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Given the enormity of my assigned topic (altogether different from what I had proposed), allow me to begin with early Armenian monasticism in the Holy Land – the first assignment. I shall then discuss the beginning, development, and spread of monasticism in historic Armenia through the tenth century and shall conclude with a synopsis of Cilician monasticism – two added assignments (the last because of Prof. C. A. Moutafian’s absence at this conference). The sequence of my presentation carries some order in that we cannot speak coherently of monasticism in Armenia before we speak of Syro-Palestinian monastic developments; after all, the beginnings of Armenian asceticism/monasticism could be placed simultaneously in Armenia as well as in the Holy Land, at the beginning of the fifth century. By the same token, one cannot do justice to Cilician monasticism without first covering monasticism in Armenia. 
Early Armenian Monasticism in the Holy Land

The acclaimed founder of monasticism in the Judaean Desert was St. Euthymius the Great (377-473). Born in Melitine/Malatia on the Euphrates in Lesser Armenia, he came to the Holy Land in 405 at the age of twenty-nine. After a long period of ascetic wandering in the desert, during which he founded several small laurai, together with his compatriot and disciple Domitianos he settled in a small cave in 425. Shortly thereafter, an Arab tribesman and a convert to Christianity built the basic structures of a laura around the cave in gratitude to the saint for healing his son. These included a small chapel which was dedicated in 428, several cells around it, a cistern, and an earthen oven. Among Euthymius’ disciples were Sts. Sabas and Theodosius, who established similar communities in the same region. But a decade after the Saint’s death at the ripe age of ninety-seven, the laura was converted to a coenebium, a monastic establishment with more organized communal life, in accordance with the saint’s instructions. 

The extensive ruins of the Euthymian monastery, including the early chapel and the vault that housed his tomb later on, were recently excavated at Khan al-Ahmar, the traditional Good Samaritan Inn, between Jerusalem and Jericho.
 We have considerable information regarding St. Euthymius, “the great teacher,” through his hagiographer St. Cyril of Scythopolis, today’s Beth-Shan in northern Israel, who joined the same monastery in 544 and, following the local tradition on the founder, wrote The Life of St. Euthymius as well as the hagiographies of his disciples (Sts. Sabas, Theodosius, and John Hesychaste).
 According to Cyril, at one time a group of four-hundred Armenian pilgrims from Melitine visited Euthymius on their way to the Jordan River. Moreover, Euthymius received into his laura three Armenian brothers from Melitine: Gainos, Stephen, and Andrew. The three became church leaders later on: Gainos was Bishop of Madaba in the Transjordan, Andrew the “hegumen” of the martyrium of St. Menas in Jerusalem, which is the oldest part of the Armenian Cathedral of Sts. James, and Stephen Bishop of Jamnia, near the coast west of Jerusalem. Cyril goes on to tell that eventually Armenians came to have their own chapel at the laura, and when their number increased further, they were moved, in 501, to the main church. They were allowed to worship and to celebrate the liturgy in their language, but without the traditional Trisagion. Similar developments regarding the Armenians also prevailed at the laura of St. Sabas, culminating with hostilities against the Armenians during the reign of Justinian in the sixth century, and that because of the Armenian stance regarding Chalcedon. Chalcedonian Armenians were of course unaffected and continued to reside in predominantly Greek monasteries.
 The latter situation also explains the numerical rise of Armenian monasteries in the Holy Land in this period.

Substantial remains of Armenian monasteries from the late fifth and sixth centuries are found in and around Jerusalem, famed for their mosaic inscriptions: those found a century ago in the vicinity of the Damascus Gate, in the Musrara quarter north of the Old City, and others found on the Mt. of Olives to the east, where the Russian Church of the Ascension with its high belltower stands today.
 More Armenian mosaics with an inscription that names a certain Eustathios were discovered a decade ago, to the west of those near the Damascus Gate. These two mosaic sites north of the city are invariably related, as parts of a large monastic complex with a cemetery. The eight surviving floor mosaics with Armenian inscriptions, which appear in beautifully laid mosaic floors, are possibly the oldest examples of Armenian inscriptions in the world. The largest of these inscribed mosaics is acclaimed “the most beautiful in the whole country.”

This brings us invariably to the well-known, mid-seventh-century list in Vasn Vanorêits‘ (On the Monastics; nom. Vanoray) by a certain Anastas Vardapet, in which he accounts for seventy Armenian and Caucasian-Albanian monastic communities that he visited in and around Jerusalem. This comes as a report to Hamazasp Kamsarakan, a Pahlavuni governor of Armenia under Arab rule, who defected to the Byzantine side. Anastas has been identified lately with Catholicos Anastas Akor‘ets‘i (in office 661-667). The text, preserved in the History of the Caucasian Albanians by Movsês Kaghankatuats‘i or Dashkhurants‘i (History, 2.52),
 is precarious in that it is both specific and yet at times ambiguous, and possibly redacted.
 

There is a degree of specificity in Anastas’ list that should not be overlooked, such as when he speaks about the Holy Archangels’ Church, the traditional site of the ex-high-priest Annas (John 18:12-13) located within the Sts. James’ compound. Moreover, he identifies nine of the sites as Caucasian-Albanian: those of Pant (2), Mezh (3), Batur (56), Kaghan[ka]d (57), St. Gregory of Amaras (58), Arts‘akh (59), “and three [unnamed] others” (60-62).
 This also explains why the author of the History, Kaghankatuats‘i (a native of Kaghankad), would be interested in this piece of information. Still, this fragment is preceded by a description of churches in Jerusalem and its vicinity, Bethlehem, and the Jordan Valley by the hermit Hovsep‘ of Arts‘akh, preserved by the same historian (2.50-51). The latter fragment has been known in Holy-Land studies for more than a century.
 

It is possible that either Anastas or the redactor of his list had left out identifying certain of the monastic sites as Georgian, for in this period the Georgian Church had distanced herself from the Armenian and Albanian Churches (while certain Armenian hierarchs considered the Georgian and Albanian Churches as extensions of the Armenian Church, i.e., the Armenian Church in Georgia and Albania). Another point or two: The text could be taken to imply seventy places with viable Armenian presence; and so Anastas may well have included Chalcedonian monasteries in his count. This is more likely if the identification of Anastas as the later Catholicos is correct, for in the “Oration” of Catholicos Hovhan Odznets‘i, who assumed his office in 717, he declares that all seven of his predecessors were Chalcedonians. That would include Anastas. I may conclude here that the list is not as outrageous as once thought, and that for yet another reason: the earlier meaning of the word vank‘, indicating a lodging place or some communal dwelling. 


Equally noteworthy is the testimony of the chronographer Samuêl Anets‘i (ca. 1100-1180) that mentions by name five pupils of the seventh-century sage Anania Shirakats‘i (Hermon, Trdat, Azaria, Ezekiêl, and Kirakos), who left their renowned teacher, embraced Diophysite Christology, and resided in Jerusalem as ascetics or monks. Although there are five centuries between Anets‘i and the reported event, he probably had at his disposal some documentary evidence for this somewhat specific piece of information – possibly obtained at Haghbat where he studied with great masters (Hovhannês Sarkawag Vardapet and Gêorg Vardapet Ur‘chets‘i, later Bishop of Haghbat). Moreover, as a careful chronographer, Anets‘i had thoroughly studied the chronological works of Shirakats‘i, which he utilizes, and had researched the authorities behind the latter’s primary sources, carefully identifying them all.
 However late or dubious his testimony may be, the credentials of the source and the naming of the five should lend it some credibility.

