BOGHOS LEVON ZEKIYAN

DEVELOPMENTS IN ARMENIAN SPIRITUALITY


I would like to start with a preliminary observation on the title of this present paper. I changed into plural the title which had been proposed to me by the promoting Committee of the Symposium. It would be indeed a too ambitious purpose, I think, to aim to outline in the limits of a paper the development, albeit in its most general traits, of such a rich and multifarious historical and at the same time living heritage as is the Armenian spirituality in its different dimensions, trends, movements, peculiarities. Further, the question arises, if it is possible at all to assign to any spirituality a linear and homogeneous path of evolution, as a decontextualized use of the term “development” in the singular might suggest. Christian spirituality in general, and Armenian spirituality in particular, exhibit, as I have just mentioned, a great variety of trends and facets not only in their diachronic evolution but also in their synchronic reality. Thus I decided to speak rather of “developments” in Armenian spirituality without any claim that the trends pointed out in the different phases of its evolution are to be considered as the only existing ones, or even the most dominant or characterizing ones in the given period.          


Yet some other delimitation of the topic I will deal with is still necessary. A first delimitation regards the diachronic dimension. First for reasons of time, since it is not possible even to allude in the limits of a paper to a spiritual heritage of seventeen centuries. Hence I will take into consideration developments prior to the end of the Cilician period for which I take normally as a reference date not the fall of the Kingdom, but the translation of the Patriarchal See of the Catholicos from Sis to Etchmiadzin, its aboriginal place. Secondly, because developments successive to the Cilician era, which take their roots already in that same period, put the intricate question of Latin influences even on the main branch of the Apostolic community challenging a theoretical approach to decide to which extent given developments must be considered as harmoniously integrated with prior Armenian tradition, and hence as integral components of the overall Armenian tradition. This is the case, for instance, with Armenian scholasticism as it has been cultivated by the celebrated school of Tat‘ew. It is to guess that this trend had a strong impact on Armenian spirituality. 

A further delimitation I imposed to my topic within the Cilician era itself is of synchronic nature. I shall deal only with that heritage of the Cilician era which develops in the very Cilician area. So developments taking place in Greater Armenia in that same period will rest for the moment outside of the horizon of this present paper. I hope to make them object of a special research from the standpoint of spirituality in a future study. I have to mention here especially two of the great figures, who certainly had a deep influence on their contemporaries and onwards, and will remain outside of the range of this study for the expressed reason: Yovhannēs Sarkawag (Hovhannes the Deacon, ca. 1050-1129) and Mxit‘ar Goš (Gosh, ca. 1130-1213). Sarkawag’s poem dedicated to the blackbird (without a title in the original) is to be considered as a religious manifest to see in nature man’s main interlocutor to find out the revelation of divine Grace. It certainly traces a deep wake in Armenian spirituality, to be put in parallel also with some basic trends of Armenian art, especially of Armenian architecture of which there already existed an extremely rich tradition when Sarkawag wrote his poem. On the other hand, although conceived and written in an erudite context and an accurately learned style, Sarkawag’s Poem on the Blackbird discloses a keen spiritual syntony with the analogous attitude of St. Fancis of Assisi (1182-1226), more than one century later, in his Cantico delle creature.         


Spirituality is a reflection, among many other factors - as cultural environment, education, socio-political influences, liturgy, catechetical training, which contribute, each in its own measure and way, to shape it -, also and especially of theology. Thus a reference to the theological thought in the Armenian Church will help us. Some years ago, in 1998, at the International Symposium “Armenia and Christian Orient”, organized by the National Academy of  Sciences of the Republic of Armenia and the Armenian National Commission for UNESCO, hold in Yerevan, I presented a paper under the title “Peculiar trends and exceptional figures in the development of the Armenian theological thought” (ÆÝùÝáõñáÛÝ ·ÇÍ»ñ áõ »½³ÏÇ Ù»ÍáõÃÇõÝÝ»ñ Ñ³Û ³ëïáõ³Í³µ³Ý³Ï³Ý ÙïùÇ ½³ñ·³óÙ³Ý Ù¿ç [in tranlitteration HMB: Ink‘nuroyn gicer u ezaki mecut‘iwnner hay astuacbanakan mtk‘i zargac‘man mēÆ], in Armenia and Christian Orient, Yerevan, 2000, pp. 101-108). This paper was only a first, and certainly elementary, attempt to look, in the rich heritage of the Armenian theological thought, for what may be the most specific and original contribution of the Armenian Church to universal Christian theology. Dealing now with spirituality, I shall refer to some ideas expressed in that paper as characterizing the theological horizon of some of the most eminent representatives of the Armenian theological tradition. 


Another important component, especially in the Armenian case, related to the shaping of spirituality, is the Armenian Christian Weltanschauung that I also like to call the Armenian Christian  “ideology” giving this term its largest and deepest meaning in the wake of the French school of the history of ideas, represented by François Châtelet and his collaborators1. In several articles I dealt with the nature, the formation, the contents, the main characteristics of  this ideology as well as with the methodological premises and requirements for its study. Just for reasons of time and space I shall not repeat here the basic views and conclusions reached and formulated in those studies, limiting myself, when necessary, to textual references. This is also valid as far as some peculiar trends of Armenian spirituality are concerned in their relationship with the artistic expressions2.      

The Formative Period (5th-7th centuries) 


There may be no doubt, I think, that the first great period of the culture of Christian Armenia, is that period of an extraordinary blossom both in art and letters, in heroism as well as in religious and national consciousness, which we can call the formative period of the Armenian Christian identity. Formative, not in the sense that a full expansion of that identity is not yet realized in this period,  but in the sense that the foundations of that identity were laid in this period. It starts with the conversion and the Baptism of the Kingdom, and goes on till the beginning of Arabic domination in Armenia. If we look for a symbolic date, we can indicate 661, the year of the death of  Catholicos Nersēs III and of the reaffirmation by Khalif Moawiya of the Arab power in Armenia. 


There may also be no doubt that the height of this formative period is to be put in the 5th century: the great era of the invention of the Armenian alphabet that brings to its full conclusion the process of rooting of  the Christian religion in Armenia, that becomes the basis of the incarnation of the new religion in the Armenian culture, that gives birth to that extraordinary cultural blossom that we all know; the great era also of the battle of Awarayr which is the first Baptism of blood that involves the Armenian Church and the Armenian nation as a whole, sealing definitively the historical marriage between Christian faith and Armenian identity; the era, in one word, of the Surb T‘argmanič‘k‘, the Holy Translators, and of Surb Vardanank‘, Vardan and His Companions, the “Holy Warriors”3, who will inspire the Armenian people throughout the various vicissitudes of its tormented history, and to whom Armenians will turn their eyes as models and supports to overwhelm their difficulties.   


