ and then to his monastery, where he ‘silenced them with a great amount of suffering
and pulled out all their hair.” Moreover, ‘the deceitful Matak‘ia, still not being satisfied due
to his ignorance and wickedness,” endeavoured to destroy all Catholic congregations in the
area, for ‘he travelled to the neighbouring lands of Armenia and with false gossips and
mendacious words, and with deceitful demeanour he deluded many with sorrowful sighs.’
This testimony implies that after the events of Aprakunik® Matak‘ia continued his campaign
against the Fratres Unitores by visiting various locations and preaching the beliefs of the
Armenian Apostolic Church. He was also attempting to secure the support of the local lay
authorities, for Mxit‘ari¢‘ claims that Matak‘ia ‘collected many riches, plundering everyone,
both the poor and the wealthy’ in order to bribe Armenian and Muslim princes to the
Apostolic side, an accusation repeated four times in this brief historical overview.> Since the
adoption of Christianity the monastic establishments in Armenia relied heavily on the
sponsorship and protection of local princes and their interference with this matter would have
played a decisive role in securing victory.

Matak‘ia efforts were obviously very effective, prompting his adversaries to take
drastic measures to stop him. As Mxit‘aric‘ relates, in the last days of his life Matak‘ia settled
in ‘a village, called P‘oradast,” where ‘he pretended to consume the Lent food, threatening
the true believers’, but ‘God could not bear so much wickedness’ and ‘threw at him the pain
of death’ while he was consuming food; ‘and like Herod while suffering he left an evil legacy
slandering the Christians who were six miles away saying that they had poisoned him’; after
his death, however, ‘some wicked servants of Satan and ignorant people from a faraway land,
not knowing about his deeds but only about his false fame, ascribed him false miracles and

various acts of kindness which had never happened.’

% Van den Oudenrijn, Linguae Haicanae: vnuyp Jupwnu (gave bribes) p. 219; pugnid upwinop wyuwplkuy
(deceived with many bribes) ibid.; Jupwnop junpounwiflug (with bribes he snatched) ibid.; ywul
Jupwnug supkug (for the evil bribery) p. 220.
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In order to dispel any doubts regarding the trustworthiness of his version of events
and to support his distinctly negative representation of Matak‘ia, Mxit‘ari¢® claims to have
been an eyewitness to Malak‘ia’s vileness. He finishes his story by asserting that ‘those of us,
who had stayed close to him for 10 years along with many monks, were amazed and
surprised at so many false tales.” He then extrapolates from this statement and declares that
‘we likewise considered all the stories and the vardapetut iwn of the Armenians to be false’,
thus evincing the ultimate goal of his narrative, which is to undermine the teaching of the
Apostolic Armenian clergy by defaming one of its most revered doctors of the church.

The highly emotional language of the narration, which is full of scathing
characterisations of Matak‘ia, betrays Mxit‘ari¢‘’s bias towards the man whom he claims to
have accompanied for ten years. The repeated use of different forms of the words uniun (false,
deceitful; lie, falsehood), wwwpwap (deceit, fraud), swpniphiia (evil, wickedness),
[Ensunnp (hypocritical, double-faced, deceitful) to speak of Matak‘ia leaves little doubt that
Mxit‘ari¢‘ must have had a personal grudge against him, for none of the other contemporary
proponents of the Armenian Apostolic faith is criticised and scorned by Mxit‘aric‘, though
the evidence suggests, as we shall see below, that in this particular event Matak‘ia was acting

alongside other prominent vardapets.

3.3 T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i’s Account

At the beginning of his History T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i claims that he endeavours to provide a
brief account of the events that are happening at present, as well as to recount the stories of
the past with ‘the wicked, faithless kings of the East who brought destruction to the

Armenian people in recent times,’ for it is necessary that the vardapets of the church ‘give an
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account of the past, speak about the present, comprehend the future, and issue warnings.’® In
other words, Mecop‘ec‘i is interested in relating the events that shaped his time and to
provide didactic material that would educate his audience.®' The account of the events that
unfolded at the time in the Ernjak province serves this function and aims at extolling the
Apostolic Armenians who, under Yovhan Orotnec‘i’s leadership, gained control of some of
the monasteries which were in the hands of the Fratres Unitores; the latter, on the other hand,
receive Mecop‘ec‘i’s fierce criticism and utter condemnation.®?

Mecop‘ec‘i, in general, does not always follow a linear narrative: as far as the main
participants of the episode under consideration are concerned, they are introduced earlier in
his account, in Chapters VI and XIX, whereas the incident itself is related in Chapter XX.
From his narrative it is not clear when these events actually took place but from the context
we can assume that they happened around 1380, which is close to the date 1376/77 provided
by Mxit‘ari¢‘ and 1379/80 given by Tat‘ewac‘i.

The first participant of the Aprakunik® events whom Mecop‘ec‘i presents is the
prominent theologian and vardapet Yovhan Orotnec‘i, who ‘made the Armenian people
gleam radiantly with vardapets and priests, with beautiful order and orthodox confession of
faith’. Moreover, Orotnec‘i fought ‘day and night against the Christ-hating aft ‘armayk‘ of the
Ernjak district’. His characterisation of Orotnec‘i, symbolising light and orthodoxy, and the
Unitores, who are accused of hating Christ, is unequivocal and reveals the perspective from

which the account of the events of Aprakunik® will be presented. This juxtaposition of the

80 L. Xac¢‘ikyan (ed.), T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i: Patmagrutiwn, I, p. 2: Qwpwn F qhwnk; niunidbmuppug b
pubmuppug widwg, gh dudwbwll pudwah juagkuyl, h bbplhuylh b juwwnih: O Jupnuybuag
EhEnkgny whnng b Jwul Eppgh qghnbyny. Jwul wighimb wuwndly, juub Gkphughl fjouky, juul
wwwquyhl puwhuy b1 qgnipwignigulily: Lnylnylu b Jkq wupn Fuwlun Jp hadwponwpup Juul
bbpluyhl, qnp p Jbpnid dwdwinufpu Epkr, wundly, qonp swp puquinppl wihuiwwnp Upkikihg
gnpniuwn phphl Zugluglwl uknhu h JEpohl duwdwihu b wdkbuylh onmwpuglkny wgquig gniguilily.
61 See Marco Bais, ‘Il tempo e la storia. Considerazioni sul prologo della Storia di Tamerlano e dei suoi
successori di T°‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 83(2) (2017), pp. 459-479, on pp. 461-477.
62 See Marco Bais, ‘La Chiesa armena e Roma nella Storia di Tamerlano di T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i,” Mélanges de
I’Ecole frangaise de Rome 130-1 (2018), pp. 9-19, on pp. 11-12.
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“orthodox” Apostolic Armenians and “the false Christians™ is, in fact, a recurrent motive
throughout his narrative.

Next, Mecop‘ec‘i introduces Matak‘ia Lrimec‘i by referring to the fact that Orotnec‘i
was buried in the monastery of Ernjak, ‘next to his student, the holy hermit Matak‘ia’. This
fact evinces that Matak‘ia was greatly esteemed by his contemporaries for one of the most
important Armenian religious figures of the fourteenth century, perceived as such already
during his lifetime, was laid to rest next to him three years after the latter’s death. Mecop‘ec‘i
informs his audience that Matak‘ia was ‘from the maritime city of Crimea [Kafa], son of an
extremely wealthy family’; but he left everything there and came to Siwnik‘ to study under
Yovhan Orotnec‘i, from whom he subsequently received his authority of the doctor of the
church. Mecop‘ec‘t underscores that Matak‘ia was actively involved in building and
supporting several Armenian monasteries in Naxcawan (Naxijewan). As a result, the Fratres
Unitores, who had by then expanded their influence in the area, felt threatened by this
development and staged ‘a strong opposition’ against him, which eventually led to Matak‘ia
being poisoned by the Catholic mother of his godson.