It is beyond our limitations to discuss further the development of Armenian monasticism in the Holy Land, especially under the Crusaders. The interested reader may consult the meritorious work of Bishop Aghawnuni.

Early monasticism in Armenia

Brief as the preceding part of the overview may be, it helps shed some light on our study of the nature of early monasticism in Armenia, where not only its beginning is contemporaneous with that in the Holy Land but also its evolvement from asceticism to monasticism appears to be concurrent with developments in the Holy Land. Just as monasticism in the Holy Land was of the ascetic type in the first half of the fifth century and became coenobetic or communal by the latter part of the century, so also in Armenia – as the early Armenian sources indicate.
The earliest of the Armenian sources is Koriwn’s Life of Mashtots‘, where the beloved teacher’s spiritual retreats and vigils, so vividly described by the hagiographer, have all the characteristics of Syrian asceticism that was rampant in the Syrian deserts (whence it was brought to the Judaean Desert by St. Euthymius and to Cappadocian Caesarea earlier by St. Basil, who added his imprint of abbotship and learning to the existing practice). Here is Koriwn’s description: 

And again he established many and countless groups of monks, housing them in built and in unbuilt places, in plains and in mountains, in caverns and in cells. From time to time he showed himself as an example to them. He took certain disciples from each of the laurai [menastanats‘n] and went to live in the mountains. They hid themselves in dugouts and secret holes, receiving their daily nourishment by feeding on herbs. And thus they subjected themselves to excruciating infirmity, looking for consolation especially in the apostolic words, that ‘When I am weak because of Christ, then I am strong’ [2 Cor. 12:10], and ‘It will also be better that I glory in my infirmities so that the power of Christ may dwell in me’ [2 Cor. 12:9] (80.9-19). 

The passage is clear in distinguishing between types of asceticism, referring to various kinds of habitats and to occasional periods of solitary life, while giving the biblical grounds for the experience. Koriwn repeats his description of the occasional and temporary nature of asceticism in the next folio, where he gives yet another example of Mashtots‘ resorting to seclusion with his disciples: 

And in keeping with the same spiritual practice, he would spend many days in secluded places [yanapat teghis]
 until notified by the presbyters to come to help, by the grace of Christ, in matters beneficial for the churches in those regions. And without further preoccupation, descending with his fellow workers to shoulder whatever happened to be the task, he would accomplish it through the strength given by God” (82.9-12).
 

This kind of asceticism was not a continuous lifestyle for most followers, but a temporary, seasonal seclusion, a strenuous and challenging retreat for certain of the monastic disciples outing as a group. A close reading of Koriwn shows that Mashtots‘ was not the progenitor of this kind of asceticism in Armenia; it must have existed there earlier. Prior to elaborating on these and other activities of Mashtots‘, Koriwn has this statement at the beginning of his work:

And in compliance with the injunctions [of the Gospel], he joined the crusading legion of Christ and soon entered an ascetic order [miaynakets‘akan karg]. He endured many and diverse hardships in everything, in accordance with the Gospel. He subjected himself to every spiritual discipline: asceticism [miaynaworut‘ean], solitude in the mountains [ler‘nakets‘ut‘ean], hunger and thirst, feeding on herbs, the dark cells, wearing sackcloth, and having the floor for a bed. Often, in the twinkling of an eye, he would end in standing vigil a night’s pleasant rest and the necessity of sleep. And he did all this not a few times. And having found some others, he made them adhere to him as disciples for that common evangelism (38.5-14). 

At the conclusion of describing the activities of Mashtots‘ with his disciples, Koriwn is quick to add the following dictum: “for true teachers habitually set their personal virtues as rules for their disciples” (82.16-17).
 
Asceticism had made inroads into Armenia late in the fourth century, enabling Mashtots‘ to join an ascetic order prior to embarking on his mission and to making disciples of his own. The canons attributed to St. Nersês the Great (in office 353-373) and Nershapuh, Bishop of the Mamikonians, corroborate this observation. There, in canon 32, we read: “

Priests (k’ahanayk‘) should be neither drunkards nor boon companions; they should neither have a purchased female slave nor bring home the filthy wages of harlots’ prostitution, which the law does not sanction. And monastics, who dwell in buildings (ew vanakank‘, or i shêns bnakeal en), should fortify themselves with fasting and prayer and superb hospitality. As soldiers of Christ, they should consider sufficient whatever God provides.

Equally suggestive of Syrian asceticism is the brief eulogy of Gind of Tarôn in the Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk‘ (6.16): 

This Gind was from the district of Tarôn and had been a disciple of the great Daniel. And after him, he was the head of the religious [abeghayits’; Syriac for “mourners”], and the spiritual-teacher of hermits [miandzants‘], the spiritual-leader of solitaries [menakets‘ats‘], the overseer of solitary-communities [vanerayits‘], the teacher of all anchorites-dwelling-in-the-desert [anapataworats‘], and the supervisor of all those who had renounced the world for the love of God.
 

The above examples leave no doubt that early Armenian monasticism was patterned after the asceticism of the Syrian monks as described by Theodoret of Cyr.
 However, a gradual change from asceticism to monasticism is discernible in other Armenian writings of the fifth century. To consider them chronologically, let us begin with two canons (16 and 20) of the Council of Shahapivan (AD 444) that account for all the uses of van- (-akan, -akanats‘) and thus bear somewhat on our subject:

16.
A bishop who wishes to be a leader and a shepherd, or a monastic [vanakan], or to be in solitude [yanapat linel],
 or desires command whether over a province or villages or solitudes [anapatats‘], let him hear what they [i.e., the Scriptures] say: “If wealth should flow in, you shall not incline yourself [toward it]” (Ps. 61:11). He who has received a talent ought to keep it for lending, for it might be demanded with interest. Shepherd of the flock: [be] careful, ready.


But as for the chief bishop of the land, let no one become a bishop without his will. And an abbot [vanats‘ erêts‘] or a solitary [anapatawor] cannot excercise authority without the bishop of the province. 

20.
And the presbyters [erits‘unk‘n] should not allow [the office of] the presbytery [zerits‘ut‘iwnn] to serve their personal lives, for another presbyter [erêtsn] or a monastic [vanakan] who is at their place would notice them. They should shepherd the people truly.

Not only are the words vanakan and anapat, as well as vanats‘ erêts‘ and anapatavor used in the same context as representing two distinct forms of asceticism or solitary communities (corresponding to Koriwn’s i shêns ew yanshêns [“in built and in unbuilt places”], 80.10), but the very rule that a vanats‘ erêts‘ cannot exercise authority without the approval of the bishop seems to indicate the censuring of an established reality and – possibly – the beginning of changing times. There is more here than an indication of the rise of episcopal authority which eventually enabled bishops to usurp the authority of abbots (the words vanats‘ erêts‘ are here used in precisely the same sense as the composite word vanahayr is used in later sources). 