If the 4th century is the starting point of the liturgical, hierarchic, canonical, and monastic organization of the Armenian Church, and if the 5th century is the apex of this formative period,  the 6th and 7th centuries also played their important role in giving the Armenian Christian identity some of its most specific traits. I would like to sum up in the following two points those respective roles. The 6th century marks the definitive orientation of the Armenian Church, in her main branch and majority, against Chalcedon. It places the Armenian Christianity within the orbit of that Christian world that we call today Ancient Oriental or pre-Chalcedonian Churches. The 7th century, on the contrary, brings a counter-balance in this orientation in that Armenians will not close in a univocal, definitive, and almost sectarian way all path of dialogue with Byzantine Christianity and its multifarious world4.  

Let us now put a first and general question as to Armenian spirituality: what kind of spirituality do we meet in Armenia within this overall frame of the formative period? This is obviously a huge question that might be the subject of an entire monograph, or even of more monographs. On the other side, to attempt to give it a univocal reply would contradict what we said at the very beginning of our inquiry. I think however that we can and must try to find out some basic and, more or less, common trends that accompany the expressions of Armenian spirituality at this early stage of its formation.


It is utmost evident that Armenian spirituality also shares those basic and common trends which are a distinctive feature of almost all Christian spirituality at the Patristic era in its ecclesial, and more precisely ecclesial-communitarian expressions. I say ‘almost’, and stress the word ‘communitarian’, since such phenomena as early anachoretism, hermitism, with all their multiple and, sometimes, extravagant manifestations of different ways of solitary life, even if belong to the overall reality of the Church, bear however the witness of a very peculiar aspect of Christian life which cannot offer a pattern for basic and common trends of Christian behaviour. Of course, they existed also in Armenia, although we must add that we do not find here, at least with the same frequency and relevance, the most extravagant manifestations of early Christian hermitism such as stylitism, and similar, affiliated practices, frequent, and typical indeed, specially in the Syriac area. Leaving apart hermitism, both in its more common and most extravagant features, we can consider early Christian life as centred on two prototypes: on one hand the community of faithful living in the world, and on the other hand the coenobitic or monastic communities. Both they belong to the public, official, communitarian expressions of life of the early Church. They share some basic trends as the following: 

a) the centrality of liturgy, that means the public, communitarian organization of prayer; 

b) a keen sensitiveness for the local community, hence for the local Church; 

c) a rigorous asceticism; 

d) a strong perception of Christianity as a witness, and a deep insight into the substantial correlation between the witness of word and the witness of blood.


These basic elements underwent in Armenia re-elaborations and new developments, following a basic and almost structural trend of the Armenian rite, which we can even observe in the Armenian language, that successive evolutions do not obscure what is earlier and archaic5. We can add that Armenia bears sometimes a unique witness to the famous law of area serior, which formulated originally in comparative linguistics, proofs its validity in many fields of human life and behaviour6. Thus the palaeo-Syriac theologoumenon of bnay kyama survives in Armenia in the marvelous synthesis of  Ełišē’s vision of the Church as uxt (Alliance)7. Similarly the archaic and fecund Syriac conception of the Holy Ghost as Female finds in Armenia a magnificent development in the Vardapetut‘iwn Grigori, one of the most outstanding catechetical monuments of the Patristic age, while the echo of that very archaic theological vision is still perceivable in the late 10th and early 11th centuries by St. Gregory of Narek8.     


Let us, however, go back to the above mentioned four basic trends to see briefly what kind of new developments they underwent in Armenia. 

a. The centrality of liturgy injected to the Armenians a very strong sense of the function of the church edifice as the place of the concrete incarnation of the spiritual Church. Ełišē leaves from this conviction to build, on the background of the Vardananc‘ War, his peculiar theology of the common priesthood of all the faithful which has as its corresponding pole the fact that the bodies of all of them are the temples and the altars for the exercise of this priesthood. The extraordinary abundance of churches in historic Armenia9, often in smaller dimensions, especially in centuries subsequent to the formative period, is very significant, I think, with regard to this matter. In inverted proportions, the abundance and small sizes of those churches underline their function as indispensable reference points, milestones in the everyday life of the small local community in perfect harmony with the very peculiar sensitiveness developed in Armenia for the local Church.   


b. Indeed this sensitiveness for the local Church lead the Armenians to build their theology of the ethnos, certainly one of the most original and specific Armenian contributions to the general theological thought. It needs to be seriously studied and re-evaluated at the light of all those instruments which are offered to us by the developments of contemporary theology, such as the reflexion on the “local Church” and on the “peculiar Church”, the value of earthly realities in order to the Salvation, the concept of inculturation, etc. The theology of ethnos, implied in the creative activity and the whole behavior of St. Mesrop Maštoc‘, will be developed according to two different, but complementary, trends by Ełišē and Movsēs Xorenac‘i. This is not the right place to go deeper into this subject, its various problems and implications. I dealt with them in some recent papers and articles10, even if I must add that the analytical research and the theoretical reflexion on them are just at their first steps and much work in this sense is still to be done.   


c. Ascetic rigor found in Armenia its highest expression in martyrdom. We would not be wrong, if we say that martyrdom impressed very soon on Armenian spirituality its own mark. Announced by P‘awstos, formulated in its highest expression by Ełišē, put in its eschatological dimension by Sebēos, the spirituality of martyrdom goes through the entire Armenian historiography as a red thread. Let us remind that Armenian historiography, one of the richest historiographical productions among the Middle Eastern cultures in the Middle Ages, is at the same time a deep theological reflexion on history, on human life, on the chosen People, on the Church, on Christian mysteries. History offers the platform for this reflexion which for this very reason is also a theology deeply rooted in life. It offers the double feature of a theology through history, and of a theology of history, as we would say in modern terms. A leading idea in this theology is the typological vision of the history and of the function of the chosen People in the overall history of Salvation. A concrete typological relationship links the history of the Jewish people to that of the Christian Church, considered not only in its universal extension, but also and especially in its local dimension and above all its ethnical rooting. All what the Armenian people endures and aims on this world as a people of the last days, of the New Alliance, has its antitypus in the life and history of the People of the First Testament. The Maccabeans especially play a prominent role in this respect in Armenian historiography11.

d. Finally the Armenian insight into the relationship between the witness of word and the witness of blood became deeper in parallel with the Armenian perception of the imperative of the incarnation of the word in the culture of a people. 