Mecop‘ec‘i’s characterisation of Matak‘ia is diametrically opposite to the negative
picture presented by Mxit‘aric‘. He provides a passionate extolment of Matak‘ia’s devoutness

by pointing out that he led an exemplary pious lifestyle:

And throughout his entire life he did not eat meat or drink wine. And he wore two
pieces of sackcloth... And he had iron around his body, four fingers wide, and his
limbs, up to his knees, were covered in shackles of criminals. And at the hour of his
death our spiritual fathers, vardapet Y ohannés and the monk Matt‘€os, who shrouded

him, saw [it], and they informed everyone.®.

83 Mecop‘ec‘i, Chapter 6: &1 quukliuyl dudwbiulu §Elug hipng dpu ns Ehkp k1 ghlih ns kupp: E1 R (2)
pnipd qqkgkuy bp... Er Eplwp qubdwdph niblp ' 2. (4) dunundp juyglh, b pppny wwquilug
wwwnkwy bp qubnunf pup, dpbs b éniblub. b p dund dwhnil nkupli qinu hngkinp huppl dkp”
Yyupnuybinl Snhwbbtu b Uunplnu §pobwinpl, np wunbuy Ehl qluw. k1 juyinbbghl wdkikgni b
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This latter claim evinces Mecop‘ec‘i’s reliance on stories that were transmitted among
the Apostolic Armenian clergy and were taught in the schools.® This portrayal of Matak‘ia
by Mecop‘ec‘i was eventually adopted by the Armenian ecclesiastical authorities and
preserved in a summarised form in the menologion of the Armenian Church. %’

Another participant of the events of Aprakunik®, Sargis vardapet, is introduced in the
section XIX. Mecop‘ec‘i describes him as the ‘great teacher,” an ‘evangelist,” and as a man of
great kindness and humility. He was revered for his deeds and demeanour by both the
Armenians and the foreigners. Most notably, after the events of Aprakunik‘, accompanied by
his students, Sargis moved to Surxar in K‘ajberunik‘ region to the monastery of the Holy
Mother of God, also known as Xarabast, and from there he ‘illuminated the entire seacoast of
the Vaspurakan district with learning and knowledge, and masses’. This remark allows us to
assume that whatever happened in Aprakunik‘ did not affect Sargis’ reputation and he
continued to serve as a vardapet amongst the Apostolic Armenians.

It is in relation to Sargis that Mecop‘ec‘i decides to tell his audience about what
happened in Aprakunik‘. While ‘in the land of Siwnik*> Sargis was approached by a Catholic
monk, who used to be an adherent of the Armenian Apostolic Church. The monk warned
Sargis that the Fratres Unitores would come to his monastery and examine him on his
knowledge of the Book of Virtues by Peter of Aragon. Sargis prepared well for the

examination and surprised the Catholic monks with his deep knowledge of the text. The

64 See, for instance, a colophon from 1391/92 copied in Aprakunik‘ monastery: ...Upzp, knkt gpuu
hwdwnunnniypbwl pulhg pupngnipbwi b pni/pi] Zuyng 0. k1 v [=840], wn nunu wpphilupwl

hplwnphi® phgnph JESh [Swpbiuging/, jEphhpu jEphowmbyng, hp Jwbu Uwypwinibbwug, gnp kS
owihpi buin p junpupdughg Epfupiulugh pup hwhunnuli Lppuwnnup Uwnuphuwa...; ... Now, the
compendium of the words of instruction was completed in the year 840 (=1391/92) of the Armenian Era, at the
feet of the meritorious rhetor Great Grigor [Tat‘ewac‘i] in the province of Ernjak, in the monastery of
Aprakunik, which was redeemed with great effort from the a#t ‘armay professors of the two natures of Christ by
the valiant martyr of Christ Matak‘ias ...” (Xa&‘ikyan, ZD Dari, n 736, p. 592).

% For the two versions of the text dedicated to Matak‘ia, see Appendix V from 1482 and Appendix VI published
in 1706.
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students of Sargis, who apparently were present at the examination, found Peter of Aragon’s
treatise agreeable and persuaded him to teach it to them. The ‘humble and innocent’ Sargis
did not reject their request but, the students, ‘being ignorant,” ‘quickly weakened in faith’ and
abandoned the Apostolic teaching making a plan to join the alt ‘armayk .

Sargis was not happy with this development and sent Matak‘ia Lrimec‘i to Yovhan
Orotnec‘i asking his help before his students would join the a#t ‘arma ‘deniers of truth’. Thus,
in Mecop‘ec‘i’s version of the events, Matak‘ia’s participation is limited to the role of the
messenger to the Tat‘ew monastery, for he is not mentioned at all in the subsequent unfolding
of the events.

The climax is reached when Orotnec‘i, joined by ‘his students and a multitude of
priests,” came to the monastery of Aprakunik® in the province of Ernjak, and set up a tribunal
which was attended by both the clergy and the lay population of the village. Orotnec‘i found
out ‘all the evil predisposition of the ignorant students,” who ‘were declared guilty and were
taken to prison: some were placed in shackles and some were beaten with stick.’

In the epilogue Mecop‘ec‘i presents the moral of this story by concluding that all the
disobedient students suffered divine punishment: ‘some drowned in the river; others
disgracefully wandered around naked; half of them fled and went to the land of the Franks,
and those from amongst them that spoke wickedly were placed in a copper [cauldron] and
cooked.” This graphic description of the fate of the rebels was undoubtedly aimed at
discouraging dissent.

Mecop‘ec‘i’s description of the fate of the disobedient students contains interesting
literary elements. First, he makes an allusion to the fifth-century History of the Armenians by

Agat‘angelos, in which the pagan king of Armenia Trdat turned into a boar and ‘wallowed
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naked in the plain’®, later to be saved by the evangeliser of Armenia St Gregory the
[lluminator through accepting Christianity. Moreover, the gruesome image of someone being
put into a copper cauldron and cooked alive seems to be a literary topos, for earlier in his
narrative Mecop‘ec‘i uses virtually identical wording to describe how the founder of the
Timurid Empire Timur Lang (Tamerlane) punished betrayal.®’ Interestingly, this same topos,
which must have been borrowed from Mecop‘ec‘i, was used by an anonymous scribe® to
describe the tragic fate of the vardapet of Kotb, Jacob, who defected to the
alt‘armayk ‘ taking with him ten other vardapets, and who, alongside his companions, was
boiled alive in a cauldron by the Armenian princes after being severely admonished by

Yovhan Orotnec‘i and Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i.

4. REMARKS ON THE PRIMARY SOURCES

The three sources that directly or indirectly provide details regarding the incident in the
monastery of Surb Xac¢‘ in Aprakunik® evince conspicuous lack of objectivity from their
authors thus rendering it difficult to reconstruct the actual sequence of events. Being an
eyewitness to and an active participant of these events, Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i in his account only

highlights the triumph of the Apostolic Armenians, attributing it to divine providence and

% Thomson, Robert W. (trans. and ed.), The Lives of Saint Gregory: The Armenian, Greek, Arabic, and Syriac
Versions of the History Attributed to Agathangelos, (Ann Arbor, Mich., 2010), p. 276, §212.

