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PREFACE

The idea of re-evaluating the accepted interpretation of the Paulician
heresy was originally suggested to me some years ago by Professor Austin
P. Evans in his seminar on medieval heresies at Columbia University.
Like most other investigators of the problem, I very soon found myself
faced with the contradiction presented by the two bodies of sources,
Greek and Armenian, the latter of which could not be reconciled with the
traditional view of Paulicianism as a Gnostic-dualistic sect. This book
is an attempt to rework all the currently available material which bears
on the problem of the origin, history, and nature of Paulicianism. Such
an attempt must still be tentative and fragmentary; some of the problems
are not yet capable of solution because of insufficient evidence. My pur-
pose here has been to present such knowledge as we now possess on the
early development of Paulicianism in Armenia, on the Euphrates, and at
Constantinople. The problem of later Balkan Paulicianism and its im-
plications is too vast in itself to be included in such a study as this, and I
have not attempted it here. The extremely important manuscript mate-
rial in the National Collection of Ancient Manuscripts of the Council of
Ministers of the Armenian SSR (Matenadaran) is only beginning to be
known, and I learned of some of the material as this book was going to
press. Unfortunately, circumstances have not yet permitted me to see
the manuscripts themselves, but I have tried to integrate into the text of
this work whatever knowledge I have been able to obtain of them.

No system of Armenian transliteration seems altogether satisfactory
for a study of this type. I have used the Hiibschmann system, ¢xcept
where this would entail unwarranted pedantry in the case of familiar
names.

Among the many people who have helped me in the preparation of this
book, my thanks go first to Professor Evans. Throughout the years taken
by this investigation, he has always been ready to give me help and advice
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both scholarly and practical, and 1 have imposed on his patience when-
ever I found myself in difficulty. My debt to him is more than can be
acknowledged here. I am most grateful also to Professor Sirarpie Der
Nersessian of Dumbarton Oaks for her innumerable kindnesses in en-
couraging me to enter and persist in the field of Armeno-Byzantine
history, for her criticism and guidance, and particularly for calling to my
attention much invaluable material which would otherwise have es-
caped me.

My thanks are due as well to Professor Elias Bickerman of Columbia
University, whose invariably incisive criticism was of the greatest help to
me in clarifying my own ideas, and provided whatever sharpness this
book may possess; and to Professors John Mundy and Garrett Mattingly
of Columbia University for their encouragement and counsel at many
stages of this work. I am also most grateful to the Mkhitarist Fathers of
San Lazzaro in Venice where the research for much of this book was
carried out under a Fulbright grant, not only for giving me full use of
their library and manuscript collection, but also for providing help with
problems of language and Armenian paleography. Finally, for endless
hours spent in discussion, correction and proofreading of the manuscript,
I am most grateful to my many friends and collcagues and most par-
ticularly to Dr. Lenore O’Boyle of Connecticut College for Women, Dr.
Marlies Kallmann Danziger of Hunter College, Dr. Wendell Stacy
Johnson and Mr. Gerard E. Caspary of Smith College, and Dr. Robert
G. Lewis.

Northampton, Mass., September 1, 1960

Nate:

As indicated above, the manuscript of this book was completed in September of
1960. Through circumstances outside my control delays in publication have regrettably
made it impossible to include material which appeared after that date.

N.G.G.
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INTRODUCTION

The sect of the Paulicians achieved a brief peried of political importance
on the Armeno-Byzantine frontier of the upper Euphrates in the middle
of the ninth century and was a source of serious concern to the emperors
of the Amorian and early Macedonian dynasties. MNevertheless the origin
of the sect, as well as much of its history, and, far more seriously, the
very nature of the heresy of which it was accused, remain obscure to this
day.

The earliest reference to the sect by name comes from Armenia and
dates from the middle of the sixth century. Thereafter a variety of
sources throughout the Middle Ages notes the presence of the sectarians
on Armenian and Mesopotamian territory, either under the general name
of Paulicians, or, after the tenth century, under the regional name of
T ondrakeci, which is derived from the heretical district of T ondrak in
Armenia.!

Although the Paulician heresy presumably existed in imperial lands at
least from the middle of the seventh century, we possess no Greek sources
earlier than the first part of the ninth century. The Greek material con-
sists of both historical and polemical texts which customarily refer to the
Paulicians as Manichaeans.? Most of these sources are concerned with
the Paulicians in the period preceding the destruction of their capital,
Tephrikg, on the upper Euphrates by the Emperor Basil I in 872, but we
possess references to the existence of the sect in the western provinces of
the Empire until the thirteenth century at least.

The first mention of the Paulicians in western European sources comes
from southern Italy in the eleventh century. The Annals of Bari, for the
year 1041, allude to Paulicians in the imperial army operating against the

' The Greek and Armenian sources will be discussed separately in Chapters I and T1
respectively.
*  For a discussion of this term, see Chapter V.
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Normans.? These Paulicians seem to be identified with Manichaeans.*
Far more abundant are the documents from the period of the Crusades.
Most of the sources on the First Crusade refer to the presence of
Paulicians, whom they normally call Publicani,® in the Muslim

* “Annales Barenses”, MGHS, V¥ (Hanover, 1843), 55, “Hinc rediens Michael
confessus cum paucis, relictis semivivis pro pavore Normanorum sevientium, scripsit
ad Siciliam, et venerunt ipsi miseri Macedones et Paulikiani et Calabrenses; et collectis
insimul cum reliquis in catuna Montis Pelosi, tunc descendit catepanus filius Budiano
in Apuliam; Michael rediit ad Siciliam, iubente imperatore, unde venerat™,

We have evidence from the Greek sources that Paulicians were present in Italy at a
still earlier date in the contingents brought by Nicephorus Phocas, the elder, in 885,
Theophanes Continuatus, *Chronographia®, ed. 1. Bekker, CSHB, XXXIII (Bonn,
1838), 313; “...vov Mwakovitliv éxelvov, 6 Drepétng moté ol katd v Teppkny
Xpuooyerpog fiv, otipog 1@v and Mavevtog v Opnoxelav Ekoviwy npocenayd-
pevov™; also Cedrenus, “Historiarum Compendium™, ed. I. Bekker, CSHB, VII
(Bonn, 1838), 236. On the career of Diakonitzes among the Paulicians and his sub-
sequent conversion, see Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 275; Genesius,
“Regum”, ed. C. Lachmann, CSHB, XXII (Bonn, 1834}, 125; and Cedrenus, Compen-
dium, 211-212.