We see thus that the various aspects of early Armenian theology and spirituality are strictly linked, and correlated in multiple ways, one with the other. 

To conclude this very essential survey of the formative period, I would like to add that the animated Christological debates of the 6th and 7th centuries have contributed to give Armenian spirituality its strongly emphasized  christocentric character. This basic trend will mark Armenian spirituality, we can say, in almost all its future developments.

The pathos for the language – trends in the 7th  through the 11th centuries


The second great period in Armenian theology and spirituality covers, in my opinion, the period going inclusively from the 8th to the 11th centuries.  This is the period dominated by two exceptional personalities: Yovhannēs of Ojun (Ojnec‘i, ca. 650-728, Catholicos since 717) and Grigor of Narek (Narekac‘i, ca. 945-1003), the latter being without any doubt one of the greatest poets and deepest mystics in the history of world cultures and religions. This is also the period in which the question of the language, namely in the sense of French language or Italian linguaggio, to express correctly Christ’s ontological constitution, becomes almost an obsession for the Armenians. Differently from the Byzantines who are satisfied with their Chalcedonian definition and consider it as the last possible and absolutely perfect word in human language to say about Christ, the Armenians are, on the contrary, in a passionate search for a theological formulation that may be more and more perfect. Ojnec‘i’s balanced adhesion and explanation of the formula yerkuc‘ bnut‘eanc‘ ((( ((((( (((((() is not enough to stop that search12. The Armenian theory of “anapakanut‘iwn” (“incorruption”), in the wake of Julian of Halicarnassus whom the Armenians condemn, by some misunderstanding however, is one of the many examples that can be considered as an argument for that search13. One of the best specialists of this peculiar and highly delicate question in the history of Christian dogma, R. Draguet, regards these doctrines or, rather, these theologoumena as perfectly orthodox, if placed in their context. He writes: “Remises dans leur contexte, ces formules n’expriment rien de contraire à la foi”14. Also Step‘anos of Siwnik‘ (Siwnec‘i, ca. 688-735), one of the foremost figures in this period, and especially with regard to the Christological debates, shares the same trend15. The heartfelt cry, in the Benedictions of the Night Office traditionally attributed to him: “Christ is my God, and I will exalt him, the God of my father, and I will glorify him” paraphrasing once again the cry of the chosen People in Exodus, is a deeply touching expression of this radically Christological and Christocentric tension. 


The question of language and of linguaggio reaches in the work of Grigor Narekac‘i an abyssal dimension, to such an extent in which it probably has never been felt before or after, we may say, in human writing and conversation. I use expressly the term “abyssal”, since, as I tried to demonstrate in a recent study16, it is the image of bathos, abyss, that expresses better the inner and deeper trait of Narekac‘i’s mysticism. Narekac‘i has been in these last decades the most fortunate Armenian author to be studied according to the various aspects of his oceanic work  Krikor Beledian, James Russell, Jean-Pierre Mahé, Claudio Gugerotti, Hovhannes Davthyan and Emma Lalayan, Tamar Dasnabédian, Poghos Khachatryan, to mention only some of the authors of many a remarkable study in the last two decades, have put in evidence with different, but complementary approaches, the depth, variety, richness, and complexity of Narekian poetry and mysticism letting us understand once again that Narekian research is still taking its first steps. 


In relation with our present topic, I would like to call attention particularly upon the following themes that emerge from some of the above mentioned studies: a) the “wreck” (erkp‘ełkum) of the language as Beledian calls it, implying the whole problem of God’s absolute ineffability in intimate and unavoidable connection with the absolute necessity to confess and praise Him; hence  the problem of language as the place where God’s Grace, Salvation, and Mercy appear to man in his total poverty and nullity17; b) the perception of penthos with its uniquely Narekian accents, rooted however in the long Armenian tradition of a cult of the word, put in light especially by Gugerotti18; c) the exceptional involvement, leading to a real implosion, of the personal ego in Narekac‘i’s spiritual adventure, for which some preceding parallel can be found perhaps but in St. Augustine’s Confessions, and it will be equally difficult indeed to find something similar to that in subsequent centuries. As I have tried to point out, if we want to search at any cost for some parallel, the most fitting one we shall find, I think, in a very different expression however, on Monte Verna with Francis prostrated to earth,  and “loam in the mouth” to use Narekac‘i’s words, asking and crying: “Deus meus, quis es Tu, et quis sum ego?”, the highest peak or deepest bottom ever reached, I would say, in Christian mysticism19.    

Evangelical radicality and opening to  the oikumene – the Cilician component of the Cilician era (ca. 1045-ca. 1441)


The Cilician period, although very different indeed from the preceding ages in Armenian history for an infinity of reasons, is however in strict links with the prior heritage. We all know the great, extraordinary opening of Cilician Armenia to the Christian oikumene, especially incarnated    in two unique figures, sharing the same name Nersēs, Šnorhali (1102-1173, Catholicos since1165, from now on Shnorhali) and Lambronac‘i (1152/53-1198, Bishop of Tarsus/Tarson since 1180/1181), whose conceptions on the theological language, interecclesial relations, interconfessional debates, can find other terms of parallel but in the modern ecumenical movement that Pope Paul VI defined “something new with regard to the long and painful history which preceded us”20, and I would dare to add that modern ecumenism, even in its most advanced instances, has not yet achieved the whole corpus of principles and instructions formulated by those blessed souls. Since the basis of all this building is a very peculiar insight into the nature of human language in general, and of the theological language in particular, I think that we can understand it much better in its historical roots and cultural-ecclesial context, if we consider it in the light of Narekac‘i’s mysticism of the “wreck” of language. And we know how deep a devotion and admiration nourished both Shnorhali and Lambronac‘i for Gregory of Narek whom they venerated as an “angel in body”.


Even if this continuity in tradition from Narek to Hromkla (Shnorhali’s patriarchal residence) and Tarson is utmost evident, we must, I think, consider yet some other important factor. At this point we touch upon a very deep, I would say, the ultimate link that, like an underground stream, unites these three figures: Narekac‘i, Shnorhali and Lambronac‘i, apparently so different one from the other. A link that also unites the main expressions and orientations, the highlights of Armenian spirituality in its manifold and multifarious ramifications and developments. 