67 Xac‘ikyan, T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i, IV, p. 9: &1 [fPunip] hnip Ekwn Junky. ki Ephl [qEghyl] EGgubana p
wnhdp vwhb Er Ehkghl qiuu wnwigh bnpuw b wdkbugh puqunipluwil; ‘he [Timur] had a fire kindled,
and they placed [Edil] alive in a copper cauldron, and cooked him in the presence of himself and of the entire
multitude.’

% Conybeare (Frederick C. Conybeare, A Catalogue of the Armenian Manuscripts in the British Museum,
(London, 1913), p. 338) describes the passage from which this story is taken as ‘a notice of the Armenian
catenae drawn up in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries from older material’, but the manuscript itself is
written by ‘hands of the seventeenth or early eighteenth century’ (ibid., p. 329).

8 Ibid., pp. 339-340: [Bwlnp whnil Juppuwkn Jh b Ynppw] pupdun p jugubnb $nwiblug, b
nupdmg h Zuyng 10 Juppuwlbn wy pojhip swp wpwinni.. , E puppdwbbug quyi ghppl' h
Snwilug p vkpu B ouylhm Qulbgh wunnply quigql Zugng.. punn upunnkwg gl 8nhwilkul
Npnunbkghl, 1 ppgnp Swplbiughl. b ns ol ngw. jhnng juywh qanuw popruipl Zuyng Er b
wynhhd Enkuy huykghl qinuw... Van den Oudenrijn uses this account, in addition to Mxit‘ari¢’s testimony,
to support his evaluation of the events as ‘a bloody persecution’ (see above), without, however, considering the
possibility that the reference to boiling dissidents alive in a cauldron could be a mere literary topos.
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thus justifying the outcome of the confrontation. On the other hand, writing about 60 years
after the events T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i relies heavily on the oral testimony of the Apostolic
Armenian clergy for his interpretation of the events. He reiterates the narrative already
constructed in his milieu, effectively moralising the denouement of the confrontation. Finally,
Fra Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i claims to have known the main protagonist in person, thus
attempting to remove doubts regarding the authenticity of his interpretation. However, the
apparent inconsistencies and the emotionally charged language of his narrative display
marked bias against the Apostolic Armenians, especially against Malak‘ia Lrimec‘i. How
much Aparanec‘i exaggerates, omits, or adds to his version of the events cannot be
established but the collation of the three testimonies enables us to draw some conclusions
with regard to the nature of the conflict and its consequences.

Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i’s colophon establishes a relatively accurate date when the conflict
occurred. The year 1379/80 is reasonably consistent with the date provided by Aparanec‘i
and Mecop‘ec‘i, and can be linked to the increase in the number of Catholic Armenians in the
region caused by the resumption of the activities of the Fratres Peregrinantes. Moreover, all
three texts concur that the measures taken by the Apostolic clergy against the proselytising
efforts of the Fratres Unitores were effective and in the years to come allowed the former to
regain control of many monasteries in the area.

When comparing the accounts of Mxit‘ari¢‘ and T‘ovma it is easy to notice that there
are a few points that show agreement. To begin with, both narratives claim that Sargis
vardapet knew well the Book of Virtues and he taught it to his students, who liked the book
and eagerly adopted its teaching; they were punished for that, some severely; Matak‘ia was
instrumental in taking some monasteries from the Fratres Unitores; Malak‘ia died while
consuming food. Furthermore, both authors depict Sargis vardapet positively but also show

their disapproval of Sargis’ certain actions: when his students were punished for
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sympathising with the Catholics, Mxit‘ari¢c‘ calls him ‘very faint-hearted and cowardly’ for
not interfering, whereas for T‘ovma Sargis succumbs to his students’ request to teach the
Book of Virtues because he was ‘humble and innocent’.

Another interesting similarity is found in the way both authors declare the orthodoxy of
‘their’ Christian faith, at the same time stressing that the other party holds false beliefs.”® This
was a recurring motif attested in a large number of contemporary colophons and marginalia.”!
The representation of the “other’s” faith as evil and false was part of the strategy in the
struggle to attract and retain as many supporters as possible. The similarities, however, end
here and it is not difficult to notice that both authors attempt to moralise the events of

Aprakunik® in a way that is more appropriate to the main goal of their work.

5. IN THE AFTERMATH

The extant evidence suggests that the nature of the relationships between the two
communities of Armenian monks did not change much after Aprakunik® passed again under
the control of the Apostolic Armenian clergy. The Fratres Unitores continued their
proselytising activities in the region primarily through preaching,’”> whereas the Apostolic
Armenians attempted to strengthen their positions by establishing new educational centres”

which would enable them to increase the number of their followers. An example of the latter

7 Mecop‘ec‘i praises Yovhan Orotnec‘i for making ‘the Armenian people gleam radiantly with vardapets and
priests, with beautiful order and orthodox confession of faith (nippuihwn guirwmbnipluwdp) ... combatting
day and night against the Christ-hating aft ‘armayk ‘ of the Ernjak district’ (Xac‘ikyan, T ‘ovma Mecop ‘ec i, V1, p.
12). On his part, Mxit‘ari¢’ accuses Matak‘ia of claiming ‘the upper monastery of Aprakunik® from our
orthodox folk ( YEpng nignunhuir dngniyppkuiil)’ and of ‘wishing to destroy the unity and the orthodoxy
(gnignuihwnniphil) in this same province’ (van den Oudenrijn, Linguae Haicanae, p. 219).

I See, for example, Xac&‘ikyan, ZD Dari, n 338, p. 275 and n 431, p. 344, as well as the marginalia to the
Matenadaran MS 46 discussed below.

72 According to van den Oudenrijn (‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie’ (1958), p. 123), the translation work
at K‘fna seems to have ceased before the mid-fourteenth century and only a fragment of the Fratres Unitores’
catechism (end of 14" century) found in MS 1609 of the Mekhitarist library and Mxit‘ari¢‘’s
Girk Ultap ‘arac * (MSS 334 and 1663 of San Lazzaro) have reached us.

73 Van den Oudenrijn, ‘The Monastery of Aparan’, p. 296 and ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie’ (1961), pp.
103-105.
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was Tat‘ew monastery’s expansion and rise in significance with the efforts of Yovhan
Orotnec‘i and Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i.”*

The polemical exchanges also continued. Many texts by Latin authors found their way
into the libraries of the Apostolic Armenian schools. > An illustrative example is the
Matenadaran MS 46, which is a copy of the Book of Virtues by Peter of Aragon made in
1386/87 by none other than Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, known for his polemical writings against the
adversaries of the Apostolic faith. The colophon and the marginalia’ found in different parts
of the manuscript represent an interesting pattern of interaction between a medieval Catholic
reader, who calls himself Ignatios, and Tat‘ewac‘i. Ignatios’ scribbling -elucidates
Tat‘ewac‘i’s motives: ‘Not few weeds but many has the cursed Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i sown with
the wheat.” Similar comments and accusations of amending certain parts of the text appear on
other folios, too.”” Tat‘ewac‘i must have adapted this very popular Catholic text for
educational purposes presenting it in the way that would not be at variance with the Apostolic
Armenian faith, thus preventing his students from succumbing to the temptation of switching
sides.”

We can only guess how the Catholic monk came into possession of Tat‘ewac‘i’s
manuscript. Yet, considering the fact that the two communities lived in the same
neighbourhood and that there were frequent encounters between their members, it is
reasonable to suggest that manuscripts were meant to change hands, so that their owners

would be able to instil their ideas into those who were of different opinion.