It is possible that we have evidence for knowledge of Paulicians in the West at
an earlier date, “Anno decimo quinto Imperii sui Constantinus [V] Syros et
Armenios, quos a Theadosopali et Mitilena [sic] duxerat, in Thracem emigravit, ex
quibus etiam Publicanorum haeresis est dilata™, “Historia Miscella ab incerto Auclore
consarcinata”, RIS, I (Milan, 1759), 158. The date of the Historia Miscella is problem-
atic. The editor’s preface of the new edition of the RIS (Rome, 1900), 1, cvii, is of the
opinion that the section quoted must be dated in the late ninth or early tenth century
and derived from Anastasius Bibliothecarius' translation of Theophanes® Chronography.
Indeed this passage is an exact translation from Theophanes Confessor, Chronographia,
ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1883), I, 429. The composition of Theophanes™ work is dated
between 810/1 and 814/5 by K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur,
2nd. ed. (Munich, 1897), 342, a date which is confirmed by G. Moravcsik, Byzantino-
furcica (Budapest, 1942), 1, 147, but the term “Publicanorum haeresis™ suggests a late
date. The Annals of Bari still use the Greek form, “Paulikiani™, in the ¢leventh century,
and Anastasius Bibliothecarius, uses the form “‘Paulicianorum”, Anastasius Biblio-
thecarius, Chronographia Tripertita, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1885), 281. The form
““Publicani” is not found normally before the twelfth century.
¢ William of Apulia, **Gesta Roberti Wiscardi", MGHS, IX (Hanover, 1851), 1, vv.
339-340, p. 248:

*“Cum Graecis aderant quidam, quos pessimus error
Fecerat amentes, €t ab ipso nomen habebant™,
These verses, which refer to the campaign of 1041 seem clearly to contain the pun on
the name of Mani or Manes so dear to early ecclesiastical writers. The doctrine attri-
buted to these sectarians is rather confused:
““Plebs solet ista Patrem cum Christo dicere passum,
Et fronti digito signum crueis imprimit uno,
Non aliam Nati personam quam Patri esse,
Hane etiam sancti Spiraminis esse docebant™. fbid., vv. 341-344,
* The correct Latin form seems to have been “Publicani”, though the forms
“Populicani”, *'Poblicani”, and *Poplicani”, etc.... also occur. See Ducange,
Glossarium mediae et infimae larinitatis, V, ed. G. Henschel (Parns, 1845), 350, and
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army.® Occasionally these Publicani appear to cooperate with the Crusad-
ers, but their normal position is in the enemy camp.” In the East the Publi-
cani are numbered by the chroniclers among the heathen Muslims rather
than among the Christian sectarians,® although the Paulicians met by the
Crusaders in the Balkans are always identified as heretics.* After the

Ducange, “Histoire de 'empire de Constantinople sous les empereurs Frangois™,
Corpus Byzantinae Srorica, XXVIII (Paris, 1658), 341-342,
¢ The Paulicians are listed among the Muslim contingents as follows:

a) In Asia Minor and particularly at the battle of Dorylacum: Histoire anonyme de

la premiére croisade, ed. L. Bréhier (Paris, 1924), 111, 9, p. 48. Peter Tudebodus, “His-

toria de Hicrosolymitano itinere”, RHC-0ce., 111 (Paris, 1856}, 26. Robert the Monk,
“Historia lherosolimitana®, RHC-0cc., 111, 763; Henry of Huntington, *De captione
Antiochae a christianis”, RHC-Occ., V (Pans, 1895), 375.

by In 1098, at the siege of Antioch: Histeire amonyme, VIII, 20, p. 102. Peter
Tudebodus, Histaria, 55; Stephen of Chartres, “Ad Adelam uxorem suam epistola”,
RHC-Oce., 111, 888; Baldric of Dole, “Historia Jerosolimitana™, RHC-Oce., 1V (Paris,
1879), 54.

) In the relieving Muslim army of Curbaran (Kerbogha): Histoire anonyme, 1X, 21,
pp. 110-112. Peter Tudebodus, Historia, 59; Robert the Monk, Historia, 808; Baldric
of Dole, Historia, 59; Henry of Huntington, De caprione, 377; Baldwin 111, “Historia
Nicaena vel Antiochena”, RHC-Occ., V, 162; Hugo of St. Maria, “Itineris Hieroso-
lymitani compendium™, RHC-Oce., V, 364; Guibert de Nogent, “Historia quae dicuntur
gesta Dei per Francos™, RHC-Occ., 1V, 189,

d) In 1099 at the battle of Ascalon: Albert of Aix, **Historia Hierosolymitana™,
RHC-0Occ., 1V (Paris, 1879), 490, 493, 497,

e) As garrisons in Muslim cities such as Arche and Neapolis (Nablus): Peter
Tudebodus, Historia, 97; Baldric of Dole, Historia, 91, 105, var. 19; Gilo of Paris,
“Historia Gilonis de via Hierosolymitana', RHC-Oce., V, 788.

* Histoire anonyme, 1V, 11, p. 62. The author seems to be suggesting a measure of
cooperation between the Publicani and the scouts sent by Raymond de Saint-Gilles
to investigate the situation of Antioch in the fall of 1097, “Venerunt itaque in vallem
prope Antiochiam ad quoddam castrum Publicanorum illicque audierunt Turcos esse
in civitate {Antiochia] eamque fortiter defendere preparabant”. Peter Tudebodus,
Historia, 33, and Henry of Huntington, De captione, 383-384, are non-commital, but
Robert the Monk, Histeria, 770, shows that the garrison was hostile to the scouts,
“Perrexerunt igitur usque ad castrum Publicanorum, eoque sibi subjugato...”. This
point of view is supported by the Anonymus Rhenanus, “Historia et gesta ducis
Gotfridi", RHC-Occ., V, 458. This antagonism is far more characteristic of the
attitude of the Paulicians toward the Crusaders.

*  Histoire anonyme, 111, 9, pp. 48 and 110-111, “Erat autem numerus Turcorum, Persa-
rum, Publicanorum, Sarracenorum, Angulanorum aliorumque paganorum...”; also
Baldric of Dole, Historia, 54, ... Turcos, Publicanos... et plurimas alias gentilium
nationes...”; Peter Tudebodus, Historia, 26, 55, 59; Stephen of Chartres, Epistola,
B88; Robert the Monk, Historia, 808; Albert of Aix, Historia, 490, 497; er al.

* The earlier chroniclers do not mention the name of the heretics found near Pelagonia,
Hisroire anonyme, 1, 4, p. 22, “Egressi de Castoria, intravimus Palagoniam [sic] in qua
erat quoddam hereticorum castrum, quod undique aggressi sumus, moxque nostro suc-
cubuit imperio: accenso itaque igne, combussimus castrum cum habitatoribus suis™.
Also Peter Tudebodus, Hisroria, 16, and Robert the Monk, Historia, 745. William of
Tyre, however, identifies the heretics as Publicani, P. Paris ed., Guillaume de Tyr et ses
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period of the First Crusade no more is heard of the Paulicians in Syria-
Palestine, and William of Tyre can already use the name Publicanus as a
general name for a heretic.!® In the Balkans they are still known to
Villehardouin early in the thirteenth century, but he presents them as
traitors rather than heretics.!!

In western Europe, particularly in northern France and England, the
name of Publicani was given to heretics from the twelfth century onward.1?
The background of these heretics is obscure,’® though Evervinus of Stein-
feld says that in 1146 heretics at Cologne confessed that their doctrine
was ancient and had lingered in Greece.!* OQOccasionally we find the

continuateurs (Paris, 1879), I, 72, “Aprés il [Bohemond and his army] vindrent en la
terre de Pelagoine... puis oirent dire que prés de la avoit un chastel mout fort, ol
tuit li popelicain de la terre fesoient recet, por la force du lieu; ne n’avoit iluec se teus
genz non mescréanz™. William may be using the term “Publicani™ as a general term
of abuse (see n. 10). However, we know that Paulicians were still to be found in the
ared in the thirteenth century (see n. 11).