The consciousness of the extreme fragility of human language, hence of human concepts and human thought, is a basic theme, a leitmotiv that both Shnorhali and Lambronac‘i also develop and deepen, although in another contextual frame than Narekac‘i: in relation to the Christological dogma, and to what we would call today the “ecumenical dialogue”21. Such consciousness that goes far beyond the perception of human fragility on simply a metaphysical and ethical ground is certainly a very important factor, even the most important, to explain Shnorhali’s and Lambronac‘i’s outstanding opening in interecclesial dialogue, and to explain also the relative open-mindedness of the Armenian Church in comparison with other Christian realities. Such excesses, for instance, as reiterated Baptism never prospered among Armenians. Also their conception of communicatio in sacris has normally been wider than that of other Churches included the Roman Catholic Church whose practice in this matter up to recent times – practically up to Vatican II in the Sixties of the last century – has been among the most rigorous ones. It will be interesting to quote here the following words of a Turkish author who certainly cannot be suspected of favoritism for Armenians: “They have a great capacity of adaptation to the ambiance. They are not fanatic in religion and in the use of the language. They are, however, faithful and tied to their faith and beliefs as they are in friendship too. For this reason, notwithstanding pressures all along centuries, the great majority of them have not changed their religion and confession, even at the price of big privations and sufferance”22       


Shnorhali and Lambronac‘i are not only the at the highest rank among a lot of exceptional masters in theology and spirituality in Cilician Armenia or the most representative figures of the Cilician era. Simply they are at the peak of the greatest and most representative spirits of the Armenian Church and, for more than one reason, also of the Universal Church. They are certainly among the greatest and most original ecumenical minds of whole Christianity. 

As far as their Armenian collocation is especially concerned, if the statement now made is absolutely evident for Shnorhali, it may not seem perhaps clear enough in so far Lambronac‘i comes into question. But such a suspicion has little ground. The debate on Lambronac‘i’s personality and value was rather a superstructural phenomenon that originated very late, although in passionate terms, in the 19th century within groups of definitely integralist attitudes. First it was a faction of Catholic Armenians who tried to denigrate him in the eyes of the Roman Holy See, taking as pretext for their venomous campaign the publication, in Venice by the Mechitarist Fathers of San Lazzaro in 1847, of his Commentary to the Holy Sacrifice. Somehow later an analogous campaign of denigration exploded among some influent groups of Apostolic Armenians. It reached the climax by some Caucasian Armenians as Karapet Ezeanc‘. This latter was totally deprived of that esprit de finesse which distinguishes, for instance, Patriarch Ormanian’s evaluations and style, even when he has serious reserves to express as he does also for Lambronac‘i’. There are, however, more than one positive and consistent signals that this sad chapter in the Armenian public and especially ecclesiastical opinion as far  as Lambronac‘i’s evaluation and veneration is at issue is definitively overwhelmed23.  We have to add that the opposition to his ideas and to his Church policy, lead during his lifetime by some leading groups of North-Eastern Armenia, did not dim neither his glory nor his influence. The most influential mind within the Armenian Church since the 15th century, St. Gregory of Tathew (1346-1409), considered generally as the main pillar of Armenian orthodoxy, speaks of Lambronac‘i as ¦»é³Ù»Í ¨ ëáõñµ Ð³ÛñÝ Ù»ñ§, that is “our threefold great and holy Father”.

As to the width of the influence exercized by Lambronac‘i, let it be enough to mention here the following two facts: a) he succeeded in eradicating the largely diffused Medieval usage of celebrating Eucharist in a totally private form, even if his model of daily solemn celebration did not take root leaving the place only to the solemn celebration of Sunday and of the great feast days; b) we owe to him the current canonical form of the Armenian rite of ordinations in which he made a great and wise synthesis between the Armenian up to his days and many Western elements borrowed to the Roman rite which are not only assimilated and transformed, but also perfectly integrated into the main trunk of the Armenian rite without dimming in any way its aboriginal and archaic features24  
Besides their exceptional ecumenical envergure, Shnorhali and Lambronac‘i left deep traces in Armenian spirituality also for other reasons. Among these latter we can consider at first the strongly personal accent they introduced into liturgy. To explain this evolution, I would like to stress once again upon the link of our both Saints with Gregory of Narek. I already alluded to the vehemence of the of irruption of the personal ego in Narekac‘i’s mysticism. Yet no ban of Narek, that is no “word” of Gregory’s masterpiece Matean Ołbergut‘ean (Book of Lamentations) as he called the single chapters of his work, was written for liturgical use. Some of them entered into liturgy later. In the best of hypotheses, we can consider some Narekian bans, in the author’s intention, as paraliturgical. Shnorhali, the inspired reformer and last great forger of the Armenian liturgy, and Lambronac‘i, in his wake, introduced in it strongly personal accents. Such hymns and šarakans of Shnorhali, as A?awōt Lusoy (Morning of light), Ašxarh amenayn (The whole world), Hawatov xostovanim (I confess with faith), or the whole sequence of the hymns of the Vigil of Christ’s Passion in the Night Office, etc., are like the icebergs of this new liturgical trend, of this typically Armenian “devotio moderna” which not only precedes its Western equivalent, but is at the same time very deeply rooted in the traditional humus of Liturgy and excellently integrated with its traditional structures and dynamics. 


 Lambronac‘i went one step further, and introduced into the Liturgy of the Mass Narekac‘i’s wonderful invocation to the Holy Ghost. This is indeed peculiar to the Pontifical liturgy, celebrated by a Bishop. But if we consider that Lambronac‘i celebrated Holy Eucharist everyday with solemnity and with the participation of his whole clergy, we realize then that he considered that  invocation as an integral part of every day’s eucharistic celebration.


Let us now go back, however, to both Shnorhali’s and Lambronac‘i’s ecumenical attitude. No doubt, Shnorhali is the forger, inspirer, prototype, and the most balanced, humanly most perfect incarnation of that doctrine and spirit. I alluded to a basic factor to explain that opening: the consciousness of the substantial fragility of human language. Now I would like to touch here upon another factor: Shnorhali’s Evangelical radicality, in a sense very near to that of Assisi’s Poverello.      


When Lambronac‘i explains in his Synodal Discourse that there is no substantial difference in the faith of the Greeks and of the Armenians, he asks then: “But why … has no one until this day shown us this clearly, but rather the contrary?”. Lambronac‘i’s answer to the question is: “I find that they, although saints and sages, did not live in accordance with the Law of Compassion”25. With great respect for those Pastors, Doctors and theologians of  past centuries and with deep wisdom Lambronac‘i introduces a distinction between canonical holiness and radically Evangelical holiness. He thinks that a lot of canonized saints had the former, but only a few ones the latter. To this second group belonged, doubtless, St. Nerses Shnorhali. 