74 See, for instance, Grigoryan, Syunik 2, pp. 165-176.

75 For some examples, see La Porta, ‘ Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange’, pp. 291-293.

76 See Appendix IV.

7 For instance, Xa&‘ikyan, ZD Dari, n 707, p. 565: 11, Swpkuugh, ns Eplishu jJUunniény huuntkng
gpmjhn winwywliul ghinngu, np uwwik nghu wwpquidinug (Oh, Tat‘ewac‘i, aren’t you afraid of God,
mixing your poison with unadulterated wine, which kills the soul of simple-minded people?).

8 A comparative study of Peter of Aragon’s original text and Tat‘ewac‘i’s version, which is yet to be done,
would elucidate the changes made by the Apostolic Armenian theologian.
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However, the modus vivendi dramatically changed in 1386 with the first incursion of
Timur into the Armenian Plateau. The entire population of the region suffered the devastating
effects of the Timurid conquest: towns, villages, and monasteries were plundered and
destroyed causing people to flee in different directions.” Moreover, the gradual spread of
Islam posed additional problems to various Christian communities of the area. Despite this
momentous change, the Catholic Armenian communities continued to exist in the region until
1743, when a new war between the Ottomans and the Persians forced them to abandon their

monasteries for good.®

6. CONCLUSION

The three narratives examined in this paper present the events that unfolded in
Aprakunik® from a particular perspective and evince the complexity of relations between the
Apostolic and Catholic Armenians in the late fourteenth century. Looking beyond the
ideologically charged elements of these versions of the events, we can conclude that in
1379/80 in the monastery of Surb Xac¢® in Aprakunik® a serious incident occurred, during
which the Apostolic Armenian monks and priests, apparently supported by the lay authorities
of the region, resorted to violence to suppress dissent and to hinder their students’ conversion
to Catholicism. This, however, should be seen as an isolated event rather than a complete
change of tactics by the Apostolic Armenians, for there is no evidence that the violence, in
one form or another, spread in the area around Aprakunik® affecting other establishments of
the Fratres Unitores. On the contrary, both Mxit‘ari¢‘ and Tat‘ewac‘i hint at non-violent

measures that had been taken by the Apostolic Armenians in the aftermath of the events.

" Xac‘ikyan, T‘ovma Mecop ‘ec'i, pp. 1-112; idem, ZD Dari, 1950, pp. 569, 574-575, 577-579, with the
English translations in Sanjian, Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, pp. 104-108; see also Robert Bedrosian,
‘Armenia during the Seljuk and Mongol Periods’, The Armenian People from Ancient to Modern Times. Volume
I: The Dynastic Periods: From Antiquity to the Fourteenth Century, (New York, 1997), pp. 241-271, on pp.
267-271.

8 Marcus A. van den Oudenrijn, ‘Uniteurs et Dominicains d’Armenie: V. Les Dominicains de Naxijewan’,
Oriens Christianus, Hefte fiir die Kunde des christlichen Orients, 46 (1962), pp. 99-115, on p. 114.

26



Mxit‘ari¢‘ asserts that Matakia kErimec‘i continued his preaching activities in the
neighbouring regions using diplomacy to attract the lay authorities to his side, whereas
Grigor Tat‘ewac‘t’s account suggests that battles were fought on the ideological battlefield
with Cyril of Alexandria’s Scholia on the Incarnation being one of their main weapons. The
polemical writings of Yovhan Orotnec‘i and Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i, as well as the establishment
of new schools became means of ensuring control over congregations and propagating the
Apostolic Armenian definition of faith.

Finally, the fact that the Catholic Armenian congregations continued to exist and
operate in the immediate vicinity of the Apostolic Armenian monastic centres in the
Naxijewan region for many centuries to come also confirm that the events of Aprakunik® did
not cause a dramatic change in the relations of the two communities. Instead, very soon both
communities were to face another, a much more formidable adversary: the increasing
Islamization of the region posed significant threats to the very existence of the Christian

communities and urged them to seek ways of survival.
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Abstract
This article examines an episode in the relations between the Catholic and Apostolic
Armenian clergy in the fourteenth century, when allegedly the representatives of the

Armenian Apostolic Church resorted to considerable violence to discourage the students of
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the monastery of Surb Xac¢‘ (Holy Cross) in the Naxijewan region of Greater Armenia to

convert to Catholicism. It explores the primary sources that contain information about this

incident and endeavours to reassess the impact that this conflict had on the relations of the

two communities.

Keywords: Fratres Unitores, Armenian Apostolic Church, Aprakunik‘, Catholic Armenians

APPENDIX |

1379/80

Place: Tat‘ev Monastery; Scribe: Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i; MS. title: Book of Commentaries by

Cyril of Alexandria

Source: Bodleian MS Arm. e. 36, f. 51; Xac¢‘ikyan, XIV Dari, n 657, p. 529-530

LQnp wyuni jniuny nwpihugon knkuy
unphlt mynmiplwl, Ykpghtu [f ]
pubmuppug ke npnryyu wlnwg Ippgnp
qnsbglwy * julppny pailih, qnp fr ffun
dJulmliulug nklswglkwy jupown Fup,
JEnulupé dundnt qukwy knk p juplgu
qpng jkGknkging wpwpkywlwl wpnonyl
Swplini, jnpnid dwdwbwlh Ep gphht
phdpinbuy punh b pudwl kphupbwl
wnuwinl punfkpniah h §nskgluy gloni
Lrbuw, ppowpliul] quirwnop: & Ukp’
qgprun unpu p hpun ppdwll; hngroyl
phluykwyp, wnkwy prpwpulispip np
ophliulbguip” p Jupdnidi nupnuulp

That which with hope had ardently been
desired for its uprightness by me, the last of
the philologists and the most unworthy one
of the leaders, Grigor by name, a seeker for
the Word, and that which was needed and
longed for by us since early times was
found at an unexpected time in the chest of
books at the apostolic throne of Tat‘ew, at
the time when once again the bitter and
cruel Chalcedonian heresy, which professes
two natures of Christ, came forth in the
village of K‘fna and the surrounding
provinces. And every one of us, having

perceived the finding of this as an

28



Uwnwug: Ap® k1 Eu puwn punid uph
wnpulné dununlp gsuignkgh quu, wr nuu
UESh Judwybinpl pung Snhwiiing
LNpnunbkging, np k1 phhh phpkpgdunlp
[nruunnplbuy wnwehnpnbguy h udwalk: G
wuyw wpkwy plpugup f fkpny wuwgkug
quuunly, bt yupuupupbuy ungu®
hwpup ghuyhnjpsh dwlun, ke gpnikgun
thunubyl wypwpduyniplwi, b puqnid
Ywhnpuyu wnkuy h dngublk knkt
mpuifunippil nuppuihurug uung wdu
pwgnrdu: Snpnud k1 Ep phi
spewquyniplwl nodwphu UkSH N0. b PL.
wilh:

invitation from the Spirit, took and copied
it as an exercise for the mind that loves
precision. I, too, to the best of my ability,
with my gnarled fingers copied it at the feet
of my great teacher Yohan Orotnec‘i, and
having read it again I was enlightened and
guided by it. And taking [it], we went to
the abovementioned province and with this
hurled and struck the blasphemer’s
forehead, and the phalanx of the

att ‘armayut ‘iwn dispersed. And we seized
many monasteries from them and there was
joy in the orthodox ranks for many years.
This happened in the year 828 (=1379/80)

of the great movable calendar.

APPENDIX I

Fra Mxit‘ari¢‘ Aparanec‘i, Girk * UHap ‘arac‘, Extract.