10 Guillaume de Tyr, 11, 420421, “... car bien avoit Ve anz passez que uns popeliquans
fu qui avoit non [sic] Marons: de cestui estoient-il apelé Maronique, porce qu'il le
sivoient en sa mescréandise™.

1 Villehardouin, La Conquéte de Constantinople, ed. E. Faral (Pars, 1939), 1,
210-212. This account of the attempt made by the Paulicians of Philippopolis to
betray the city to the Bulgar Tsar Johanitza or Kalojan, their subsequent punishment
by the Latin lord of Philippopolis, Renier de Trit, and the eventual surrender of the
city to the Bulgars treats the entire episode on a purely political basis without any
overtones of heterodoxy.

1t Historia Miscella, 158; “Historia Vizeliacensis monasterii”, in d'Achéry, Spicile-
gium veterum aliguor scriptorum, 11, ed. de la Barre (Paris, 1723), 560; Louis VII,
“Epistola CCCLVIILad Papam Pascalem”, in Duchesne, Historiae Francorum Scriptores,
1V (Paris, 1641), 729; Lateran Council of 1179, Mansi, XXI1, 232; Alberic the Monk,
“Chronicon”, MGHS, XXIII (Hanover, 1874), 878; Robert of Auxerre, *‘Chronicon',
RGFS, XVIII (Paris, 18397), 249-250, 262; William of Newbridge, “Libri quinque de
rebus Anglicis”, RGFS, XIII (Paris, 1869), 108; Radulph Coggeshale, “‘Chronico
Anglicano™, RGFS, XVIII, 59, 92; Matthew of Paris, Chronica Majora, ed. H. R,
Luard (London, 1878), 111, 375; William Brito, *'Philippidos™, in Duchesne, Scriptores,
¥, 102; Stephen Bellavilla, “*De septem donis Spiritus Sancti”, in d’Argentré, Collectio
Judiciorum de novis erroribus (Paris, 1724), 1, 90; “Roman de Chantepleure”, in Ducange,
Glossarium, ¥V, 350,

1 William of Newbridge, Libri quingue, 108, “... incerto auctore habentes”. An
unknown origin is likewise ascribed to the heretics at Orléans in 1022; see Peter Vivi
Senomnis, “Chronicon™, in d"Achéry, Spicilegium, 11, 474, **Sub ipso tempore exorta est
magna haeresis nova et inaudita in urbe Aurelianensi”, The same is true in Milan
in 1040; see Landulph Senior, “Medioalensis Historia", RIS, IV, 2, new ed. (Bologna,
1942), 67, *'...quandam haeresim inauditam...”. These last two heresies are not
specifically identified with the Publicani by the contemporary sources, though this is
done by Ducange, Glossarium, V, 350.

14 Evervinus of Steinfeld, “Epistola ad S. Bernardum de haereticis sui temporis™,
PL, CLXXXII (1879), 679, “hanc haeresim usque ad haec tempora occultatam fuisse
a temporibus martyrum, et permanisse in Graecia, et quibusdam aliis terris”. The
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Publicani identified with the Cathari or Albigensians of southern France.!®
In the sources, the Paulicians are seldom called Manichaeans;! they
must, however, have been so considered by analogy with the Cathari,
against whom this accusation is made.'” Thus we find, as early as the
thirteenth century, the opinion widespread among western authors that
the Oriental Paulicians or Publicani were the probable ancestors of
western Manichaean sects. The entire study of the Paulician heresy, as
a result, has developed in the light of its position as the transmitter of
Manichaean dualism to the West, rather than as an independent inves-
tigation of its particular characteristics.'®

With the publication early in the seventeenth century of the polemical
work of Peter of Sicily against the sect, the Paulicians became a subject
for historical research.'® Yet this work does not seem to have been familiar
to Ducange, who presented the Paulicians as Manichaeans and the an-
cestors of French heretics,*® though it had been used by Baronius in his

heretics of southern France, the Cathari or Albigensians, with whom the Publicani
were often identified (see n. 16), were often traced to a Bulgarian origin by their
contemporaries; see Robert of Auxerre, Chranicon, 274; Matthew of Paris, Chronica
Majora, 78; Rainier Sacchoni, “Summa de Catharis et Leonistis seu Pauperibus”, in
Marténe et Durand, TNA, V, 1767-1768, er al.

& Lateran Council of 1179, Mansi, XXII, 232; Robert of Auxerre, Chronicon, 249-250;
William of Newbridge, Libri quingue, 108; et al.

' Louis VII, Epistola, 729, “Archicpiscopus Remensis H, frater meus nuper in
Flandriam Terram profectus, ibi invenit homines depravatos, erroris pessimi sectatores
in Manichaeorum lapsos haeresim, qui vulgo Populicani vocantur™, Also Stephen
Bellavilla, De septem donis, 90; Alberic the Monk, Chronicon, 945,

17 Eckbert of Schdnau, “Sermones contra Catharos™, PL, CXCV (1855), 16, er
passim; Moneta of Cremona, Adversus Carharos et Valdenses, ed. T. Ricchini (Rome,
1743), et al.

¥  The concern of this study is only with the Oriental Paulicians to the exclusion of
any considerations of their possible survival in the Balkans or western Europe.

1w M. Rader ed., Petri Siculi Historia Manichaeorum (Ingolstadt, 1604). Only the
History of Peter of Sicily was edited by Rader, and not the Sermons following it, which
were first published by A. Mai, Nova patrum bibliotheca (Rome, 1847), 1V, 3, 1-79,
#*  Ducange, “Observations sur I'histoire de Geoffroi de Ville-hardouhin®, Corpus
Byzantinae storicae, XX V111, 342, does not list Peter of Sicily among his sources. In the
Glossarivm, ¥V, 350, which was published some twenty vears later, the mention of Paul
and John as the eriginators of the Paulician sect may well be a reference to Peter of
Sicily, History, Chapters XXI and XXII1, PG, CIV, 1273/4-1275/6. This added source
would explain the change in point of view from the suggestion of a doubt in the
Observations, 342, “Or quoy que les hérétiques Pauliciens soient différens des Mani-
cheans [sic] ... ils sont ordinairement reconnus dans les autheurs sous le nom de Mani-
cheans”, to the categorical identification of the Paulicians as Manichaeans in the
Glossarium, ¥, 350. Here not only does Ducange consider the Paulicians to have been
Manichaeans, but he identifies them with the Publicani, and derives the heretics of
Orléans and the Waldensians from them,
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Eecelesiastical Annals.® Maimbourg, basing himself on Peter of Sicily
and the Byzantine chroniclers, Cedrenus and Zonaras, included in his
History of Iconoclasm a note on the persecutions of Paulicians in the
Byzantine Empire during the ninth century. These Paulicians, he noted,
were not only Manichaeans, but Iconoclasts. This additional characteris-
tic was the cause of their persecution by the Empress Theodora after the
re-establishment of Orthodoxy at Constantinople in 843.2° More im-
portantly, Bossuet, in his history of the Protestant sects,™ also followed
Peter of Sicily and firmly established the thesis that the Paulicians were
both Manichaeans and the transmitters of this doctrine to western
Europe, through their settlement in the Balkans.® This thesis, which was
to have much weight among scholars, appears in the works of Bayle,®
Fleury,* Wolf,*” Ricchini,?®* Muratori,?® and Le Beau.?® The insistence
of Catholic authors on the heretical and specifically Manichaean char-
acter of the Paulicians resulted in part from the claim of Waldensian and