That Shnorhali had effectively a very adherent and radical perception of Christ’s message in its deepest implications, we can also deduce from another fact. He openly invites priests working among the Arewordis not to challenge secular strength for forced conversations, since “to chose and to gather the good in the good vessels, according to the allegoric words of the Gospel, and to throw away the bed is the concern of the righteous Judge when He will sit on the throne of his glory and will repay every one according to his faith and dead”26. If we consider that St. Bernard, the Doctor mellifluus of the Western Church, expressly theorized the convenience of imposing Christian faith with arms, we immediately realize the distance and difference between the two saintly Doctors. Once again it is Francis of Assisi to incarnate in the West a radically Evangelical approach to such problems similar to that of Shnorhali, although both will remain for centuries vox clamantis in deserto. 

Yet there is a difference between Shnorhali and Francis that I believe of topic interest to point out. Francis does not cultivate theology, even he willingly refuses to do it, to put more clearly in light the radicality of his Evangelic attitude. But doing so, he gives up at the same time, the possibility of correcting, improving, reforming theology from inside, from its roots, in its basic elements, principles, methods, approaches and views. Shnorhali, on the contrary, does not give up this task. Of course, he is no theologian in the Medieval scholastic sense. He really is, however, a theologian in the best, Patristic sense of the word: a great, original, intuitive theologian whose discovery of the conventionality and relativity of human language, including the theological language too, together with his tireless stress upon the necessity of permeating theology of the spirit of love and charity, must be considered as a milestone in the history of theology and of dogma. Shnorhali stays at the origin of a new theology which – it is true – remains unknown and inaccessible outside of his Church, and even in his own Church it will not be universally understood and followed, although some particularly illuminated spirits will every so often revive its basic message. Just to mention one of such wise figures, let us quote here a passage of the letter of  Movses IV of Tat‘ew to Urbanus VIII: “We are not heretic or schismatic, as you think of us, but we are orthodox, following the confession of our spiritual Fathers. We anathematize by name all heretics:  Arius, Macedonius, Nestorius, Eutyches and all those who think like them. In fact, even though if we say one the  nature of Christ,  which seems to you as sounding Eutychian,  we add however: unconfused. If we did not say unconfused, that would be an abominable heresy. In the same way, when you say “two natures”,  which is [like] to [what] Nestorius [said], you add: indivisible.  If you had not added “indivisible” while saying two the  natures, that would be an abominable heresy. But, while we affirm one the unconfused nature, you affirm two the indivisible natures. Thus the meaning of both the expressions is but one and [equally] correct”27.    

These last considerations belong – it is true – rather to the domain of speculative theology than of spirituality. But this is a very important point to do here: a peculiar feature of Armenian spirituality is its very close, deep, inner link with theology. In the Armenian tradition we often have a thrilling testimony that spirituality is but lived, innerly experienced theology, theology penetrating into every day’s life. Lambronac‘i gives a trenching definition of this conviction of which he has also been one of the most fascinating incarnations in the Armenian Church. He says: “It is well known to those who have experienced it: love of study is by itself love of God”28. The specifically Armenian institution of the vardapets is, I think, a most fitting expression on the ground of Church institution of this privileged link between theology and spirituality. This opens, however, a new chapter in our topic that cannot be discussed here, in the limits of this paper.
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1 The term ‘ideology’ may have different uses according to different levels and registers of thought: political, sociological etc. In this paper we use it in a meaning that we can define as ‘anthropologico-philosophical’: as a whole of ideas, concepts, images, myths, in a word a whole of whatever kind of mental and imagery representation that may determine and orientate concrete options concerning the general statement of life of a community or of a person. This is, obviously, a very wide definition that embraces the whole range of mental and psychical factors capable to play some real role and impress their own seal in the manifold manifestations of human society and man’s individuality. Thus intended ‘ideology’ is very close to German Weltanschauung. This is the basic meaning in which the term has been used by the authors of Histoire des idéologies, sous la dir. de Fr. Châtelet,  voll. 1-3, Hachette, Paris, 1978:  cf. vol. 1, “Introduction générale”, pp. 9-13.       





2 As main titles may be considered the following ones: “L’«idéologie» nationale de Movs²s Xorenac‘i et sa conception de l’histoire”, Handes Amsorya, CI (1987), Kol. 471-485; “Ellenismo,  ebraismo e cristianesimo in Mosè di Corene (Movs²s Xorenac‘i). Elementi per una teologia dell’etnia”, Augustinianum, XXVIII (1988): XVI. Incontro di Studiosi dell’Antichità Cristiana. Cristianesimo e giudaismo: eredità e confronti, 7-9 maggio 1987, Roma, 1988, pp. 381-390*; “Hrand Nazariantz, gli Armeni e l’Italia. Da una vicenda  interculturale verso una nuova tipologia di confronto etnoculturale”, Annali di  Ca’  Foscari, XXIX, 3 (Serie Orientale 21), 1990, pp. 135-150*; “Les identités polyvalentes et  Sergueï Parad(anov. La situation emblématique de l’artiste et le problème de  la polyvalence ethnique et culturelle”, Filosofia Oggi, XVI (1993), pp. 217-231; “Riflessioni preliminari sulla  spiritualità armena. Una cristianità di ‘frontiera’: martyria ed apertura all’oikumene”, Orientalia Christiana Periodica, 61 (1995), pp. 333-365 (pp. 343-346, under the title “Segni di un mondo spirituale” a paragraph is dedicated to spiritual trends present in artistic expressions); “Das Verhältnis zwischen  Sprache und Identität in der Entwicklung der armenischen Nationalbewußttseins. Versuch einer begrifflichen Formulierung aus geschichtlicher Erfahrung”, in Über  Muttersprachen  und  Vaterländer.  Zur Entwicklung  von  Standardsprachen und Nationen  in  Europa, G.  Hentschel (Hrsg.), Frankfurf am M.-Berlin-Bern-New York-Paris-Wien (Peter Lang), 1997, pp. 277-297; “Lo studio delle interazioni politiche e culturali  tra le popolazioni della Subcaucasia: alcuni problemi di  metodologia e di fondo in prospettiva sincronica e diacronica”, in Il Caucaso: cerniera fra culture dal Mediterraneo alla  Persia (secoli  IV-XI). Atti della Quarantatreesima Settimana di  studio del  Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo (aprile 1995), I, Spoleto, 1996, pp. 427-482; “In margine alla storia. Dal fenomeno dell’emigrazione verso un nuovo concetto dell’identità e dell’integrazione etnoculturale”, in Ad limina Italiae, A? druns Italioy. In viaggio per l’Italia con mercanti e monaci armeni, a cura di B.L. Zekiyan, Editoriale Programma, Padova, 1996, S. 267-286*; The Armenian Way to Modernity. Armenian Identity between Tradition and Innovation, Specificity and Universality, (Eurasiatica 49, Quaderni del  Dipartimento di Studi Eurasiatici, Università degli Studi Ca’ Foscari di Venezia), Supernova, Venezia, 1997, part. pp. 15-26, 83-96; “L’Armenia tra Bisanzio e l’Iran dei Sasanidi e momenti della fondazione dell’ideologia dell’Armenia cristiana (secc. V-VII). Preliminari per una sintesi”, in Crossroad of Cultures. Studies in Liturgy and Patristics in Honor of Gabriele Winkler, ed. by Hans-Jürgen Feulner, Elena Velkovska, and Robert F. Taft, S.J., (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 260), Pontif. Ist. Orientale, Roma 2000, pp. 717-744; ÀÝ¹ÏáíÏ³ë»³Ý ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇÝ Ù¿ç ùñÇëïáÝ¿³Ï³Ý Ý»ñÙß³ÏáõÃ³ÛÝ³óÙ³Ý Ñ³ÛÏ³Ï³Ý µÝáñ¹Á. Ý³Ë³ï³ññ»ñ ³½·³ÛÇÝ ÇÝùÝáõÃ»³Ý ³ëïáõ³Í³µ³ÝáõÃ»³Ý [in transliteration HMB: (ndkovkasean taracašrÆanin mēÆ k‘ristonēakan nermšakut‘aynac‘man haykakan bnord(. Naxatarrer azgayin ink‘nut‘ean astuacabanut‘ean], [The Armenian Model of Christian Inculturation in the Subcaucasion area. Preliminaries for a Theology of Ethnos], Hask Hayagitakan Taregirk, N.S., IX (1997-2001), pp. 53-69. (The titles bearing the sign of an asterisk are now gathered in L’Armenia e gli armeni. Polis lacerata e patria spirituale: la sfida di una sopravvivenza, Guerini e Ass., Milano, 2000).