More importantly, a preceding canon (15) discourages one from entering solitary life (miaynakeats‘) and recommends communal life (miabanakeats‘) instead. The canon is a good indicator of both the popularity of asceticism and the gradual shift from asceticism or solitary confinement to more communal or coenobetic monasticism. The canon goes on to detail the merits of living with others: such as strengthening one another’s faith through one’s exemplary life, being a role model to others, etc. Several scriptural citations are then provided to support the point (Pr. 18:19; Ps. 67:7; Mt. 18:19-20; and Jn. 13:15). It is equally important to observe that the last homily in the Hachakhapatum, the collection of twenty-three homilies attributed to St. Gregory, but which doubtless emerge from the circle of the “Holy Translators,” likewise aims to bring unstructured asceticism [chgnaworut‘iwn] into a more supervised, coenobetic monasticism [eghbayrut‘iwn] under the control of an overseer [verakats‘u].
 Further evidence for the transition from asceticism to coenobetic monasticism in the second half of the fifth century may be drawn from two little-known homilies by Catholicos Hovhan Mandakuni (in office 478/484-490) the authorship and date of which are unquestionable.
 At the end of the first, a long homily on sanctity, he refers to sins that beset monastics (vanakans) openly and lay people (ashkharhakans) insidiously.
 The word vanakan appears one more time in the first homily, at the very end, where the author refers to the fact that a vanakan violates canon law every time he rides a horse. The allusion seems to point to an existing monastic practice whereby monks were to spend the rest of their lives in the respective monasteries where they took their vows. Far more telling is Mandakuni’s second homily, in which he criticizes the solitary ascetic (monozon; a word of Greek origin, from monozux) for the futility of his pursuit and commends the better lifestyle of the monastic (vanakan; a recurring word in the homily).
The word vanakan cannot always be translated simply as “resident” in these early writings, where the word is used in varying ecclesiastical contexts and invariably implying a monk. Similarly, the word erêts cannot be rendered as “priest” in the above cited Shahapivan canons, since the context is suggestive of “presbyter” or “someone with seniority.” Moreover, the word k‘ahanay is used repeatedly in the same document for “priest,” as in other sources from the same period. In the canons attributed to St. Sahak Part‘ev, e.g., all three terms are used in a single context, implying that there were priests among presbyters and monastics (or that erits‘ut‘iwn is used in the sense of k‘ahanayut‘iwn). Note canon 13: 

To our beloved brothers, presbyters and monastics [erits‘ants‘ ew vanakanats‘]: We have received complaints from people in numerous places regarding priests [zk‘ahanayits‘] that ‘they are indolent about the order of church services and prayer and in other important roles of leadership... and that they are not worthy of [the office of] the presbytery [erits‘ut‘ean] because of ignorance; we have been left destitute by them and because of them, uninformed about the holy Scriptures and without comfort.’ What we heard from them, we came to know the same ourselves and were well swayed.

The canon law of the Armenian Church is stratigraphically transmitted, just like a layered cake, and can be excavated stratigraphically. Canons were not revised or updated, but were added unto or piled upon. This is not to say that there were no occasional redactions made. A closer look at these and other early canons is warranted; something more than checking the word vank‘ and its cognates in the Nor Bar‘girk‘. Homilies and letters of the period corroborate these early canons. To deal with them all will take us far beyond the allowed time and space. Nor do I wish to belabor the point philologically in this conference with its emphasis on spirituality.
 

Context is essential when determining the meaning of the word vanakan in these sources of the fifth century, more so when the word vank‘ is absent but not its derivatives (e.g., vanakan shêns, vanerayk‘, etc.). While asceticism existed in Armenia late in the fourth and early in the fifth century, it was gradually censured as Basilian monasticism with its emphasis on learning and the greater role of the abbot was on the rise by the end of the fifth century, and was encouraged by those wishing to restrain ascetic movements by bringing them under episcopal control (according to the canons of the fifth century, the last homily in the Hachakhapatum, and the two homilies by Mandakuni). The development has several parallels in other aspects of Armenian Christianity, where under Byzantine influence there was a deliberate effort to depart from certain Syrian practices (as also in the Holy Land).

Some have argued, however, that there was no coenobetic or communal type monasticism in Armenia before the seventh century since the word vank‘ was not yet in vogue with its later meaning as “monastery,” but was used simply to designate a “dwelling.”
 More recently, Garsoïan has argued that while there may have been laurai to accommodate the countless ascetics and hermits, there was no coenobetic or communal type monasticism in Armenia at the turn of the fifth century; she questions its existence there before the seventh century.
 There is good reason, however, to believe that monasticism of the latter type, conceivably in its Basilian form, was part of the religious scene in late-fifth-century Armenia.
 

As stated above, the canons of the Council of Shahapivan, the last homily in the Hachakhapatum, and the two homilies by Mandakuni could be taken as indicators of change in Armenian monasticism – a transformation from a more ascetic or Syrian type to a more communal or Basilian type of monasticism. Thus, for the next five centuries Armenian monasticism came to resemble that of St. Basil of Caesarea,
 which he founded on his ancestral estates in Cappadocia, in the fourth century. His “Rule,” drawn upon his observations while travelling through Syria and on to Egypt, was of the coenobetic or communal type, such as the monasticism established by St. Pachomius in fourth-century Egypt and unlike the earlier eremetical or solitary asceticism founded by St. Anthony in the Thebaid in the third century and which flourished in the Syrian deserts. Like eastern monasticism in general, Armenian monasticism is to be characterized as basically Basilian, yet showing less-disciplined restlessness and occasional ascetic rigor. It surpasses its eastern counterpart, however, in its devotion to learning and its literary output, more so in its later development due to Benedictine influence. 

In sharp contrast to the eastern type stands the Rule of St. Benedict of Nurcia (d. ca. 547), which was imitated and followed nearly everywhere in the West and eventually in the East. It gained further popularity following its reform under Benedict of Aniane (ca. 750-821). By the tenth century its regulations had become nearly universal, covering the details of a monk’s personal life, the corporate life of the community even beyond the common meals and prayers, and mandating work and study for all the brothers. The Rule was translated into Armenian by St. Nersês of Lambron late in the 12th century,
 and certain of its tenets found quick inroads into monasteries both in Cilicia and in the eastern provinces, including the traditional centers of Armenian learning: Gladzor-Tat‘ev, Haghbat and Sanahin.
Benedict’s conception of a monastery, as outlined in the prologue and the seventy-three chapters of the Rule, was that of a permanent, self-contained and self-supporting entity. At its head was an abbot, as in Basilian monasticism, who must be implicitly obeyed, yet who was bound in serious matters of common concern to consult all the brothers, and in minor questions the elder monks. None was to become a monk without having tried the life of the monastery for a year; however, once admitted, his vows were irrevocable. Worship was the primary duty of a monk. Its daily, common observance occupied at least four hours, divided into seven periods. Almost as much emphasis was laid on work and study. Benedict prescribed manual labor in the fields and reading. Some fixed time must be spent in reading each day, varying with the seasons of the year; and during Lent books were assigned, with provision to insure their being read. These injunctions made every Benedictine monastery a center of industry and the possessor of a library. Scriptoria began to become increasingly numerous and the book trade flourished. 