% C. Baronius, Annales Ecclesiastici (Lucca, 1742-1744), XI, 459-462; XII, 76,
208-299, 628-629; XII1, 489-490; XIV, 313-314; XV, 223, 232 (editio princeps, 1588-
1607). This is an historical account drawn mainly from Peter of Sicily. The Paulicians
are invariably characterized as Manichaeans,

L. Maimbourg, Hisfoire de I"hérésie des Iconoclastes (Paris, 1686), 480-482,

@ J. B. Bossuet, “'Histoire des variations des églises protestantes™, Oeuwvres, 1V (Paris,
1852), 172-174 (editio princeps, 1688).

 fhid., 174.

% P, Bayle, “Pauliciens™, Dictionnaire historigue, new ed. (Paris, 1820), XI, 476-509
(editio princeps, 1695-1697). Almost all the material for Bayle's article is taken from
Bossuet.

* G, Fleury, Histoire ecclésiastique, new ed. (Paris, 1858), III, 223, 225-227, 229,
243-244, 259, 319, 487-488,645 (edirio princeps, 1720). In addition to Cedrenus and
Zonaras, Fleury was acquainted with the chronicles of Theophanes Confessor and his
Continuator, and with the life of the Emperor Basil I by Constantine Porphyrogenitus.
Fleury’s historical information is far more extensive than that of any of his predecessors,
but he does not alter their thesis of Paulician Manichacanism and its influence on
western Europe. See particularly 111, 223, 225-227, 487-488, 645, 1V, 640, 689,

# J, C. Wolf, Anecdora graeca sacra et profana (Hamburg, 1722-1724), 2 vols. The
preface to the four polemical books against the Paulicians attributed to the Patriarch
Photius, of which this is the first edition.

# T, Ricchini, “Preface™ to Moneta of Cremona, Adversus Catharos et Valdenses
(Rome, 1743), xiv-xviii.

@ 1. A. Muratori, “Dissertatio sexagesima, Quaenam haereses saeculis rudibus
Italiam divexarint™, Antiquitates Italicae Medii Aevi (Arezzo, 1777), X1, 436-444.

30 [ e Beau, Histoire du Bas-empire en commengant & Constantin le Grand (Maestricht,
1780), XTIV, 259-261, 265, 358; XV, 28-30, 88, 172-186; XVII, 569-571. Le Beau is
acquainted with most of the chroniclers concerned with the Paulicians with the
exception of George the Monk whose chronicle was not published unti! the following
century. He is not interested in Paulician influence in the West, but he does not
question the characterization of the sect as Manichaean.
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other Protestant authors that the Paulicians were, by way of the Cathari,
the original ancestors of the Waldensians in particular and of all the
reformed churches in general. Such an assertion would naturally lead
Protestant scholarship to the denial of the existence of any Manichaean
doctrine among the Cathari and eventually among the Paulicians.™

Voltaire suggested that the name *Manichaean™ was given inaccurately
and pejoratively to all the opponents of the established Church, though
he himself referred to the Paulicians persecuted by Theodora as Mani-
chaeans.®® The first serious criticism of the identification of Paulicians
with Manichaeans was to come from Mosheim.®® In his Institures,
Mosheim retained the thesis of Paulician influence on western Europe,™
but he pointed out that the Paulicians differed from the Manichaeans on
a number of points,®® and that the two had been identified merely on the
basis of a dualistic doctrine widespread in early heterodox Christianity.?®
He came to the conclusion that the Paulicians were descended from one of
the many Gnostic sects.3” The Protestant point of view was probably

3t J, Chassanion, Histoire des Albigeois (1595), 29 fT.; I. Perrin, Histoire des Vaudois
ef des Albigeois (Geneva, 1618), passim; J. Léger, Histoire générale des églises évangd-
ligues vaudoises (Leyden, 1669), I, 18, 126-131; 11, 328: E. Gibbon, The History of the
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ed. J. B. Bury (London, 1902), VI, 111, 113, 125:
F. Schmidt, Historia Paulicianorum Orientalium (Hafnia, 1826), 1-2, 68-74; J. K. L.
Gieseler, “'Untersuchungen dber die Geschichte der Paulikianer”, Theologische
Srudien und Kritiken (Hamburg, 1829), 11, 80; Bossuet, Variations, and Fleury, Hisroire,
1V, 767, make a point of distinguishing between the Albigensians and the Waldensians.
The tradition of the Paulicians as the ancestors of the Waldensians, howcver, was to
persist as late as the nineteenth century; see A. Lombard, Pauliciens, Bulgares, et Bons-
hommes en QOrient et en Occident (Geneva, 1879), xviii-xix, 18-19, 271, etc. On this
point see C. Schmidt, Histoire ... des Cathares ou Albigeois (Paris-Geneva, 1849), 267 ff.
¥ Voltaire, “Examen important de Milord Bolingbroke ou le tombeau du fanatisme,
écrit sur la fin de 1736", Oeuvres, XLI1I, ed. M. Beuchot (Paris, 1831), 196-197,

3 J. L. Mosheim, Institutes of Ecclesiastical History Ancient and Modern, trans.
J. Murdock, 3rd ed. (New York, 1845-1849), 3 vols; G. Amold, Unparteyische Kirchen
und Ketzer Historien, new ed. (SchafThausen, 1740), 1, 331 (editio princeps, 1699), also
questioned the Manichaean identification. 1. de Beausorbe, Histoire critigue de Mani-
chée er du manichéisme (Amsterdam, 1734), 1, 254, 262, criticized the accuracy of
Peter of Sicily, Photius and Euthymius Zigabenus in their accusations against the
Manichaeans and the Bogomils. He apparently left 2 manuscript study of the Paulici-
ans, but this was never published, ibid., 1, “Preface”, 5, and 262; C. Schmidt, Histoire,
II, 268 n. 2.

M Mosheim, Institutes, 11, 135-136, 465.

8% Jhid., 103-104, *... it is certain that they were not genuine Manichaeans, although
they might hold some doctrines bearing a resemblance to those of that sect™.

i Jbid., 103.

7 Ihid, 104, and 104, n. 12. The tendency to minimize the heretical aspect of
Paulicianism is found here too, *'... we discover, as to most of their doctrines, that they
had in several respects more correct ideas of religion, of religious worship, and of
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best presented by Gibbon. Following the thesis of Mosheim quite closely,
Gibben pointed out that the Paulicians had rejected all identification with
Mani and his doctrine, and therefore he, too, considered them a Gnostic
sect, though he admitted the presence of Manichaean elementsamongthem,
In his opinion the sectarians, in their insistence upon the Scriptures and
their rejection of images, personified the opposition to the superstitions
of the Church, and as such were worthy precursors of the Reformation.?®

The first important monograph on the Paulicians was published by
Gieseler in 1829.%8% In addition to characterization of the doctrine and
establishment of a systematic history and chronology of the sect,?
Gieseler gave the first criticism of the existing sources.*? He pointed out

church government than the prevailing churches of that day had; and that they drew
on themselves persecution, by their dislike of images, and by their opposition to the
hierarchy, more than by their other religious opinions™.