Source: M. A. van den Oudenrijn, Linguae Haicanae scriptores: Ordinis Praedicatorum

Congregationis Fratrum Unitorum et FF. Armenorum Ord. S. Basilii citra Mare

consistentium quotquot huc usque innotuerunt. Bern: A. Francke, 1960, pp. 218-220.

P pyuluinipbwiih Zung 1. b. G hp quiwuni
JEppligwln, h ykph Julph Uypwlnibkwg,
null putg Juppuybin bt wnwphih puwn
Zwng npuyhuniyplbulg, np §nship Uwpghu,
npn ns bp §lplwy dpu uad pdpluy ghiip,
wdkhuyl hunlwinfwl wpwlkpunop prpoyp, p

dkni Ukpn gqpng Unwphinyplbwbgh, gnp

81 Xag‘ikyan has npng here.

In the year 825 (=1376/77) of the
Armenian Era, in the province of Ernjak, in
the upper monastery of Aprakunik‘, a
certain brave and decent, in the Armenian
understanding, vardapet called Sargis, who
neither ate meat nor drank wine, alongside
all his students became aware of the truth

through our Book of Virtues, which was

82 In Matenadaran MS 115 (folio 402r), copied in 1688, the word unjuu is missing.
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pupplwbkuy Fpli unipp Juppuiykupl dkp
lufulipp p junnpliigngl p huy puppu,
knkr wnknpbwl Hdwpunnyebwl: Juul npny
wilkhkplwh p dhwupl Enhl nipun b
puiphlin nupputhweniplwh: Fuyg Juul
wnwiky uppngl, np nw dnpwhuy quidkiugh
wnlwpniphriu, wijunhbdinmupwp kL wnwbg
qguipniplwl hnipugkwy Junpjupbgui we
[ qunwply qnipanu prplwbg: wul npny
nuwlip jupnbwyybu pupngbhi
gdodwpunniphil, ndwip Ejbuy Jipnbkgub
b knkl puhwhuyp, ki wy) wyuyhufip: Loy
npu hhwgbuy ndt d&ginuinp Uwpghu winid,
np phwfip p julguinu Swdph dnpnyb,
wulp ply knpopnpnhl pip Iniluu
pwhwhuyl, np Ep wnwehnpn wdkhuyh
qupquinpug Cwdph dnphl. 0y “inifu,
Ddwphwn Fuhwpwiniphril b nigpuihwn
puuwbniyppi il jupn py unipp khknkgny,
ywull qh ng np swp, wyy wilbbuyl plunpp np
wqqpu Zung, Jupnuuybup b wnwuphipp,
hbwnbikguib b1 bnkl Jhwpwil B hhwquibn
unipp kylnkgnyh Zondw pln punpug unipp
hopl Ukpn [nruunnpshi: Puly ndl swp
wppwhbwl vunwiuygh, winih Uwnuphw
bt wphnuphp Epkg, khluy h ippd puguipkt,
wpwlikpun ndl uniwn k1 jEpédwinp
dglnurnph, np §nspip ..., np Juub
suwpniplwl inpu wunniwduuuium
puplniphiil Uuwnnidng honjg gdknniwbiu
wnwhl p JEpw Gnpw b vywl ghw: Jwul
npn b1 Uunuiphuls undopuihg Eyt f

translated from Latin to Armenian by our
ancestors, the holy vardapets. Because of
this they all together made a covenant and
alliance of orthodoxy. But because of great
love, which makes [us] forget all
weaknesses, imprudently and without any
caution they hastened to fulfil their
covenant. Owing to this some explicitly
preached the truth; others came and were
baptised, and became priests and other
similar things. Amazed at this, a certain
hermit Sargis, who dwelled in the desert of
the Sambi vale, said to his nephew
[brother’s son] the priest Lukas, who was
the head of all monks in the desert of the
Sambi vale: “Hey, Lukas, the union and
the orthodox doctrine of the Holy Catholic
Church is veracious, because none of the
evil but only the worthy of the Armenian
nation, the vardapets and the virtuous
ones, followed and became united with and
obedient to the Holy Church of Rome
along the paths of our holy Father [Grigor]
Lusaworic* [the [lluminator].” But a
certain evil servant of Satan, called
Matak‘ia, a provincial priest, had come
from the city of Lrim; he was the pupil of a
certain false and deceitful hermit, who was
called ..., that because of his wickedness
God’s chastising wrath brought the ceiling
of the house down on him and killed him.
Wherefore this shameless Matak‘ia came

from the East and called himself a hermit
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Jupkibju b whniwbbwg ghliph dghunnp k1
Junpunudwpuly: B pppkt jugniakgu
Gbndwinpniphiil hip b1 ns uplkp Swsy

ghinupu, juywninuwlu nunkp njoy [Epuilinip

wwhng b1 h swénily kp Unph b1 winwbg
Jundhuinug: Uw vunnwbugulul
wunnpuwibop b1 [Ekndwinpniplundp

Junwowqgnyl julinpplbwug h Ukpng ninnuihwun

dnpnypnlwbl qlph Juiph Ugpuwlniblug

k1 Epkp win qUwpghu Jupnuubnb b
dnpnylwug pugnid wipwlkpunu b
dnnnynipnu p wdlkhuyl wnknbwg: G
Junlbiny puniny quhwpwbniphiil b
quupuupmnniphil i byl quirwnly, spglp
ply wlkbuylh wknhu b dnpnybuy pugnid
htsu, nuyp jupwnu hurunwgling b
whhununpg b uylin wunnplkp qrugnidu:
Ujj pppl nian qdodwpunniphial i lpng
wuwgkuy Juppuwylnkl b wpwbpnwg
inpw b1 p Upuny jlypulnuynuwg, gh hlipl
Ep whwnbnbwl opplug, juybdund wn
dJunlwbwly Up puyupkug p supbug b
punwblug qipdwpinnypp il Uy
uljphugwpl vunnwbuy hnipoy wunnplug
qufrnu tnpu” shwnop wppunuphpu b buy
kn k1 nipuigon npuyku g8nypwbnu: Br
opoliwy phy pugnud wnknpu dnpnijlug