3 It is in any case no “war of religion” in the habitual and current sense of the word. See “Riflessioni preliminari sulla spiritualità armena” cited, pp. 337-341; ID., “A Historical Outline of the Armenian People”, in Adriano ALPAGO-NOVELLO, (Ed.), The Armenians, Rizzoli International, New York, NY, 1986, p. 52. 




















4 It is however pacific nowadays that this opposition, as afar as Christology is concerned, was not in the substance of the doctrine but in its theological and dogmatic formulation. On the Armenian Church and Chalcedon, Karekin Sarkissian’s and Nina Garsoian’s volumes that also furnish a wide bibliography, can be considered as the basic woks of reference, in recent decades, notwithstanding differences of approaches and positions: K. SARKISSIAN, The Council of Chalcedon and the Armenian Church, London 1965, New York  19752; N.G. GARSOIAN, L’Église arménienne et le grand schisme d’Orient, (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, 574: Subsidia 100), 1998. Jean-Pierre Mahé’s extensive insight into Armenian Christianity from 611 through 1066, although of a more general historical tenor, is also mainly concerned  with the Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian issue: “L’Église arménienne de 611 à 1066”, Histoire du Christianisme des origines à nos jours, sous la dir. de Jean-Marie MAYEUR …, t. IV, Évêques, moines et empereurs (610-1054), sous la responsabilité de Gilbert DAGRON …,  Desclée, 1993, ch. II, 457-533. For some peculiar questions see: Połos ANANEAN, “øÝÝáõÃÇõÝ Ð³Û ºÏ»Õ»óõáÛ å³ïÙáÁÃ»³Ý ¥º. »õ ¼. ¹³é¤” [K‘nnout‘iwn Hay Eke(ec‘woy patmout‘ean (E. ew Z. dar], [Recherches  sur l’histoire de l’Eglise  Arménienne du Ve au  VIe siècle], St. Lazare – Venise 1991 [a collection of articles published earlier in Pazmaveb/Bazmavep]; ID., “¼³ù³ñÇ³ Ð³Ûáó Î³ÃáÕÇáëÇ »õ ²ßáï ÆßË³Ý³ó ÆßË³ÝÇ ÃÕÃ³ÏóáõÃÇõÝÁ öáï ä³ïñÇ³ñùÇ ¨ ÜÇÏáÕ³Ûáë ². Ä³åÇ Ñ»ï” [Zak‘aria Hayoc‘ Kat‘o(ikosi ew A(ot I(xanac‘ I(xani t(‘t‘akc‘ut‘iwn( P‘ot Patriark‘i ew Niko(ayos A. Papi het], [La correspondence du Catholicos des Arméniens Zak‘aria et du  Prince  des  Princes A(ot  avec le  Patriarche  Photius et le Pape  Nicolas Ier],  (Bibliothèque d’Arménologie «Bazmavep», 35), St. Lazare - Venise 1992, (French Résumé: pp. 94-98); B.L. ZEKIYAN,  “La  rupture  entre  les  Églises Géorgienne et Arménienne au début du VIIe siècle. Essai d’une vue d’ensemble de l’arrière-plan historique, Revue  des Études Arméniennes, N.S., XVI (1982), pp. 155-174; ID., “Les relations arméno-byzantines après la mort de St Nersês (norhali, in XVI. Internationaler Byzantinistenkongress. Akten, II/4: Jahrbuch der österreichischen Byzantinistik, 32/4, pp. 331-337; ID., “The Armenian  Community  of  Philippopolis and  the  Bishop  Ioannes Atmanos Imperial Legate to Cilicia”, in Between the Danube and the Caucasus.  Oriental  Sources  on the History of  the  Peoples  of Central and South-Eastern Europe, ed. by G. Kara, Budapest 1987, p. 363-373; Krikor MAKSOUDIAN, “The  Chalcedonian  Issue  and  the   Early Bagratids:  The  Council  of Shirakawan”, in Revue des Études Arméniennes, N.S., XXI (1988-89), pp. 333-344; Viada A. ARUTJUNOVA-FIDANJAN, “The Ethno-confessional  Self-Awareness of  Armenian Chalcedonians”,  ibid., pp. 345-363; Andrea SCHMIDT, “Die Refutatio des Timotheus Aelurus gegen das Konzil von Chalcedon. Ihre Bedeutung für die Bekenntnisentwicklung der armenischen Kirche Persiens im 6. Jahrhundert”, Oriens Christianus, 73 (1989), p. 149-165; Aleksej LIDOV, “L’art des Arméniens chalcédoniens”, in Atti del V Simposio Internazionale di  Arte Armena (Venezia 30 maggio - 3 giugno), San Lazzaro, Venezia 1992, p. 479-495.