3 Gibbon, Decline and Fall, VI, 111-115, 124-125. “The visible assemblies of the
Paulicians or Albigeois were extirpated by fire and sword; and the bleeding remnanis
escaped by flight, concealment, or catholic conformity. But the invincible spirit which
they had kindled still lived and breathed in the Western world, In the state, in the
church, and even in the cloister, a latent succession was preserved of the disciples of
St. Paul; who protested against the tyranny of Rome, embraced the Bible as the rule
of faith, and purified their creed from all the visions of the Gnostic theology. The
struggles of Wickliff in England, of Huss in Bohemia were premature and ineffectual;
but the names of Zuinglius, Luther, and Calvin are pronounced with gratitude as the
deliverers of nations™ (125). Gibbon was also the first to consider the possible means
for the transmission of the Paulician doctrine to the West. He suggested: 1) pilgrims
passing through the Balkans on their return from Jerusalem; 2) Eastern traders in
Venice; 3) Paulician contingents in the Byzantine provinces in Italy, ibid., 123. Peter
de Marca, Histoire de Béarn (Paris, 1640), VIII, xiv, 728, had suggested that the
Paulicians had joined the French armies returning from Palestine by way of Bulgaria
and so reached France, but he gave no proof of this hypothesis.

It is interesting that recent Soviet historians have returned to the thesis that the
Paulicians, rejecting the corruption of the Medieval Church, turned back to the
tradition of the early Christian communities. This thesis, however, is based on social
and economic and not on theological grounds. See, for instance, K. Iuzbashian,
“Toward the History of the Paulician Movement in Byzantium in the IX Century”,
Problems of the History of Religion and Atheism, TV (1956), 269-270,

#*  Gieseler, “Untersuchungen”. Two earlier monographs on the Paulicians exist:
1) F. Schmidt, Hisioria Paulicianorum Orientalium (Hafnia, 1826), and 2) J. Engelhardt,
“Die Paulikianer. Eine kirchenhistorische Abhandlung"”, Newes kritisches Journal
der theologischen Litteratur (Sulzbach, 1827), VII, 3-33, 129-165. Schmidt, however,
merely gave an account of Paulician history and dogma from the attempted reconciliation
of Peter of Sicily, Photius, and Cedrenus. The study of Engelhardt, though more critical
and thorough than that of Schmidt, was immediately superseded by that of Gieseler.
4 Gieseler, “Untersuchungen™, 87-101, 114-120.

81 Jbid., 80, 82-86, er passim. Gieseler was to give a new edition of Peter of Sicily,
Petri Siculi Historia Manichaeorum seu Paulicianorum (Go6ttingen, 1846), as well as of
the polemical author known as Peter the Higumen, Ilétpov éhaxictou povayob
*Hyovpévou repi [Mavhikwavdv tdv kai Maviyaiov (Gottingen, 1849).



INTRODUCTION 21

that the history of the sect could not safely be traced back further than
the middle of the seventh century, and rejected the early or Manichaean
phase of Paulicianism as a fable invented by Orthodox polemicists.t?
Developing the theory of Mosheim and Gibbon, he concluded that the
Paulicians were the descendants of a dualistic sect reformed to bring it
into closer accord with primitive Christianity, but that they were unable
to free themselves entirely from their Gnostic antecedents.*® Through a
study of the doctrine of the Paulicians, he further concluded that its closest
analogy lay in the early Christian heresy of the Marcionites whose anti-Ju-
daistic, Pauline attitude he found reflected in the later Paulician tradition. "

By the middle of the nineteenth century the general theory was, there-
fore, that the Paulicians had held a non-Manichaean but dualistic Gnostic
doctrine containing many elements of primitive Christianity which had
been transmitted to anti-Catholic groups in western Europe.®® All of the
studies were concerned exclusively with the Paulicians within the Byzan-
tine Empire; they were based on the polemical works of Peter of Sicily
and the Patriarch Photius, as well as on the notices found in the works of
the Greek chroniclers.®® Two additional factors were to complicate the
study of Paulicianism in more recent times.

Some Armenian documents concerning the Paulicians had been known
from the end of the eighteenth century, but had been useless to western
scholars because of language difficulty. These had been discussed by

2 Gieseler, “Untersuchungen™, 81-86.

2 Jhid., 81, 83, 87, 102, 107-108.

4 Jbid., 103-111. Gieseler emphasizes the Paulician reverence for St. Paul and their
rejection of the Old Testament. He identifies this as part of the Marcionite tradition,
ibid., 83, 104-105, 108-109.

43 C. Schmidrt, Histoire des Cathares. Schmidt attempted to demonstrate the absence
of any relation between the Cathari and the earlier dualistic sects, “*Preface™, iv-v, 11,
252-271, et passim; he did not, however, question the dualistic character of the Pauli-
cians, 1, 12; 11, 261-262. H. Finlay, A History of Greece from the Congquest by the
Romans 1o the Present Time, B.C. 146 1o A.D. 1864, new ed., ed. H. F. Tozer {Oxford,
1877), 11, 243-244. Finlay comes to no particular conclusions about the Paulicians,
but he is inclined to believe in their early Christian character. Lombard, Pawliciens,
12-21. The work of Lombard tends to be polemical and unscholarly. At best it repro-
duces the conclusions of Gieseler.

4  The work aitributed to Peter the Higumen had been published by Gieseler (see
n. 41). Two additional sources on the Greek Paulicians were available in this period:
1) an abjuration formula published by Tollius, Insignia itinerarii Italici (1696), 126 F.,
reprinted in PG, 1, 1461/2-1471/2 (known to Gieseler); 2) Euthymius Zigabenus,
Panoplia Dagmatica, first published in Latin translation by P. F. Zinus (Venice, 1555),
and in Greek by the Monk Mitrophanes (Tergovist, 1710). The waorks of Photius and
in particular those of Peter of Sicily remained, however, the principal if not the only
sources up to this period.
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Michael Camgean, who had included some information on the history
and doctrine of the Armenian Paulicians and T*ondrakeci in his History
of the Armenians, published in Venice in 1784,47 Camean considered
these sectarians to have been Manichaeans. In 1834 one of the main
polemical sources against the Armenian Paulicians, the work of the
Kat‘olikos John of Ojun, was also published in Venice, together with a
Latin translation.*® These works were familiar to Neander*? and particu-
larly to Déllinger,5® and the Armenian material in general was extensively
studied by Sargisean and Ter Mkrttschian.®® This additional material
was not, however, to lead any of these scholars to any appreciable modifi-
cation of the existing theories.*

Toward the end of the preceding century and in the first years of our
own, a number of additional sources on the Paulicians were published,*
Furthermore, the validity of both the basic Greek sources, Peter of

¢ M. Cam¢ean (Tchamtchian), History of the Armenians from the Creation of the
World to A.D. 1784 according to the Accounts of all the Sources, 3 vols (Venice, 1784-
1786), 1, 765-68; 11, 356-357, 386-388, 395, 884-895. Camiiean was acquainted with the
Greek chroniclers as well as with the work of Peter of Sicily, though apparently not
at first hand, /bid., 1, 767-768.