With the Rule of Benedict the adjustment between monasticism and the church was complete. Not only the best men supported the institution, they were to be found in it. Monasteries became the most important centers of learning and cultural attraction. 

The great monastic schools of medieval Armenia were widely renowned. Although the substantial part of their curriculum consisted of biblical studies, albeit based on allegorical exegesis, there was some instruction in philosophy and grammar, rhetoric and homiletics. However, we must be slow to compare these monastic schools with the universities of medieval Europe. 

The legacy of Mashtots‘ as a teacher and advocate of monasticism has made Armenian monasticism strongly educational in nature. For example, in the seventh century, at the Monastery of Surb Astuatsatsin at the foot of Mount Aragats, the abbot T‘êodoros K‘r‘t‘enawor (ca. 600-ca. 675), so named because of the sackcloth he wore, tutored two future Catholicoi, Sahak Dzorop‘orets‘i (in office 677-703) and Hovhan Odznets‘i (in office 717-728) among other pupils. Dzorop‘orets‘i is renowned for his contribution to the development of the hymnody of the Armenian Church and Odznets‘i for his oratory and reform-oriented administration of the Church. In his famous “Oration” Odznets‘i gives a little autobiography and makes a few remarks about his teacher that help illustrate a dimension of Armenian monastic spirituality as traditionally passed on from teacher to disciple. Here are the words of Odznets‘i:

I had a distinguished teacher, granted to me by God, at once a father and edifier in spiritual training, a certain T‘êodoros, who had applied himself to our God-given language. He was never personally satisfied with stashing the good thing in my soul; rather, gleaning the most brilliant things from several spiritual gifts, he made an effort to satisfy in me his own hunger for wisdom. And as though prompted by the Spirit, he foresaw things that were to happen. He gathered from countless things and prepared the grounds for many necessities, uttering quietly to me the divine saying: “Eat this little book, you who is called to be a messenger to the people of Israel” (Ezekiel 3:1). 


One could trace a motif among Armenian writers, in the way they speak of their monastic teachers – the topoi notwithstanding. Here is a later example, from the thirteenth century, from the pen of Vardan Vardapet Arewelts‘i as he speaks of his spiritual mentor Vanakan Vardapet: 

The sublime, most renowned, and meritorious vardapet called Vanakan made the beginning of his holy practice in a cave, where he was afflicted by lack of necessities, especially of water. There he ensconced himself with his own disciples and many other refugees who had sought sanctuary with him. For these he gave himself, like Christ going captive in order to free them... After this he lived for fifteen years to the glory of God and of benefit to many, then died in Christ after multifarious ascetic practices in the tents of the illuminators of the land, in 700 [AD 1251].

It is impossible to speak of monastic spirituality in the Armenian tradition without invoking Narekats‘i, the spiritual genius of the Armenian Church. In keeping with the canonical tradition, he spent his life at the monastery where he was educated and ordained. His soliloquies appear to be an embodiment of the spirituality prevalent at the newly established monastery of Narek, mingled with his own spirituality. His keen understanding of holiness is made clear from the outset of the book. As if rudely awakened from a bad dream, his heart aches as it is suddenly made aware of the sin within. Nothing else could comfort him or calm his fears other than a cry to God for mercy. As sin has affected his entire body, soul and mind, he calls on God to accept his supplication. He offers himself completely: his body a broken censor in which the soul abides like a feeble spark, and his mind, or the words that proceed from the depth of his heart, the incense ascending to God. Although he is aware that no other thing would be acceptable but the entire gift of self, he is sorrowed by its utter inadequacy. Yet he discerns grace and is certain that God is merciful to those who repent with a sincere heart. He reminds God that He was pleased with David’s offering in the surroundings of a rustic tent. From somewhere deep down in the mystic recesses of his heart, he is clear as to what is evil and what is good, and it is his intention and desire, sincere longing in fact, to be released from troubles and grief that consume his soul. Above all else he wants to be restored as was “the prodigal son” who “returned from captivity, the very image of my soul, lost and regained.” 


Like many monks who were educated by their kin who were the local abbots, Narekats‘i was educated by Anania, a cousin of his mother, who was the founder of the monastery of Narek and the author of a moving panegyric on the mother church in Vagharshapat, Nerboghean i kat‘oghikê ekeghets‘i. However short, some thirty-five folia in length, this work reveals a most profound talent of poetic composition in prose. Here one finds much of the literary beauty that characterizes the work of Narekats‘i himself. 

The spread of monasteries in Armenia through the tenth century

As demonstrated, there is some documentary evidence for a gradual transition from asceticism to coenobetic monasticism in late-fifth-century Armenia. The latter thrived in the seventh century, thanks to the building endeavors of the Catholicos Nersês III Shinogh (in office 641-661) and to the peace and prosperity that came about with the rise of the Bagratid Dynasty to power – the Arab invasion notwithstanding. Equally instrumental was the resultant expansion of trade routes throughout the land, branching off from the major arteries. One such artery led from the port-city of Trebizond on the Black Sea, across Greater Armenia and on to Iran. Many of the monasteries, however secluded, were not far removed from such routes. Older churches and monasteries of humble beginnings, once built with unhewn stones, were either replaced or added unto at this time.

The churches and monasteries of Tarôn were foremost among those ancient sites, given the early traditions associated with them and the patronage of the Mamikonians. Of the nearly fifty monasteries in Tarôn, I shall refer to three only.
 The famous church and monastery of Surb Karapet, near Mush, traced its history to the martyrion built by St. Gregory over the relics of St. John the Baptist. In time, a cluster of chapels grew within the compound, with numerous graves of past bishops in them. Like other important sites in Tarôn, the place was a site for year-round pilgrimage, but especially on the feast-day of the Forerunner, John the Baptist, Surb Karapet. The nine springs that surrounded the site added to its monastic attraction. A rival site was the monastery of St. John in Egherdut, on Mount Sim or Sev, to the west of Mush and overlooking its plains, where local tradition claimed that St. Gregory buried the remains of St. John the Baptist and those of St. At‘anaginês. These were said to be beneath the altar of the main church. And to further outdo the former place, another relic was added, namely a greenish glass bottle claimed to have been buried beneath a tree there by the Apostles Thaddaeus and Bartholomew. The bottle, Surb shish iwghoy, was said to have been used by Moses to anoint Aaron, the same was used later to anoint the Hebrew prophets and kings, and last by Mary Magdalene when she anointed Christ. In one of the chapels was a relic said to be the pinky (little finger) of Mary Magdalene. And not to be second to other places that claimed to have the ultimate relic, a piece of the Cross of Christ, there was such a piece at St. John’s monastery. There too were the right arms of St. Joseph and of Joseph of Aremathea. Pilgrims came on Vardavar, St. Mary’s day, and the feast of the Cross (Khach‘verats‘). There were encyclicals by several Catholicoi, and letters by Mohammad, Ali, and Tamerlane not to harm the monastery. All these were to no avail when the monastery was sacked by Kurdish insurgents in 1868 and dwindled afterwards because of heavy debts. As at Surb Karapet, there were monastics at St. John down to the time of the Genocide of 1915.