pugnid hlisu b1 pugnid upwnop wunnpluy

qhofuwliu b1 qdnynifnippu Nuwpupg phy
wilkhuyl mknhu, nmwpun gndwiu b

wpwlbpinug Uwpghu Juppuiyy bl o
plpnl jGpplgwln b b whugniguiiiky

and a herbivore. And when his
deceitfulness was revealed and he could
not hide his deception, he would
conspicuously consume ample food for
fasting and secretly he would behave
furiously and unscrupulously. This [man],
with satanic falsehood and deceitfulness,
initially claimed the upper monastery of
Aprakunik® from our orthodox folk and
installed there Sargis vardapet, and
assembled a multitude of pupils and people
from all places. And wishing to destroy the
unity and the orthodoxy in this same
province, he travelled everywhere and
having gathered many riches, he bribed the
believers and the unbelievers, and with that
he deceived many. But when he heard the
truth from the abovementioned vardapet
and his students, and from the bishops of
Sis that it was him who was unaware of the
laws, then for a while he abstained from
falsehood and confessed the truth.
However, the Satan, the root of all evil,
quickly deceived his mind with the worldly
glory and he became an apostate like
Yulianos. And travelling in many places,
he collected many riches and with bribery
deceived the isxans [nobles] and the
Persian people everywhere; he took some
of the pupils of Sargis vardapet to the
fortress of Eronjak and had them
intimidated by the suffering of death so
that they would repudiate the truth. And
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qlinuw swpswpwiop whnt, gh nipuughl
géodwpunniphibl: O wmwyw nwupbuy qinuw
Yyl pup, by flwg qinuw puqnid
supswpwibop b thknbwg quukiuyl hkpu
inguw, gh jyd Gbwn b kplsnu Ip Uwpghu
Jupnuwlbnb: Ywul npn kr ny wulp his
jud wnbip qnp b juplp: Pul p
swpswplyngl ki ndwlp p juy)
wpwlbpuaugl’ quipn ufulwl b B
wndkq, k1 p JFae h Uwlnt b wlngh h Qupw
puqup: b1 ndwip h dlugkingl quinun
Uhpuinkguil h ltie h hinudwiu
wjqbunwbbwg: G1 ndwlp Jwul whp
Ulnughlr qund k1 nwlip upunwpkl
gpnibkguill h quinuquil wnknpu, ;npng ki
pugnidp Juli Uplisk guyuop: buly [EnSwinp
Uwnuphuyl yuul inghuniplwl b
supniplul pip pkekiu ny juqluy, judip
wlkhbipl punhuy quidkiugl ninpnuihwn
Wpupuiliul b wppiphta Zung, g b
wdkluyl Jupnuig bnp wpwlkpunop
Jiplwlbg Upwpwblbughl pby nuypuhun
Lphunnilbhg: Quul npny ppokguin pin
Ukpdwlw wopnuphll Zuyng ki unin
pudpwuwbiop bt yunfip puliinp b
JEnéunnp qluughtp wunnplwg gpuqnidu
wpunuuniuygh hwnuswbop: 61 dnpnykwug
hisu pugnid, Inpnuwnkjoy quulbkibubwiudb,
quypunnu bt ghuppudu: G plpbuy kn

priwninpug b Juownop juhonwlbug b

then he took them to his monastery,
silenced them with a great amount of
suffering and pulled out all their hair, for
Sargis vardapet was very faint-hearted and
cowardly, which is why he did not say
anything or did what he could. But some
from amongst the ones who suffered and
some of the other pupils secretly fled and
came to us, and from us [went] to Maku
and from there to the city of Kafa. And
some of those who stayed were secretly
baptized by us at the winepress of the
vineyards. And some, owing to fear,
remained indifferent and others,
disheartened, dispersed in different
directions, many of whom are still [alive]
today. And the deceitful Matak‘ia, still not
being satisfied due to his ignorance and
wickedness, wished to seize all orthodox
monasteries of the land of Armenia, so that
none of the vardapets with their pupils
would unite with the orthodox Christians.
For this purpose he travelled to the
neighbouring lands of Armenia and with
false gossips and mendacious words, and
with deceitful demeanour he deluded many
with lamentable sighs. And he collected
many riches, plundering everyone, both the
poor and the wealthy. And bringing [the
riches] he gave them to tyrants and with
bribery he seized many monasteries from

us. They say that just for one monastery he
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Ullp pugnid Juiimpuyu: Np b dhuyl Juwul
upn Juinuglh wulp kpl & P. [} qubkiub
Jupwn Funibuy: Br gh pun pdwunbingh
kpt ndnjup ns jugh, Jwub uyh jlin uybpwl
suplwgh junlbgun quulkbuyl nigguifiun
bt dpwpwls pphunnbluy qupquiinpul
pwppnbunnp b1 p jupglk Iniuunnpshl
wpunwpuly i wpfuwphlu Zung, gh up " Zung
Juppuykinpl wpwlkpunop fipkubg
dwontly Upunkught p anguialk kr uylgltu
vwlun vwluwr wdkugh pphuwnnikniphria:
Hwul npny fbpuinhi ppokgun p quiuquil
wknhu b1 dnpnijbwg wyy Eru pugnid hlisu
Juul jupunug swpkug: G uywnluof
kYl dplste fr qbon dp, nt ynsjup Popunuip
bt plulylusy fr vl s ng Juuplp hiupop
nunky b1 pdply puwn pipn unynpnipelbuil,
Junuiqu npny kjkp vpuhng §lpuilnip
(hpéunnpniplbudp b uwwniugory
dodwphun huiuwnnwugking: Bt
wlbbhwlwpnn i Uuwniniwd, ns nnupkuy
wylipwli swpniplwil, byl dwduyl,
Uplypln fhpulniph h phpuling Gopu Ep,
wply h bw guir Jwhnt b bw pppla
q2lpoynlu p swpswpwbul phokiu wpap
iy swplug, qpuyupnkoy
gLppunnbbuyull, npp Lhl JEg upniun hknp,
byl anpw, Upolunpnoy nknkghi ghu: G jlhn
vuwnnwlwl Gnpu wan ko whghn
dunlwbwl plis, nlwip swpp b wppubbulp

offered a bribe of 120,000 dahekan®®. And,
because in accordance with the wisdom the
hell is not satisfied [cf. Prov. 27:20]; for
that reason after all previous evil he wished
to expel from the land of Armenia all the
orthodox and Unitor Christians, the
Capuchin monks, and those from the rank
of the Lusawori¢‘, so that the Armenian
vardapets and their students would not be
secretly baptised by them and thus the
Christianity would not little by little
spread. Because of that he again wandered
around in different places and collected
even more possessions for the evil bribery.
And menacingly he came to a village
called P‘oradast, and having settled in a
house he was unable to eat and drink
secretly as he was accustomed to. Due to
this, he pretended to consume the Lent
food, threatening the true believers. And
the almighty God could not bear so much
wickedness: at the time when the food was
in his mouth, he [God] threw at him
[Matak‘ia] the pain of death; and like
suffering Herod he left an evil legacy
slandering the Christians who were six
miles away saying that they had poisoned
him. And after his death there, a while
later, some wicked servants of Satan and
ignorant people from a faraway land, not

knowing about his deeds but only about his

8 Dahekan is a golden coin related to Persian dahgan and Greek draxme (Heinrich Hiibschmann, Armenische
Grammatik, (Leipzig, 1897), p. 133, n 158 and Sanjian, Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, p. 446).
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uunnuwibugh k1 wnghbnp p hknugnyb
kpyppu,np ny ghunlpl ggnpdu bnpu, puyg
Upuyl qunuin hundpuinl, gplght pr fpu
npuw uniwn upwiskihu b quinugquib
pupniphiiu qadwbl, np wdkakihl ns kp
knluy: G uyl byl jognin puquug, puig)
dhpwpwil b1 nigpunhwn Lppunnbbugpl
wlkhbpbwl hwuwnwmnbgul b hwiunnu
dodwpfun b phlbpulhgp jEnduninphl
Ywul unnniplubgh inpuw quypwlnkuy
pnnhb juynbunylu ghpoliu huyljwqbwi b
Ugpunkuy uwphn dgpnnipludp b
knkwyp puhwluwyp qiught i Yupu
puwnupl: & Ukp, np & wd wibph Jugkuy
Fup Ulpd wn fw hwinkpd pugnid

Jupquinpop, hhwglkwy qupigup ply

wylipwli uniwn puppwiodnibul b quukiuyi

wunnuniphiiu b quppunybnniphiiu
huylulbug uwybybu unin hwdwpkgup:

false fame, ascribed to him false miracles
and various acts of kindness which had
never happened. And it had a positive
outcome for many, because the Unitores
and all the orthodox Christians
strengthened in the true faith, and the
companions of the false man, who had
been seduced by him, openly abandoned
the Armenian religion and, having been
baptised through true baptism, became
priests and went to the city of Kafa. And
those of us, who had stayed close to him
for 10 more years along with many monks,
were amazed and surprised at so many
false tales, and we likewise considered all
the stories and the vardapetut ‘iwn of the

Armenians to be false.