* John of Qjun, Domini Johannis Philosophi Otzniensis Armeniorum Catholici,
Opera, ed. J. B. Aucher (Venice, 1834). F. Windischmann, “Mittheilungen aus der
armenischen Kirchengeschichte”, Tiihingen theologische Quartalschrifr (1835), gives a
discussion of this work.

@ A, Neander, Allgemeine Geschichte der christlichen Religion und Kirche (Hamburg,
1836), IV, 450-453. Neander was acquainted with the work of Camdean through a
translation given to him by Petermann, ibid., 451, nn. 1, 3. He does not seem to have
known the work of John of Ojun or the article of Windischmann.

0 I, von Déllinger, Beitrdge zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters I—Geschichte der
gnostisch-manichdischen Sekten im fritheren Mitrelalters (Munich, 1890), 1-31, 54, 58-59,
113-116, 123, 127, 129-131. Déllinger was also acquainted with the work of Camgean
at second hand, but he devoted a chapter to the work of John of Ojun, ibid., 24-31.
He was of the opinion that the Paulicians might be related to the sect of the Archontics
as well as to the Marcionites, ibid., 2-3, but he does not otherwise seriously modify
the thesis of Gieseler.

# B, Sargisean, Research on the Manichaeo-Paulician Seci aof the T ondrakians
(Venice, 1893). K. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Pawlikianer im byzantinischen Kaiserreiche und
verwandre kerzerische Erscheinungen in Armenien (Leipzig, 1893). Some of Ter
Mkrttschian's conclusions seem unfounded, but H. Grégoire’s condemnation of the
work as “‘un livre faux d'un bout & "autre™, seems unduly harsh, H. Grégoire, “Autour
des Pauliciens™, Byzantion, X1 (1936), 610. Much of Ter Mkritschian's material is of
primary importance, and he made some of the Armenian sources available 1o western
scholars for the first time, see, Die Paulikianer, Appendices, 129 fT.

“  Although Ter Mkrttschian criticized and rejected part of the Greek sources (see
n. 54), he too accepted the thesis of the Marcionite origin of Paulicianism, /bid., 106-111,
though he also suggesied a relation to the Messalians, ibid., 42-49, 62-63, 84, 89, 111.
8 a) George the Monk, Chromicon, ed. E. Muralt (St. Petersburg, 1859). This is the
first complete edition of the chronicle and of its continvation. It contains the chapter
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Sicily and the Patriarch Photius, was attacked by Ter Mkrttschian,®
Consequently the majority of recent works on the Paulicians have devoted
themselves primarily to the establishment of the validity and sequence of
the Greek sources.®® No definitive conclusions on this subject have been
reached up to now. Nevertheless, the general opinion at present remdins
that the Paulicians were a non-Manichaean but clearly Gnostic sect
probably most closely related to the Marcionites,®

Two other theories give a different interpretation of Paulicianism. One

relating to the Paulicians omitted in CSHB, XXXIIl (Bonn, 1838). The Muralt
edition was reprinted by Migne, PG, CX (1863). A better edition was brought out by
C. de Boor, Georgii Monachi Chronicon (Leipzig, 1904), 2 vols.

b) J. Friedrich ed., “Der urspriingliche bei Georgios Monachos nur theilweise
erhaltene Bericht iiber die Paulikianer™, Sirzungsberichte der philosophisch-philologischen
und der historischen Classe der K.B. Akademie der Wissenschayften zu Miinchen (1896), 67-
111. This is the publication of the chapter concerning the Paulicians in the Codex
Seorialensis, and it differs radically from the version of de Boor (see my Chapter I).

¢) G. Ficker ed., “Eine Sammlung von Abschwirungsformeln™, Zeiischrift fiir
Kirchengeschichre, XXVI1(Gotha, 1906), 443-464. This contains an abjuration formula
different from the one published by Tollius and Migne (see n. 46).

d) N, M. Petrovskii ed., “Letter of the Patriarch of Constantinople Theophylactus
to the Tsar of Bulgaria Peter™, JAN, XVIIL, 3 (1913), 356-372.

€) A number of Armenian sources referring to the Paulicians were translated by Ter
Mkrttschian and Conybeare (see nn. 51, 59). Also new manuscript evidence from
Armenia was published by Miaban (G. Ter Mkrttschian), “The Book of Heretics”,
Ararat (Feb., 1892).

# K. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 3-4, 9-14, 127 accepted as genuine the first
part of the first book of Photius, but rejected the rest as well as all of Peter of Sicily
as twelfth-century forgeries. These conclusions were, however, not accepted.

8 K. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 2-14, 28, 127, et passim. ). Friedrich, *‘Der
urspriingliche Bericht™, 67-69, 81 . C. de Boor, *'Der Bericht des Georgios Monachos
iiber die Paulikianer”, BZ, VII (1900), 39-49. J. B. Bury, ‘*Appendix 6", in Gibbon,
Decline and Fall, V1, 540-543. K. R. Moeller, De Photii Petrigue Siculi libris contra
Manichaeos scriptis (Bonn, 1910). H. Grégoire, “‘Les Sources de I'histoire des Pauli-
ciens. Pierre de Sicile est authentique et *Photius’ est un faux™, 4RB-BL, XXII, 5e
série (1936), 95-114. Grégoire, **Sur I'histoire des Pauliciens™, ibid., 224-226. Greégoire,
“Autour des Pauliciens™, Byzantion, XI (1936), 610-614 (hereafter, “Pauliciens™).
Grégoire, “Précisions géographiques et chronologiques sur les Pauliciens™, ARB-BL,
XXXIl, Se série (1947), 289-295. F. Scheidweiler, “‘Paulikianerprobleme™, BZ,
XLIII, 2 (1950), 10-39, 366-384, E. Lipshits, “'Problems of the Paulician Movement
in the Light of Contemporary Bourgeois Historiography™, VF, V (1952), 235-241,
M. Loos, “Deux contributions & Uhistoire des Pauliciens”, Byzaniinoslavica, XVII, 1
(Prague, 1956), 19-57. Good résumés of the various conclusions presented in these
works are to be found in Bury, “Appendix”, in Gibbon, Decline and Fall, V1, 540-543;
Grégoire, “Sources”, 95-101; and Loos, “Contributions 1", 19 ff. See also J. Scharf,
“Zur Echtheitsfrage der Manichierbiicher des Photius™, BZ, XLIV (1951), 487 ff.
# V. Sharenkoff, A Study of Manichaeism in Bulgaria with Special Reference to the
Bogomils (New York, 1927). H. Grégoire, “Sources™, 95-105. Grégoire, “Pour
Ihistoire des églises pauliciennes Kaivoydpwov du Pont, Episparis en davapow™,
Orientalia Christiana Periodica, X111 (Rome, 1947), 509, 513 (hereafter, “Eglises™).
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is held by Soviet scholars. In 1947 the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of the Armenian SSR set before Armenian scholars the
problem of tracing the history of the class struggle and of revolts against
foreign oppressors in Armenia.®? As a result, basing themselves on Engels”
interpretation and generally neglecting the theological aspects of the
heresy, Soviet scholars view the Paulician movement as a proletarian
revolt against the oppression of a feudal nobility. In their opinion, this
opposition expressed itself in theological terms, but these were intrinsi-
cally of little importance. These studies show acquaintance with most
of the Armenian material as well as the Greek sources, and their socio-
logical interpretation may be valid within its limited sphere, though the
arguments presented to support it have not been particularly convincing
so far. Such an approach, however, is far too limited to give any com-
prehensive insight into the real character of Paulicianism. In the realm of
theology, Soviet scholarship still accepts the thesis of Paulician dualism.®*