The ultimate rivalry came from Erkotasan Ar‘ak‘elots‘ or Eghiazaru or, for short, Ghazaru Vank‘, south-east of Mush, which claimed to have relics of the Twelve Apostles, including St. Paul, marked by the twelve altars in the main church, and beneath the main altar those of St. Peter. There too were relics of the Evangelists Mark and Luke, St. Stephen, the skull of St. James of Nisibis, and the right arm of the Apostle Andrew. A robust tradition traced back to Zenob Glak, the first abbot of Surb Karapet (d. 318) and repeated by Hovhan Mamikonian (d. ca. 650), Ukhtanês (d. ca. 1000), and Kirakos Gandzakets‘i (d. 1272), had it that it was established by St. Gregory. More likely, its founder was a certain Eghiazar, either late in the fifth or early in the sixth century. The large cemetery, with its many khach‘k‘ars, boasted the tombs of the Holy Translaters; one naming David the Invincible Philosopher.

There was a resurgence of monasticism in the middle of the tenth century as well, under Catholicos Anania Mokats‘i (in office 943-965) who was responsible for the transfer of the Holy See from Aght‘amar to Arkina near Ani. It was at this time when the famed monasteries such as Sanahin, Haghpat, Horomos, and Narek were built.
 The resurgence could also be attributed to dynastic rivalries, such as between the Siwnets‘ik‘ and the Artsrunik‘. 

Also at this time the main church of Tat‘ev, the Apostles’ Church, was built as the foremost church of Siwnik‘, the See of its bishopric. The monastic establishment was long in existence there when the main church was built; however, it is difficult to establish the exact date of the founding of the monastery. Step‘anos Ôrbêlian, bishop and abbot of Tat‘ev in the thirteenth century and historian of Siwnik‘, mentions an old church built late in the fourth century, in the days of Sts. Nersês and Sahak, where a handful of monks lived in solitude. He then tells of the site becoming the See of Siwnik‘ with the settling of the bishop of Siwnik‘ there, who came with the piece of the Holy Cross obtained from Byzantium long ago by the princes of Siwnik‘, and the purchase of vast estates granted to the small monastery in 844. He goes on to speak of the construction of St. Gregory’s Church (to the south of the old church) by P‘ilipê, the Prince of Siwnik‘, who shortly afterwards was buried in the courtyard of the newly completed church, in 848. So much about its beginning.
 Ôrbêlian provides a chronological list of the bishop- abbots of Siwnik‘ and then lists thirty other monasteries, adding: “There are many others which we have not enumerated” (bayts‘ ayl ews bazum kayin zor och‘ t‘uets‘ak). Alishan, going over Ôrbêlian’s list and completing it, comes up with a total of thirty-nine monasteries (Sisakan). Obviously, not all of them thrived at the same time. Even then, in Ôrbêlian’s words: “Many are deserted and empty and few see the light nowadays” (bazumk‘ amayi ew t‘ap‘ur en ew sakawk‘ i lusaworut‘ean ayzhm).

In the plains and mountains of Arts‘akh there were no less than a hundred and thirty monasteries. Most were in the central and more mountainous regions, and a tenth of these were anapatk‘ or menastank‘, places for solitary seclusion. Although most date from the thirteenth century, when there was a surge in building churches and monasteries, they were constructed either over or adjacent to much older sites that began as small chapels or little more than prayer cells. Of those in the district of Varand, the monastery of Amaras, at one time a Catholicosal See, was built over the relics of Grigoris, the martyred grandson of St. Gregory the Illuminator and missionary to the Aghuank‘, whose remains were brought there by Vach‘akan III, King of the Aghuank‘ (d. ca. 510). Tradition ascribes the founding of the sacred sites of the other important monasteries as Gandzasar and Dadivank‘ to the fourth-fifth centuries, to either St. Gregory or his grandson St. Grigoris, or to St. Mesrop Mashtots‘ who evangelized the region. 

There were more than two-hundred monasteries in the region of Van - Vaspurakan; to be exact, two-hundred-eighteen monasteries are accounted for in this region alone, forty-seven of which were named after the Blessed Virgin Mary, Surb Astuatsatsin, seventeen after St. George, ten were named after the Holy Cross, Surb Khach‘, and another ten after the Holy Sign (of the Cross), Surb Nshan. 

To begin with, there were the five monasteries on the islands of Lake Van. On the Island of Lim, the largest of the islands northeast of the Lake, was the Church of St. George, where his relics were kept. Numerous rooms around the church housed both pilgrims and monks, while the ascetics lived in solitude, in the anapat of Lim. The word anapat is quite suitable to this flat island, with no mountains to speak of. Although local tradition attributes the origin of the religious establishment there to St. George, the earliest dated evidence, a colophon by Grigor Mashkevor, is of the year AD 884.
 The monastery, however, must have been established earlier. On the Island of Ktuts‘ was the solitude of the Holy Forerunner, Surb Karapet, whose relics were believed to have been deposited there by St. Gregory (cf. the more reliable tradition at Mush, near ancient Ashtishat). Its origin, however, is rather late; from the fifteenth century. There was the Monastery of Surb Astuatsatsin on the Island of Ar‘têr, and that of Surb Step‘anos on the Island of Ts‘ibn. The most famous, of course, was the Monastery of the Holy Cross, Surb Khach‘, on the Island of Aght‘amar, the history of which, including that of the Catholicosate, came to an end with the Genocide of 1915. The beginning of Aght‘amar’s history is significant, for according to Samuêl Anets‘i (writing in the thirteenth century), “Gagik [Artsruni, King of Vaspurakan, 908-ca. 943] obtained Aght‘amar from Lord Eghia and gave him Ili [instead].”
 This line suggests that there was a religious community, most likely a monastery headed by a bishop, at the time of the transaction. 

In the Province of the R‘shtunik‘, east of Lake Van, there were thirty-two monasteries, the most famous of which is that of Narek, founded by Anania, a cousin of St. Gregory of Narek’s mother, early in the tenth century.
 There were fourteen monasteries in and around the city of Van or Tosp, the better known of which are those of Surb Khach‘, Karmrawor Surb Astuatsatsin, and St. Gregory of Salnapat; and another fourteen in the Province of the Gnunik‘ and the region of Ar‘beran, the most ancient of which were the twin monasteries of the Son of Têr Husik and the adjoining Argelan, “a place for seclusion.”
 Some twenty monasteries were scattered in the regions of Archishahovit, K‘ajberuneats‘, and Artskê.
 The most prominent of these was the Monastery of Metsop‘, known also as Surb Astuatsatsin.
 In the region of Artaz is the famous monastery of St. T‘atê (Thaddaeus), built over the traditional site of the Apostle’s martyrdom. Of the four monasteries in the region of Nakhichewan, the most famous was that of Magharday or Shampi Surb Nakhavkay, chartered by Catholicos Khach‘ik I Arsharuni (in office 972-992).
 