5 Let me quote here what I was writing in note in my study on Ełišē (“Quelques observations critiques sur le ¦Corpus  Elisaeanum§”, in The Armenian Christian Tradition. Scholarly Symposium  in Honor  of the Visit to the Pontifical  Oriental  Institute,Rome  of His  Holiness  KAREKIN  I  Supreme  Patriarch  and Catholicos of All Armenians, December 12, 1996, ed. by  R.F. Taft, S.J., (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 254),  Pontif. Ist. Orientale, Roma 1997, n. 67, pp. 121-122): “Au fond, il s’agit peut-être, encore une fois, d’une caractéristique arménienne assez particulière. En général, on peut rencontrer dans le caractère et dans la culture  arméniens ce trait assez paradoxal: ils font, souvent, preuve d’un fort conservatisme autant que de tendances poussée vers l’innovation, et même d’un certain esprit révolutionnaire ou ‘anarchique’. Aussi la langue arménienne a été considérée comme une des langues qui ont maintenu quelques traits des plus archaïques du proto-indo-européen en même temps  qu’elle a revolutionné certains aspects du système indo-européen. Dans la liturgie, l’étude de G. Winkler sur le Sacrement du Baptême, Das armenische Initiationsrituale, (OChA, 217), Roma, 1982, a démontré, de façon incontestable, comment le rite arménien ait conservé, malgré les maintes évolutions postérieures, les moments les plus archaïques du rite, de provenance syriaques, qui ne sont pas restés avec la même pureté de traits dans la liturgie syriaque elle-même. Un procédé semblable vient d’être mis en lumière par deux thèses doctorales, défendues respectivement en 1996 et 1997 à l’Institut Pontifical Oriental. La première, par C. Gugerotti sur le rite arménien de l’ordination montre que ce rite, tout en s’enrischissant, à l’époque cilicienne, des apports de la liturgie latine, réussit à maintenir, dans son caractère original, le noyau le plus archaïque du rite; la deuxième, par M. Findikyan sur la Liturgie des Heures, met en évidence que la structure originelle de cette Liturgie reste intacte malgré les évolutions successives”.      


  


6 Cf. Giancarlo BOLGNESI, “Tradition and Innovation in the Armenian Language”, in Studi glottologici, filologici, orientali, Paideia Ed.ce, Brescia, 1990, p. 381.





7 See our “Ełišē as Witness of the Ecclesiology of the Early Armenian Church”, in Nina G. GARSOÏAN, Thomas F. MATHEWS and Robert W. THOMSON, (Ed.s), East of  Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period, Dumbarton Oaks Symposium 1980, Dumbarton Oaks Center for Byzantine Studies, Washington, D.C., 1982, pp. 187-197.





8 Cf. G. WINKLER, “Die Tauf-Hymnen der Armenier”, in Liturgie und Dichtung, EOS Verl., Erzabtei St. Ottilien, 1983, pp. 381-419; EAD., “Überlegungen zum Gottesgeist als mütterlichem Prinzip und zur Bedeutung der Androgynie in einigen frühchristlichen Quellen”, in Frauenforschung aus liturgiewissenschaflicher Sicht, ibid., 1990, pp. 7-29. 


Some passages of St. Gregory’s teaching, Vardapetut‘iwn Grigori, in Agathangeghos (for ex. par. 412), are among the major texts of the earliest Armenian literature on the female/maternal function of Holy Spirit. These traits remain somehow hidden in the English version of the Teaching by R. Thomson (The Teaching of St. Gregory, first published by Harvard University Press in 1970, has recently had a new revised edition in the series “AVANT: Treasures of the Armenian Christian Tradition – Number 1”, St. Nersess Armenian Seminary, New Rochelle, NY, 2001) which in any case follows in general a high level philological standard. Furthermore no allusion to that function is to be found in the Translator’s “Introduction”.   





9 There is a superabundant literature on Armenian architecture. Let us mention here one of the most comprehensive and rigorous recent works on the subject:  Paolo CUNEO, Architettura armena dal quarto al diciannovesimo secolo, De Luca Editore, Roma 1988.




















10 “Ellenismo,  ebraismo e cristianesimo in Mosè di Corene” cit. (n. 2); “Das Verhältnis zwischen  Sprache und Identität” cit. (n.2); “Die Christianisierung und die Alphabetisierung  Armeniens als Vorbilder kultureller Incarnation, besonders im subkaukasischen Gebiet”, in print in the Proceedings of the International Symposium “Die Christianisierung des Kaukasus/The Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia, Georgia, Albania). Wien 1999”; “Das Ethnos und die christliche Heilsordnung. Überlegungen aufgrund der armenischen Erfahrung für eine Theologie des Ethnos”, in print in the Proceedings of “Weltkonferenz Armenien 2000. Halle (Salle)”; “I processi di cristianizzazione e di alfabetizzazione dell’Armenia in funzione di §modelli¦. Verso una teologia dell’etnia e della §Chiesa etnica¦”, in print in the Proceedings of the Symposium in Honor of H.H. Garegin II at the Pontifical Oriental Institute, Rome, 2000; “(ndkovkasean taracašrÆanin mēÆ k‘ristonēakan nermšakut‘aynac‘man haykakan bnord(” cit. (n. 2). 





11 See in part. R.W. Thomson, “The Maccabees in  Early  Armenian Historiography”,  in The Journal of Theological Studies, n.s., vol.  XXVI, part 2, 1975, pp. 329-341.   








  


 





12 We lack unfortunately monographs both on Ojnec‘i in general as well as on peculiar aspects of his rich personality and doctrine. On his Christology one can see: Aršak TER-MIKELIAN, Die armenische Kirche in ihren Beziehungen zur byzantinischen (vom IV. bis zum XIII. Jahrhundert), Gustav Fock., Leipzig, 1892, pp. 73-74; Eruand TĒR-MINMASEANC‘, Hayoc‘ Ekełec‘u yaraberut‘iwnner( Asorwoc‘ Ekełec‘ineri het. Haykakan ew asorakan ałbiwrneri hamajayn, [the Armenian edition of the author’s Die armenische Kirche in ihren Beziehungen zu den syrischen, Leipzig, 1904], S. EÆmiacin, 1908, passim, in part. pp. 172-175, 181-183, 207-209, 229-231; Małak‘ia ŌRMANEAN, Azgapatum, [History of the Nation], I, Costantinople, 1912, par.s 573-575, col.s 838-842.     