Grégoire, “Précisions”, 301. A. Dondaine, Un ftrairé neo-manichéen du XlHe siécle le
liber de ducbus principiis (Rome, 1939), 52, 56. T. Mersovan, “The Paulicians", The
Eastern Churches Quarierly, ¥V, 12 (London, 1944), 403-412, H. C. Puech and A.
Vaillant, Le Traité contre les Bogomiles de Cosmas le prérre (Paris, 1945), 305-306.
311, 317-325. 8. Runciman, The Medieval Manichee (Cambridge, 1948), 26-62. D,
Obolensky, The Bogomils (Cambridge, 1948), 28-58. Scheidweiler, “Paulikianer-
probleme”, 366 ff. H. Soderberg, La Religion des Cathares (Uppsala, 1949), 24-29, 33,
52-53, 55, 103, 117-118, 120-121, 268, etc.

The thesis of the Manichaean origin of the Paulicians scems to have been abandoned
in favor of a Gnostic dualism, though Dondaine still gives the former serious con-
sideration, Le liber de duobus principiis, 52, “*Les débuts du Paulicianisme sont mal
connus; ses premiéres manifestations certaines ne remontent guére au deld du milieu
du Vlle siécle. Un lien historique avec le manichéisme n'a pu étre établi, cependant
ses origines aux confins de I'Europe et de I'Asie ol les doctrines de Mani avaient encore
de nombreux adeptes rendent la filiation des plus vraisemblable”.

In view of the recent enthusiasm for the Marcionite origin of the Paulicians, it will
be well to remember that the authority on the Marcionites, A. Harnack, had doubts
as to the resemblance of the two sects; see his Marcion, das Evangelium vom fremden
Gour (Leipzig, 1921), 303-304, also 382-383. The relation of Paulicianism to Mani-
chaeanism and Marcionitism had already been denied in the last century by 1. V.
Chel'tsov, “About the Paulicians™, Khristianskoie Chtenie (Christian Readings), 3-4
(1877), 513-19.

3 8. Melik-Bashian, The Paulician Movement in Armenia, Russian edition (Moscow,
1955), 12.

# E. Lipshits, “The Paulician Movement in Byzantium in the VIII and the First
Part of the IX Centuries”, V¥, V (1952), 49-72. §. Melik-Bashian, The Paulician
Maovement in Armenia (Ercvan, 1953). This work was received with severe criticism;
see K. luzbashian, “Review"”, Voprosy Istorii (1955, # 1), 158-162. The Russian transla-
tion appeared with some corrections in 1935, and all references to the work of Melik-
Bashian in this study will be to the corrected Russian edition. A. G. loannisyan
(Hovhannisyan), “The T‘ondrakian Mowvement in Armenia (IX-XI Centuries)”,
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One other theory, insufficiently appreciated by most modern scholars,
has been advanced as to the origin and nature of the Paulician heresy.
Drawing extensively on the Armenian documents, some of which he
published for the first time, F. C. Conybeare came to the conclusion that
the Paulicians, far from being dualists, were the survivors of early Adop-
tionist Christianity. That is to say, they believed that Jesus was born an
ordinary creature and was adopted by God upon his baptism as a reward
for virtue. In their eyes, therefore, he was not both God and man, but,
on the contrary, the Son of God by grace and adoption rather than by
nature.®®

Voprosy Istorii, X (1954). A. Manatsakanyan, “On Some Major Problems of the
T'ondrakian Movement™, FANA (1954, #3), 63 T (unfortunately unobtainable at
present). K. N. luzbashian, “On the History of the Paulician Movement in Byzantium
in the IX Century”, Problems in the History of Religion and Atheism, IV (Moscow,
1956), 246-279. K. M. luzbashian, “The Tondrakian Movement in Armenia and the
Paulicians™, IANA (1956, #9), 31-44. A. G. loannisyan, “Smbat Zarchavanci, his
Times and his Contemporaries”, Matenadaran Bulletin, 111 (Erivan, 1956), 7-30,
H. Bart'ikyan, “On the Problem of the Paulician Movement in the First Half of the
Eighth Century”, V'V, VIIL(1956), 127-131. H. Bart‘ikyan, “Concerning the Evaluation
of Certain Sources on the Paulician Movement™, TANA (1957, #6), 85-97. H. Bart‘i-
kyan, “On the Organization of the Paulician Community”, Histerice-philological
Journal of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR (1958, #3), 183-187,

Soviet scholars have benefited from a great deal of new manuscript material, but
their lack of interest in theological matters has kept them from questioning the
traditional interpretation of Paulicianism as a dualist heresy. As regards the socio-
economic interpretation of the development of the sect, there is no doubt that Paulicians
were found in the army of Thomas the Slav in the early ninth century (see my Chapter
11T), but Thomas had gathered such a heterogeneous following during his rebellion
that little can be deduced about the Paulicians from the mere fact of their presence in
Thomas' army, which is all that we know. Also, it does not seem safe to argue that
the Paulicians were proselytizing exclusively among the oppressed proletariat simply
on the basis of their enemies accusation that they were ignorant folk. We shall see
that members of the upper classes of societly were also present in the sect. Finally, the
lconoclasm of the Paulicians need not be explained exclusively in terms of their
opposition to the wealth and exploitative character of the monasteries. For these
arguments see, for example, Lipshits, “Paulician Movement™, 57-58, 64 fT., 67-72, etc.
The theary of a lower-class origin for the Paulicians had already been suggested by
Chel'tsov, “About the Paulicians™, 495, 512, etc.

s F. C, Conybeare, “Introduction" to The Key of Truth, A Manual of the Paulician
Charch in Armenia (Oxford, 1898), xvii-cxevi (hereafter KT-I). The publication of
The Key of Truth provides the first document purporting to be by the heretics them-
selves rather than being the work of their opponents. The theory of Conybeare as to
the origin of the Paulicians has not, however, received the attention which it deserves,
though Bury acknowledged that: “There can be no doubt that Mr. Conybeare’s
discovery brings us nearer to the true nature of Paulicianism™, “Appendix 6, in
Gibbon, Decline and Fall, V1, 543. A number of scholars rejected Conybeare’s thesis
as unfounded; see L. Mariés, “Frederick Comwallis Conybeare. Notice biographique
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The foregoing divergent theories reveal a fundamental problem: the
apparent contradiction of the Greek and Armenian sources. Most
studies are not able to reconcile the two bodies of material, and therefore
reject or disregard part of the evidence. Furthermore, they are led astray
by the assumption that Paulician doctrine showed no geographical or
chronological variations, but remained static throughout the history of
the sect.5?