There were seventeen monasteries, some clustered together, in the region of Goght‘n (at first a part of Vaspurakan under the Artsrunis, according to Movsês Khorenats‘i and T‘ovma Artsruni, and then of Siwnik‘, according to Ôrbêlian).
 The most important of these was the beautiful and large monastery of St. Thomas or Agulisi Vank‘, the See of the Bishop of Goght‘n, who was also the abbot. According to local tradition, the old church was founded by St. Bartholomew and possessed the right arm of St. Thomas as a major relic, besides a piece of Noah’s Ark. The monastery also boasted a long list of succession since apostolic times; however, the earliest dated name is that of Mushê (ca. 500-550).
 The memory of St. Mesrop’s evangelization of Goght‘n was kept alive at the monastery named after him in the Parish of Orduat, by the River Eraskh, east of Allah (Russian name of the village, Nasirvaz or Nasir-abag). In Goght‘n was also the monastery of Gandzak, a renowned place since the eleventh century.

In the region of the Andzewats‘ik‘, Bogunik‘, and Eruandunik‘ there were twenty monasteries; another seven in the region Aghbak; and in the region of Mogk‘, Khizan, and Shatakh forty-two monasteries. Of the latter, one may be singled out for special mention. The Holy Cross Monastery of Aparan (not the Aparan of today’s Armenia), where the See of the Bishop of Mogk was located, where a piece of the Holy Cross was kept and which is made more prominent because of three compositions by St. Gregory of Narek, written about AD 1000 upon the request of Step‘anos, the bishop of Mogk‘: “Patmut‘iwn Aparanits‘ Khach‘in,” “Nerbogh Srboy Khach‘in,” and “Govest Surb Astuatsatsnin.”
 In the region of Salnadzor or Baghesh there were about twenty monasteries, the most famous of which was the Monastery of St. Bartholomew.

One could account for more than a thousand monasteries in Armenia proper, of which hundreds must have thrived at the same time or at any time from the early through the late Middle Ages.
 The literary output of locally educated writers is itself a commentary on the level of literacy at various places. Probing this area of inquiry, however, goes beyond our limitations. By the same token, most monasteries had scriptoria, and the locally copied works – thanks to published colophons – constitute yet another criterion for our assessment of the level of literacy at a given place. By and large, Armenian monasticism differed from its eastern counterpart by the sheer volume of its literary output.

III. Cilician Monasticism

The Silver Age of Armenian literacy belongs to Cilician monasticism, the pacesetter of which was none other than the first Cilician Catholicos, Grigor Vkayasêr (in office 1065-1105), who had a certain obsession for monasticism, eventually retiring to the monasteries of Sev Ler‘, such as the solitudes of Par‘lah and Areg (1101-1105), where he had spent some time earlier. When unable to care for himself, in his last year, at age eighty, he was moved to Karmir Vank‘, in K‘esun, where he died. At the latter Vank‘, under the patronage of Gogh Vasil and later his family, many of Cilicia’s religious leaders were educated, including the successors of Vkayasêr: his nephews, Catholicoi Grigor III Pahlavuni and his brother, St. Nersês Shnorhali, and others, like the biblical commentators Sargis Vardapet Shnorhali (d. ca. 1167), who wrote on the Catholic Epistles, and Bishop Ignatios Sev Ler‘nts‘i (d. ca. 1160), who wrote on the Gospel of Luke. Cilician monasticism was enhanced by a wave of great scholars who moved there from the East, like Gêorg Lor‘ets‘i (d. ca. 1086), an associate of the Catholicos Grigor Vkayasêr, who was educated either at Haghbat or Sanahin, and who after falling away from the favor of the Catholicos withdrew to Tarson. He was the teacher of Kirakos Drazarkts‘i (d. 1127), who, upon the request of Vkayasêr translated St. John Chrysostom’s commentaries on the Gospel of John and the book of Acts, at Drazark. 

Another of the great scholars from the east was Gêorg Vardapet Meghrik (1045-1115), who after years at the monastery of Lake Sevan moved to Cilicia and was instrumental in the establishment of the monastery of Drazark.
 Meghrik was a giant in prayer and had a congenial personality, hence his nickname. Several of his prayers and a couple of his instructions on prayer survive.
 Drazark thrived under Bishop Barsegh Drazarkts‘i (d. 1163), who was educated at Kesun’s Karmir Vank‘ but spent most of his life at Drazark as abbot, hence his name.
 The last great scholar to live at least for a short while at Drazark was Vardan Vardapet Aygekts‘i (d. 1235), where he wrote one of his numerous works, Tasn vachar‘akank‘ ew ut‘n orogayt‘k‘, on the formidable sins of pride, vengeance, charlatanry, gluttony, depravity, fornication, witchcraft, and impenitence.

Hr‘omklay thrived under the Pahlavuni Catholicoi. The cathedral was built by Grigor IV Tghay (in office 1173-1193), a nephew of the last two Catholicoi, for whom he also erected mosolea there, where too he transferred the remains of Grigor Vkayasêr from the castle of Tsovk‘. He died in Sis and was buried at Drazark. It seems to have been customary at Hr‘omklay for either the king or the Catholicos to invite a scholar of renown, or compel a pilgrim scholar either on his way to the Holy Land or upon one’s return from there, to stay at one or another of the castles and teach both the princes and the clergy. This was particularly true during the reign of Het‘um I (1226-1269) and Levon II (1269-1289) and the Catholicosate of Kostandin of Bardzrberd (in office 1221-1267) and Hakob of Hr‘omklay, nicknamed Gitnakan (in office 1268-1286) in the thirteenth century. Scholars like Vardan Arewelts‘i and later his pupil Hovhannês Erznkats‘i spent some time there, including spiritual giants like Hovhannês Gar‘nets‘i who died at the end of his third year at Hr‘omkla and was buried there (d. 1245).

An often-overlooked Cilician connection with the great centers of Gladzor and Tat‘ev in Siwnik‘ must be mentioned here. The monastery of Gladzor, in the province of Vayots‘ Dzor, was established in about 1280 by its first teacher Nersês Vardapet Mshets‘i or Tarônts‘i (d. 1284), who was succeeded by his pupil Esayi Vardapet Nch‘ets‘i (d. 1338). This great teacher attracted hundreds of pupils from all over Armenia (including Hovhannês Vardapet Tsortsorets‘i, Kirakos Vardapet Erznkats‘i, and Hovhannês Orotnets‘i) and some even from Cilicia (including Vardan Vardapet Bardzrperdts‘i, Mkhit‘ar Sasnets‘i, and Tiratur Vardapet Kilikets‘i, who succeeded him). Orotnets‘i, who also studied with Tiratur Vardapet Kilikets‘i and taught at Gladzor, became the rector of Tat‘ev. Through him and his pupils, the most famous of whom was his successor, St. Gregory of Tat‘ev (d. 1409), the legacy of Gladzor with its considerable Cilician input and imprint continued at Tat‘ev.