13 As for the Armenians see ŌRMANEAN, loc. cit., and especially TĒR-MINMASEANC‘, loc. cit. 





14 René DRAGUET, Julien d’Halicarnasse, in Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, VIII, col. 1938. 





15 See Daniel FINDIKYAN, The Commentary of the Armenian Daily Office by Bishop Step‘anos Siwnec‘i († 735). Edition and Translation of the Long and Short Versions with Textual and Liturgical Study, Dissertatio ad Doctoratum, yet unpublished, Ponrificium Institutum tudiorum Orientalium, Romae, 1997, p. 21. For general and bibliographical information on Siwnec‘i, see ibid. pp. 13-25. 





16 La spiritualità armena. Il Il libro della lamentazione di Gregorio di Narek, traduzione e note di B.L. Zekiyan, Introduzione di B.L. Zekiyan e Cl. Gugerotti, Presentazione di D. Barsotti, Ed.ni Studium, Roma 1999, p. 91. 





17 With regard to this topic, of K. Beledian’s Narekian research let us mention here especially: Grigor Narekac‘i lezui sahmannerun mēÆ, (Grigor Narekac‘i dans les limites du langage), (Bibliothèque d’Arménologie “Bazmavep”),  Venise – St. Lazare, 1985, in part. ch. II, B, pp. 69-80, French Résumé: pp. 155-157.    





18 See ch. III of the Introduction to La spiritualità armena (cit. n. 16), by Claudio GUGEROTTI, La parola-lamento e Gregorio di Narek,  pp. 102-135.





19 See B.L. ZEKIYAN, ch. II of the Introduction to La spiritualità armena: San Gregorio di Narek, Surb Grigor Narekatsi, pp. 76-91.


20  “L’ecumenismo è una cosa nuova rispetto alla lunga e dolorosa storia che ci ha preceduto… è cosa arcana, che affonda le sue radici nei misteriosi disegni di Dio” quoted by Germano PATTARO, Corso di teologia dell’ecumenismo, Queriniana, Brescia, 1985, p. 4.  





21 For a detailed analysis see: B.L. ZEKIYAN, “Un dialogue  oecuménique au  XIIe siècle: les pourparlers entre le catholicos St Ners²s Šnorhali et le  légat  impérial  Théorianos en vue de l’union des  Eglises arménienne  et byzantine”, Actes du XVe Congrès International d’Études  byzantines  -  Athènes,  Sept.1976, IV, Histoire, Communications, Athènes 1980, p. 420-441. See also: ID., Les relations arméno-byzantines  après la mort de St Ners²s Šnorhali, (cit. n. 4) ; ID., “The Armenian Community of  Philippopolis, (cit. n. 4); ID., “Nersès de Lambron” e “Nersès  Shnorhali”, Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, XI, Paris, 1981, col. 122-134, 134-150; ID., “Les disputes religieuses du XIVe siècle, prélude des divisions et du statut ecclésiologiques postérieurs de l’Église Arménienne”, Actes du Colloque «Les Lusignan et l’Outre Mer». Poitiers-Lusignan, 20-24 Octobre 1993, Programme com’science, Conseil Régional Poitu-Charentes, [w.d.], pp. p. 314-315, n. 21; the same in English with light variants: “The religious Quarrels of the 14th Century Preluding to the Subsequent Divisions and Ecclesiological Status of the Armenian Church”, dans Studi sull’Oriente Cristiano, I (1997), pp. 175-76, n. 22; ID., “Un singolare itinerario di spiritualità dalla frontiera all’oikumene. Riflessioni sulla cristianità armena”, in Religioni e sette nel mondo, 1 (1995), p. 37-53; P. ANANIAN, “Narsete IV Klayetzi”, dans Biblioteca  Sanctorum, IX,  Rome, 1967, col. 750-753; E. SUTTNER, “Eine «Ökumenische Bewegung» im 12. Jahrhundert und ihr bedeutendster Theologe, der armenische Katholikos Nerses Schnorhali”, dans Kleronomia, t. 7, fasc. 1, 1975, p. 87-97; H. KHATCHADOURIAN, “The Christology of St. Nerses Shnorhali in Dialogue with Byzantium”, dans Miscellanea Francescana, 78 (1978), p. 413-434; Archbishop Mesrob ASHJIAN, St. Nerses of Lambron Champion of the Church Universal. His Synodal Discourse with English Translation and Annotations, The Armenian Prelacy, New York, 1993, pp. 12-35.     





22 Sadi KOÇAŞ, Tarih boyunca Ermeniler ve Türk-Ermeni ilişkileri, (The Armenians and the Turkish-Armenian Relations through the centuries), 2nd ed., Altınok Matbaası, Ankara, 1967, p. 45.  





23 Cf. M. ASHJIAN, St. Nerses of Lambron Champion of the Church Universal, (cit. n. 21).





24 See n. 5.





25 M. ASHJIAN, St. Nerses of Lambron Champion of the Church Universal, (cit. n. 21), pp. 79-80.





26 Edition of St. Petersbourg, 1788, p. 198. 


27 Letter, on the 17th of August 1626, by Catholicos Movses IV with the Bishop Xač‘atur of Cesarea (Kesarac‘i) and the vardapet Aristakes to Pope Urbanus VIII (Archives of Propaganda Fide, Scritture Originali  Congregazioni  Generali, edited by G. AMADOUNI,  Oskan Vardapet  Erewanc‘i ew ir žamanak( (O. V. of Erevan and his time), Venezia - S. Lazzaro, 1975, p. 268. 





28 Colophon of the Saint to his translation from the Greek of the Dialogues of Pope Gregory the Great: GAREGIN I KAT‘OŁIKOS [Yovsep‘eanc‘], Yishatakarank‘ jeragrac‘ (Colophons of  Manuscripts), 5th century-1250, Antilias,  Lebanon, 1951, coloph. N° 218, col. 479; the same in A.  S. T`EVOSYAN,  Hayerēn  jeragreri  yishatakaranner  (Colophons of Armenian manoscripts), 5th –12th century, Yerevan, 1988, coloph. N° 244,  p. 227 (unfortunately this more recent and enriched edition of  the oldest colophons does not indicate references to Yovsep‘ianc‘’ edition). For other testimonies related to the importance of the book and learning in the Armenian world as seen from a general cultural standpoint, see ZEKIYAN, “Riflessioni preliminari sulla  spiritualità armena”, (cit. n. 2), pp. 350-351)  
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