APPENDIX IlI

T‘ovma Mecop‘ec‘i, Patmut ‘iwn Lank-T ‘amuray ew Yajordac * Iwroc‘ (History of Tamerlane

and His Successors), Extracts.

Source: L. Xac‘ikyan (ed.), T‘ovma Mecop ‘ec‘i: Patmagrut iwn. Yerevan: Magaghat, 1999,

pp. 1-217.

D
C1 nulili Punphgnt unypul Uhduin
bty qlug hwpruunwlul,
dwlnuuguphwirl Coppunntbkwg Mol
wpwipbnpyniplwdp wlppuyhlb dupug

v
And the fan of Tabriz, Sultan Ahmat,
under the leadership of the emir of the
Medes, Ezdin [‘Izz al-Din Shir] fled via
Ostan of the Rstunis, to Babylon, to the
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Eqpiuy h Puplkinl Pugpunn pupuipl, wn

wqqulwbul ki qopp fup, qh p byl
dudlwlnufhl b1 ingu wnpplpl: Puly Egpyb
wuwgkuy, wnwelnpnbuy Punlniphl h
LPunplq punup, ki b p dknu Gnphl: Er
quuuuugnnh fanphnipy wpapkuy pin
qopu puip jundbp uvwwbnbly quuibala b
qUunl Pudnip h punwbju punuphlb: G
uh nul pllwgkuy qunphnipni Swéntl,
Ehkuy wn bw wiuk gnui bkbgniplul Enpy
wnuyhl: & dnpu ghinwgluy, jpkuyg
(nskwg qluw, k1 hnip Ewr Junky. B kphl
JEinwinh h wnhdh vwbl b1 Ehkghl gl
wnwgh inpuw b wlkbhuyl pugunipbwil.
b1 uwylnytu §npniupl gl

b
[...] & Juwppuybink Uupgpu pub
wpunbodwl wuwg dngu, ki jknny
wlkhbpbwl wunndbguil jUuwnnédny.
nuwilip gbnnwulnipu knkl, ndwlp
Ukpyughuy pouyumnuly opothl, Glup f
ingwbl thwfuniglwyp qliughl juppiwphl
Bouililjug, b1 p ngu Upght
swpuifuountphrlin wpupkuy b wnbdp
kplwy kihlghl, §lup p tngubik qnowgluyp
wwpfuwpkghl, npuyku Uwunndia Unlught,
gh gnowguit k1 qliug jEpniuwn b, ki
pupdbuwy Byl h quuwnt pip b
quupdiuninp wunnpdl fpkug. uppnk
dwikgun k1 wnnwuph uh pnils Ejubibp p

city of Baghdad, to his relatives and
troops, for at the time they also ruled over
them. But the aforementioned Edil, led
Timur to the city of Tabriz and handed it
over to him. And having secretly
consulted his army, he wished to kill the
lank and the lame Timur in the city baths.
Yet someone, having learnt about the
secret plot, came to him [Timur] and
informed him about the treachery of Edil
ata. And when he [Timur] learnt [about
it], he got Edil summoned, and he had a
fire kindled, and they placed [Edil] alive
in a copper cauldron, and cooked him in
front of him [Timur] and the entire

multitude. And thus they destroyed him.

XX
[...] And the vardapet Sargis expressed his
displeasure with them, and afterwards all
were punished by God: some drowned in
the river, some disgracefully wandered
around naked, half of them fled and went
to the land of the Franks, and those from
amongst them that spoke wickedly were
placed in a copper [cauldron] and cooked.
Half of them sought repentance, like Atom
Mokac*i who repented and went to
Jerusalem, returned to his district and bore
physical punishment. His heart was
punctured and in a year the air came out his
heart and then, in repentance he then gave

up the ghost.
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upwnkh b wwyw gnodundp winwbnbug
ghnghi:

APPENDIX IV

Place: Monastery of Valatn; Scribe: Grigor Tat‘ewac ‘1; MS. title: Book of the Seven Virtues

by Peter of Aragon.

Source: Xac‘ikyan, XIV Dari, n 707, pp. 564-565.

1386/87

(72w)
Qruqulpuifun nkpl '
gnupnibhuy k... (pkpdniwd)

(80w)
Qrupbpowhlwgkuy i Epwinulubh
JEbunp b quybwfbundwpnip
hngfuninuu wpgppunnplugl dinwrp,
qupkqbpuynju pupniiugbnb qulph
pu Bnyhwabtu Npnunbkgh, hwbnkpd
wlkhuyl wpliunnnnuiipl h udw,
Jupnigbuy puuuninpbugk Lppunnu f
Jhwhu whdwh, hp wuwwnpt b h
hunnppulgnippi i uppkybug pipng,
wdEl:

(109p)

8niuny ghppu k1 Uppny
[Np punplungybuy /// [hwiunnn,

8 From Hebrew rabbi, used in Armenian with the meaning of ‘headmaster, head teacher’. Another variant of

(72r)
My most amiable lord, rabunapet®*

... (erased by scratching)

(80r)
May Christ revive and provide
undying life to my luminous
rabunapet lord Y ovhanngs
Orotnec‘i, who was blessed with
happy life and enlightened mind,
purified by fire and endowed with
the Holy Spirit, as well as to
everyone who worked with him, in

honour of and in communication

with the ones he loved. Amen.

(109v)
The Book of hope and of Love
Which were put together | | | of faith,

the word used in this colophon is rabuni — ‘master, teacher, instructor’.



ZpJudwbl JES pupniing ' Snhwlhuh
Apnunbfkgny’

Uraip inkgun fr ulipu Jwguintny,
Lkpunlp Ippgnp Swnkruginy

(Bmi/h. Ipmnbikgn: winibp kndnrwé ki

gnniwé F«Nkwnph hp Upgnikging»:)

(138w)
nah, b ponu Upliskr jpp hwupg

JuLwpn gpogu:
bgliuninhnu

(28w)
[y uwljui gnpndt ubpdwialy pian
gnplknylt Ippgnp Swpliwgh wipdtuy b,
puyg puqnr:

(47w)
.. 1" Swpkiugh, n's kplihshu junnnnidng
Jrunbkyny qpnjhn whwuymljmb ghlnny,
np uywbk nghu yupquilinug:

(62p)
... Ipnunblghl b1 Swpkiught gnpnd
nquyunply ubpdwbbuy Fp dkp unipp

Qnpghu:

By the order of the great rabuni
Yovhanes Orotn[ec‘i

Was] completed in the monastery of
Valatn,

By the hand of Grigor Tet‘ewac‘i

(Yovhaneés Orotnec i’s name is corrupted
and substituted by “Petri i Argonec ‘woy”
[of Peter of Aragon])

(138r)
Oh, with my limping donkey when will I

reach the end of this writing?

Ignatios

(28r)
Not few weeds but many has the cursed

Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i sown with the wheat.

(47r)
... Oh, Tat‘ewac‘i, are you not afraid of
God, mixing your poison with
unadulterated wine, which kills the souls

of simple-minded people?
(62v)

... Orotnec‘it and Tat‘ewac‘i have sown

multiple weeds in this holy Book.
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APPENDIX V

Bodleian MS Marsh 438 (I-111), Yaysmawurk‘ (Menologion) (1482), folio 99v.