Altogether, there are ninety-two monasteries accounted for in Armenian Cilicia, whether through archaeological surveys or through literary sources.
 The difficulty with most of them, however, is to determine whether they are of Armenian origin. The great monastery of Skevra in Tarson, e.g., famed for St. Nersês of Lambron’s association with the place, apparently had a non-Armenian beginning. It came into Armenian ownership with the granting of vast territories in the Taurus Mountains by Emperor Michael IV (1034-41) and his successors to Aplgharip Artsruni when the latter moved to Cilicia to help safeguard the southern frontiers of the Byzantine Empire. Aplgharip retained the castle of Paper‘on for himself and gave Lambron (where a relic of St. Peter, his finger, was kept
) to a loyalist prince named Ôshin; and the history of Armenian Cilicia unfolds from there. Another difficulty with the Cilician monasteries is distinguishing them from citadels and other buildings, whether at Lambron, Anazarba, Sis, or Msis. Colophons of manuscripts remain our most reliable sources for monastic life.

While Vkayasêr is the pacesetter of Cilician monasticism, the works of his kin, Shnorhali and Lambronats‘i, are the perfect examples of Cilician spirituality.

� Yiannis E. Meimaris, The Monastery of Saint Euthymios the Great at Khan el-Ahmar, in the Wilderness of Judaea: Rescue Excavations and Basic Protection Measures, 1976-1979. Preliminary Report (Athens, 1989). For a pre-excavations report, see Mkrtich‘ (Eps.) Aghawnuni, “K‘asdellioni Vank‘e ew noragiwd yishatakarannere,” Sion 7 (1933) 457-461.


� Kyrillos von Skythopolis (ed. Schwartz) (Leipzig, 1939).


� We must necessarily discount the earliest reference to an Armenian “heretic,” Eutaktos, named by Epiphanius of Salamis in his Against the Heresies (40 [291a, 292a-b]). Epiphanius speaks of a gnostic group called the Archontics, founded by a certain “elder” (a likely term for an ascetic monk) called Petros, whose heresy was brought into Armenia and spread there at the hands of his convert Eutaktos, who had visited Egypt, presumably also the Desert Fathers, and then the Holy Land around AD 350. See Michael E. Stone, “An Armenian Pilgrim to the Holy Land in the Early Byzantine Era,” REArm 18 (Essays in Honor of Archbishop Norayr Bogharian) (1984) 173-78.


� For an illustrated description of these floors, see Bezalel Narkiss, “The Armenian Treasures of Jerusalem,” in Narkiss et al., eds., Armenian Art Treasures of Jerusalem (New Rochelle, 1979), pp. 21-28. Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, The Holy Land: An Archaeological Guide from Earliest Times to 1700 (Oxford, 1980), p. 106, has this to say about the one in the Damascus Gate vicinity: “this mosaic floor is perhaps the most beautiful in the whole country.” For a fine study on the dominant motif of birds, see Helen Evans, “Nonclassical Sources for the Armenian Mosaic Near the Damascus Gate in Jerusalem,” in Nina G. Garsoïan et al., eds., East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period (Dumbarton Oaks Symposium, 1980) (Washington, DC, 1982), pp. 217-222. Additional discoveries in more recent years have revealed the extensiveness of the site north of the Damascus gate; see Michael E. Stone and David Amit, “New Armenian Inscriptions from Jerusalem, Cathedra April (1997) 27-44 (in Hebrew).


� Murphy-O’Conner, The Holy Land, p. 106.


� Critical text in Varag Ar‘ak‘elyan, ed., Movses Kaghankatuats‘i. Patmut‘iwn Aghuanits‘ Ashkharhi (Erevan, 1983), pp. 285-286. For secondary literature, see Hakob S. Anasyan, Haykakan Matenagitut‘yun (Armenian Bibliography), 2 vols. (Erevan, 1959-1976) 1.825-829, and A. K. Sanjian, “Anastas Vardapet’s List of Armenian Monasteries in Seventh-Century Jerusalem: A Critical Examination,” Le Muséon 82 (1968) 265-292.


� Though not to the extent that Sanjian argues in his study of the document (see the preceding note).


� N. Tsovakan (Pogharian), Vanatur: Banasirakan Hoduatsneru Zhoghovatsoy (Jerusalem, 1993), pp. 130-135. It is fair to conclude that the Albanian Church was predominantly Armenian Church in Caucasian-Albanian territory.


� E. W. Brooks, “An Armenian Visitor to Jerusalem in the Seventh Century,” English Historical Review 11 (1896) 93-97, and R. N. Bain, “An Armenian Description of the Holy Places in the Seventh Century,” Palestine Exploration Fund, Quarterly Report (1896), pp. 346-349, both with translation of the text, for which see Ar‘ak‘elyan (cited above, pp. 280-285); cf. C. J. F. Dowsett, The History of the Caucasian Albanians by Movsês Dasxuranc‘i (London, 1961). 


� Arshak Têr Mik‘êlian, ed., Samuêli K‘ahanayi Ants‘ewoy Hawak‘munk‘ i grots‘ patmagrats‘ (The Compilation from the Books of Historians by the Priest Samuel Anets‘i) (Vagharshapat, 1893), pp. 84-85; A. G. Abrahamyan, “Samvel Anets‘u tomarakan ew tiezerakan ashkhatut‘yune” (The Chronological and Cosmological Works of Samuel Anets‘i), Ejmiatsin 9 (1952) 30-34. Shirakats‘i complains in his “Autobiography” about students who were eager to leave his circle in order to teach prior to completing their course of study. 


� The interested Armenian reader may consult M. Aghawnuni, Haykakan hin vank‘er ew ekeghets‘iner Surb Erkrin mêj (Jerusalem, 1931).


� Cf. yanapats in 84.23, with reference to the lifestyle of the Hebrew Prophets of the Old Testament. These are the only two occurrences of the word anapat in the treatise.


� All translations from Koriwn are mine; references are to pages and lines of Abeghyan’s edition). 


� Nearly all of the above lines of Koriwn on the ascetic life of Mashtots‘ were borrowed by Agathangelos in his commendation of St. Gregory. 


� Vazgen Hakobyan, ed., Kanonagirk‘ Hayots‘, 2 vols. (Erevan, 1964-1971) 1.489.5-10.


� Text in P‘awstosi Buzandats‘woy Patmut‘iwn Hayots‘ (Venice, 1933); trans. N. G. Garsoïan, The Epic Histories Attributed to P‘awstos Buzand (Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk‘), Harvard Armenian Texts and Studies, 9 (Cambridge, MA, 1989), p. 239; parentheses mine. 


� R. M. Price, A History of the Monks of Syria by Theodoret of Cyrrhus. Cistercian Study Series, 88 (Kalamazoo, 1985).


� Here we prefer the variant reading given by Hakobyan, Kanonagirk‘, 1.455.2; instead of anapat shinel.


� Text in ibid., 1.455.1-9 and 462.11-463.2; trans. mine.


� Arshak Têr Mik‘elian, ed., Srboy Hôrn Meroy Eranelwoyn Grigori Lusaworch‘i Yachakhapatum Cha®k‘ Lusawork‘ (The Prolific and Enlightened Homilies of Our Blessed Father St. Gregory the Illuminator) (Ejmiatsin, 1894).


� Karapet Têr Mkrtch‘ian, ed., “Matean Hovhannu Mandakunwoy: Haghags siroy ew srbut‘ean orov ptghaberin araratsk‘” (A Treatise by Hovhan Mandakuni: On Love and Sanctity Wherby Creatures Prosper) Ararat 36 (1903) 564-575, 662-672; “Khosk‘ Hovhannu Mandakunwoy: Khrat ew govut‘iwn chgnaworats‘ ew handimanut‘iwn Tsulits‘ ew Arhamarhoghats‘ zpatuirans Astutsoy” (A Speech by Hovhan Mandakuni: Counsel and Praise to Perseverers and Rebuke to the Lazy and to Those who Disdain the Commandments of God), ibid., pp. 774-784.  


� Ibid., p. 667.


� Hakobyan, Kanonagirk‘, 1.375.8-376.2.


� Simply put, a (krônaworakan) vanakan is a monk who lives in a building, with others; hence a monastic. An anapatakan is an ascetic monk who lives with other solitaries usually in unbuilt areas (anapatk‘ or anshênk‘), which evolved into menastank‘ or laurai and eventually into remote monasteries that continued to be called anapatk‘. A menakeats‘ or miandzan is a solitary, at times a hermit, who lived alone in an unbuilt habitat, such as a cave or a hole, or in a seperate cell in a laura (hence called vanakan) when buildings became a necessity as solitaries aged or as their number increased (at times solitaries were called chgnawork‘ simply because of their perseverance). Moreover, our early sources also show that a vanakan has a presbyter or an abbot (vanats‘ erêts‘) as a superior, conceivably someone with seniority; not so with the anapatakan – at least in the beginning. These early sources make a clear distinction between extreme asceticism and less solitary confinement in buildings, what became monasticism at the end of the fifth and the beginning of the sixth centuries. The word vanakan is used in these early sources to refer not only to a solitary inhabiting a built cell, as in a laura, but also to a monk living communally in a regulated environment. At times the distinction is made by the same author(s), in the same document(s), and in context(s) where the respective authors speak of distinct groups.


� The argument is an old one; it surfaced a century ago when Ep‘rikian took issue with Ch‘amch‘ian (Hist. 2.355) for saying that Theodoros R‘shtuni “according to the writings of Asoghik and Vardan... built a vank‘ there [on the Island of Aght‘amar]” (Bazmavep 55 [1897] 155; quoted by H. Oskian, Vaspurakan - Vani Vank‘ere, 3 parts; Azgayin Matenadaran 149, 151, 155 [Vienna, 1940, 1942, 1947] 1.88). Ep‘rikian refuted Ch‘amch‘ian and J. Saint-Martin (MémoireHistorique... 1.140), who followed Ch‘amch‘ian closely, by pointing out that there is no such statement in either Asoghik or Vardan. Ep‘rikian went on to suggest, apparantly following the Nor Bar‘girk‘, that vank‘ should be understood simply as “a dwelling” (Bazmavep 55 [1897] 156-157). It must be remembered that Ch‘amch‘ian wrote before the publication of the Nor Bar‘girk‘.


� N. Garsoïan, L’Église arménienne et le grand schisme d’Orient, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 574, subsidia t. 100 (Louvain, 1999), p. 87 n. 156; see also pp. 439-440 n. 11.


� In Pseudo-Yovhannês Mamikonian’s History of Tarôn there is a tendency to use the word vank‘ for chapels and martyria mentioned in his sources (e.g., ekeghets‘i, matur, vkayaran, as in Agathangelos [Aa], the Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk‘, etc.). There can be no question about the anachronistic use of the word vank‘ by this supposedly seventh-century author when recounting the earlier history; but this does not mean there were no ascetic laurai in Armenia in the late fourth and early fifth centuries whose residents were called vanakank‘, or that the beginning of monasticism cannot be attested at the end of the fifth and early sixth centuries.


� Anasyan, Haykakan Matenagitut‘yun, 2.1347 and n. 1. See also cols. 1361-63 for the “Rule” of St. Basil in the Armenian manuscript tradition.


� Sahman Benediktean Vanac‘ / Statutum Monasticum Benedictinum (Venice, 1880). St. Nerses translated also the “Life” of St. Benedict, trans. B. Ananian, “Surb Benediktosi vark‘e t‘argmanuats Nersês Lambronats‘iên,” Bazmave‘p 139 (1981) 357-395. See also I. Havener, “The Prologue to the Rules of Benedict,” Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies 3 (1987) 35-62.


� Hovhannu Imastasiri Awdznets‘woy Matenagrut‘iwnk‘; 2nd ed. (Venice, 1953), p. 10. This was, no doubt, Theotoros K‘rt‘enawor (the Grammarian), on whom see N. Pogharian, Hay Groghner (Jerusalem, 1971), pp. 83-85, 95, 98. Fortunately for us, K‘r‘t‘enawor has left three minor works – enough to show that he was an orator and panegyrist with lasting influence on his pupils. His works are: Char‘ enddêm Mayragomats‘oyn; Nerboghean i S. Khach‘n Astuatenkal; and Govest i S. Astuatsatsin, the latter probably inspired by the local monastery named after the Blessed Virgin Mary.


� Vardan Arewelts‘i, Patmut‘iwn (text in Vardan Vardapet Metsn: Hawak‘umn Patmut‘ean Vardanay Vardapeti, Lusabaneal [Vardan Vardapet the Geat: The Collected History of Vardan Vardapet, Explained (by Gh. Alishan, unnamed editor)] [Venice, 1862], pp. 145-146); Eng. trans., R. W. Thomson, “The Historical Compilation of Vardan Arewelc‘i,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 43 (1989) 215. 


� Hamazasp Oskian, Tarôn - Turuperani Vank‘ere, Azgayin Matenadaran 164 (Vienna, 1953), pp, 23-85, 91-129, 134-244.


� Possibly also Hovhannavank‘, at the foot of Mt. Aragats, on the right bank of the River K‘asakh, the ruins of which were still extant at the beginning of the nineteenth century; see (Abp.) Mesrop Têr Movsisian, Haykakan erek‘ mets vank‘eri, Tat‘evi, Haghartsni ew Dadi ekeghets‘inere ew vanakan shinut‘iwnnere (Jerusalem, 1938), p. 2. On Sanahin, see K. Ghafadaryan, Sanahni Vank‘e ew Nra Ardzanagrut‘yunnere (Erevan, 1957).


� Step‘anos Ôrbêlian, Patmut‘iwn Siwneats‘, ch. 39; modern E. Arm. trans. A. A. Abrahamyan, Step‘anos Ôrbelyan: Syunik‘i Patmutyun, Hay Matenagirner (Erevan, 1986), pp. 193-205.


� Tat‘ev was badly damaged during the earthquake of 1931 and abandoned for a while.


� For the text of the colophon, see (Catholicos) Garegin Hovse‘pian, Hishatakarank‘ Dzer‘agrats‘, vol. I (Antilias, 1951), no. 31 (pp. 82-83); originally published in Ararat 43 (1910) 623.


� Samuêl Anets‘i, Hawakumn i grots‘ patmagrats‘ (ed. Têr Mik‘êlian).


� Oskian, Vaspurakan - Vani Vank‘ere, 1.189-200.


� Ibid., pp. 357-377.


� Oskian, Vaspurakan - Vani Vank‘ere, 2.385-454.
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