Buyud winip hwbqlbun p Lppuwnnu unipp
dqhunnpl Uwnuwphw Juppuyy kb, np
widkhErhl juup Er bdwl Ep unipp hunpl
Ppupntp, b ns pls gl p bdabE
wlphd hunnwwnnil b nighn Jupnipl, b
winwbklh puwnwlpol dqiniplkwdph: Unjh
b wpwghnpymiplundpl puquug Juinplhg
k1 gpoliunnpug dwhunwin winui by kuy
pwl ghpuphni: B p pniwlubhu dkpn 0.
LG wilhb plnwlnip knki h $owil [anok
Upny, pulipe b ywp funphppnd b bkbg
[anphppny wypwpdw wowghnpyugh:
wjhyybu thnfukgui h ulinunh [Lagunnu
Julwbg fhwbul junpnliwlwbu:

On this day the holy hermit Matak‘ia
vardapet, who in everything resembled the
Holy Father Ilarion and in no way was he
worse than him, rested in Christ:® with
pure faith and upright lifestyle, and with
unbearably strict asceticism. He even
surpassed Ilarion with the number of
monasteries and monks under his
leadership. And in the year 833 of our [i.e.
Armenian] Era [=1384/85] he was
poisoned by a Frankish woman with an evil
mind and plan, and with the malicious
council of the aft ‘armay leaders. And thus
he passed from this vain existence to the

unpassing eternal life.

APPENDIX VI

“Yaysmawur yisatak varuc’ surb ew ari ¢gnaworin Malak‘iayi” (Commemoration of the holy

and brave hermit Malak‘ia on this day).

Source: Yaysmawurk‘ (Menologion). Constantinople: Grigor Marzvanec‘i’s Press, 1706, p.

173.

Buyuilunnip jhpunnu upnig unipp b
wpfp dqhunnphly Umpuiphuyp, np
wdkhErhl jup B bdwikp hwpwbg hopl
Pruphntp. b ns plis wwluu p idwblk:

On this day is the commemoration of the
holy and brave hermit Matak‘ia, who in
everything resembled the Father of Fathers

Ilarion, and nothing was missing in him:

8 Ilarion and Matlakia’s celebration is on the same day — 12 Sahmi (21 October), and the text dedicated to

Ilarion precedes Malak‘ia’s vita.
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Mppuihwn hwrwnnygi b waphs
Ywpnipl. b1 wbnwblbih pumwlpol
Aqliniplwdpl: Uy b wnwelnpnnipludpi
puquug yulinpl g fpotunnpug: Eplu
Jupfuwphli Zniug, p §npuwbg hhrupuny,
[ duypupunuiplt ippduy, (pgh web
UESunnwl k1 pupbyuiowh, h
wwwnmwlwl wqgl, npny wkuy buw §hh
ophlhuninp uniniulnypbudp: Fuyg ns h
junlug Usuphuyht, uyy wlunlay
priupuwnbuy: G jhn @ wilug dkpun
wnohll uyl bt wqunkgun Uwipuiphuyi:
Gt gh Ep jnyd nrubuy quudkbuyl niunidi
Ehlnbgulwl Jupquinpniplud,
qouipuill k1 quwbp niunidl: G kp Jupp
huniwn b1 nmkpbwl Uuwnniwduyhl gnng
ghunniplwi: Quub npny Eunin pbn jény
swnpuynipbwil Uuwnniény b Ewn glupgu
pwhwhugulwl: ¥wg jEpniuwg b b
nupduwi jupkibju. pnnpkuy quaniiu b
ghuypkipu, b1 qlnug ghln hngingl judug
swnuylky Uuwniniény. b [huy wiupunn
YJuwpnip k1 wilknniplunlp juphiuphp: G
bkl vwpwnkuy dudw pbn Eplinupbw [sic)
hltpdniwénnug: 1 phlibwg F Jwbu. F puip
kr wph Juppuykuag jiploiny qghpu
Uunntwduyhls b1 puguyuynly qhpplus
wéntl pwiiu hdwunmwuppug jniunidi
wpwlkpinwg: (Ipng wowphnpylip kt
puguyuyinps UkS hnlwunpl ki pubhpn i
pdwuinnil Juppuybuag Juppugbnl

Ywfuply: Np jupuluy Juyp dpown p uppngb

with the orthodox faith and pure life, and
with unbearably strict asceticism.
Moreover, [he was] the leader of many
monasteries and monks. He was from the
land of the Honk‘ [Huns], from the north,
from the Crimean capital [Kafa]. He was
the son of a noble and pious man, from an
honourable race, who brought him a wife
with a lawful marriage. But it was forced
upon Matak‘ia against his will. And three
years later that girl died and Malak‘ia was
free.

And he had received excellent education in
all the church regulations, in the Sarakans
[hymns] and in the liturgical texts of the
breviary. And he was well versed in and
knowledgeable of the science of the Divine
Scriptures. Therefore, he entered under the
burden of serving God and was ordained
priest. He travelled to Jerusalem and
returned to the east. He left his home and
fatherland, and with eager spirit went to
serve God. And with innocence he lived a
pure life in the world. And he was to fight
against the heretics who believed in two
natures in Jesus Christ. And he built two
monasteries for two honest and brave
vardapets [so that they would] read the
Divine Scriptures and explain the difficult
writings of philosophers to the studying
students who were led and instructed by the
great rhetor, the eloquent philosopher, and

the vardapet of vardapets Kaxik [ Y ovhan
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Uuwnniény: Lw ki UES pupm huwEwnl
Uwpgpu, np kp quppupkwy wdkbuyh
wnwphlnipbudp, hkq k1 pinluuph,
hwbpupin b pragupupuap: Uy b
hnglunlu dupqupfupwp whywyn ppug b
whdwbdpp jplplniny ki nrunigubkuy
qgfpu Uunniwbuyhl wpwllkpinking
whdwlg: Quyu £ Juppuybupu jupglug
Uwiuphuyl jkpgnt nknhu” we f
Jplplninyy k1 jniuniguiily: G plplh Guyp
ungw h Swnuynippil b f quinpuunky
qupumyu jupbwg: Bt uylghup jupnip
(bgluy wilu FE: T p pniwlwihu dbpnid
L& B L9 wnpl nbpulnip Enki p
vwhwdoplt pipdl:” pubipr Ephuwpbwl
wnpupduy wrwelnppug: Qh [hial uyh
wnpupiluy kp ' $pwig puwbnipludp
tphwpinuly: G uyuybu thnfukguin p ulnunp
(Liguningu juinubg [Ewbul
Juihnkiwlwh Unipp &qlwninph
Uwnuphuy fuppuglnl. by kyun
uwnunupip b1 ophlinipluwdp b Juiub
Eppligwlny* pby hnjwbkur uppnjh
QLnpqgku

Orotnec‘i], who was always suspended in
the love of God, as well as by the great
rabunapet Sargis, who was decorated with
ultimate virtue, was meek and humble,
calm, and a peacemaker. Like a prophet he
also knew the inmost secrets of the soul of
unknown things and indefatigably read and
taught the Divine Scriptures to the students.
Matak‘ia appointed these two vardapets in
these two places so that they would study
and instruct. And he [Matk‘ia] himself
served them catering for their needs. And
with this life he lived 15 years and in the
year 833 of our [i.e. Armenian] Era
[=1384/85] he was poisoned by the mother
of his godson instructed [to do so] by the
leaders of the aft ‘armayk ‘ who believed in
two natures in Jesus Christ, because that
woman was att ‘armay with the Frankish
confession of faith believing in two natures
in Jesus Christ. And thus the holy hermit
Matak‘ia vardapet passed from this vain
existence to the unpassing eternal life, and
with psalms and blessings he was put to
rest in the monastery of Ernjak under the

auspices of Saint Georg.
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