The purpose of this study is first to re-evaluate all the available material
on the subject of the Paulicians; second to present the history of the
Paulician movement, both in Armenia and the eastern provinces of the
Byzantine Empire; third to study the evolution of Paulician theology:
and finally, by resolving some of the difficulties and contradictions of the
subject and tracing the origin and nature of Paulicianism, to attempt a
synthesis of the evidence.

et bibliographie critique™, REA, VI, 2 (1926), 247-251. While it is guile true that
Conybeare's enthusiasm carries him too far on a number of occasions, his critics,
often insufficiently acquainted with the Armenian sources, were not able to appreciate
at its true value a thesis which broke so sharply with the prevailing Manichaeo-Gnostic
Paulician interpretation of the period. See my Chapter V for a discussion of Adop-
tionism and of Conybeare’s thesis.

%  One more interesting exception to this point of view is to be found in the work of
Chel'tsov, “About the Paulicians™. He is of the opinion that the Paulicians were never
dualists of any denomination (see n. 56), and believes that the sect grew from the
widening of the gap between the clergy and the laity in the Empire during the seventh
century (527-528). During the first century of its existence the sect showed no signs
of heterodoxy, according to him, but was merely a gathering for the reading and
expounding of the Scriptures (495-502). It was only with the leadership of Sergius in
the early ninth century that this gathering became a definite sect (503). After Sergius’
reform the Paulician movement, though heretical, was merely anti-clerical. This
opposition 1o the clergy and to the usages of the Church led the sectarians eventually
deeper into heresy and resulted in their rejection of the Orthodox sacraments (519 ff).
Although Chel'tsov did not possess the Armenian material nor some of the Greek
sources (he does not mention George the Monk or the 4bjurarion formulae), and
although he made a number of mistakes and presented unsupporied conclusions, his
theory of a non-dualistic sect showing a marked evolution in character and a major
reform in the time of Sergius, is most interesting. Insofar as I know, it has never been
considered by western scholars.
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The Greek sources which relate to the Paulicians present an extremely
complex problem. The interpretation of these sources has caused much
confusion and misunderstanding. Hence another analysis of these Greek
works seems not only defensible but imperative at this point. We no
longer possess a single document in Greek which can be ascribed to the
Paulicians themselves. All of our information must be drawn from the
works of their opponents. What sources we actually possess can be divided
into the following categories:

1) Official documents and letters;

2) References to the Paulicians in the works of the Byzantine historians;

3) Occasional references in other works not directly concerned with
the heresy;

4) Polemical works of various types aimed specifically at the sec-
tarians. Each category must be considered in turn.

We possess no official Byzantine documents concerned directly with
the Paulicians. They are not mentioned by name in any of the imperial
constitutions, nor in the patriarchal and conciliar decrees.! However, a
few religious documents have survived: two Abjuration Formulae for
heretics returning to the Orthodox Church;® some Letters of the Patriarch

1 The references to the Manichaeans in the imperial documents will be discussed
elsewhere, together with the subject to which they pertain. The official documents
never associate the Paulicians with the Manichaeans.

¥ a) Mepi o0 adg xph Tov and Moviikdavoy tposepxopevoy avadepatiCewy Thv
aipecwv tidv Mavlikiaviotdv, Codex Scorialensis R T 15, fols. 88a-90b, in Ficker,
Abschwirungsformeln, 453-455 (hereafter Paulician Formula).

b) “Quomodo haeresim suam scriptis oporteat anathematizare eos qui e Manichaeis
accedunt ad Sanctam Dei catholicam et apostolicam Ecclesiam", Codex Regiws 1818 =
Parisinus 1362 in Clement I, “Appendix monumentorum 111, dubia™, PG, 1 (1857),
1461/2-1471/2. Also Codex Scorialensis R I'15, fols. 66b-72b. This version hardly varies
from the one published by Migne to which I shall refer. See Ficker, Abschwdrungs-
Jormeln, 445-446, and 445, n. 5, 446, n. 5 (hereafter Manichaean Formula).
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Photius (858-867, 877-886);* and one Letter of the Patriarch Theophylactus
Lecapenus (933-956) to his nephew by marriage, Peter, Tsar of Bulgaria,
who had apparently complained of the presence of heretics in his realm.*

The Paulician Formula is a brief document consisting of eighteen
anathemas to be pronounced by the abjuring heretic, followed by an
indication of the ritual to be used in receiving him back into the Orthodox
community. This formula contains a good deal of material on the doc-
trine and practice of the Paulicians, but almost no historical information.
Despite its brevity, this is an important and useful document. It may be
dated toward the middle of the ninth century by means of a comparison
of its historical content and the doctrines anathematized in it with some
of the other material which we possess from this period.®

The second formula is ostensibly devoted to Manichaeans, although it
is evident that parts of it, at least, refer to the Paulicians.® The character
of this document is very different from that of the Paulician Formula.
Apparently concerned with completeness rather than coherence, the
Manichaean Formula anathematizes, pell-mell, Mani, his disciples, doc-
trines and books, the Paulician leaders, Manichaean feasts, and Paulician
beliefs and customs.” Brinkmann® and Ficker® long since observed that
we are dealing here with a composite document drawn from a number of
sources. The Manichaean Formula actually appears to be a confused com-
bination of an earlier formula concerned exclusively with Manichaeans!®

* Photius Patriarcha, “Encyclica epistola ad archiepiscopales thronos per Orientem

obtinentes, Epistolarum liber primus”, PG, CII (1860), Epistola XIII,721/2.

“Epistolarum liber tertius”, /bid., Epistolae 1, IX, XIX, XXVI, 927/8, 933/4, 941/2,

945/6.

' Codex Ambrosianus 270 E 9 sup., fols. 171v-173r, early fourteenth century.

Theophylactus Patriarcha, Lefter, 361-368. V. Grumel ed., Les Régestes des actes du

patriarcar de Ceonstantinople, I, 2 (1936), #789, 223.224. On the relation of Tsar

Peter to Theophylactus, see Obolensky, Bogomils, 111-112, and 112, n. 1.

¢ Seen. 96 and Chapter 1V. The tentative suggestion made by Ficker, Abschwdrungs-

formeln, 461-464, that the date of this formula should be shifted from the ninth to the

eleventh century on the ground of the similarity between the doctrine described in it

and that of the Bogomils, is not warranted. The evidence both internal and external

points to the ninth century.

¢ The names of the Paulician leaders and churches are listed, Manichaean Formula,

1467(8, but the word Paulician is never used; all the references are to *Manichacans™,
The references to the Paulicians occur mostly in the latter part of the formula,

ibid., 1467/8-1471/2.

* A. Brinkmann, “Die Theosophie des Aristokritos™, Rheiniches Museum [fiir

Philologie, Meue Folge, L1 (1896), 273, 275,

* Ficker, Abschwirungsformeln, 446, 448,

1 “*Onoc del dvabepartilely Eyypagpos 100¢ and Maviyaiov npocepyonévons Ti

ayig tof @sol "Exkineoia”, Codex Barberinus Graecus 336, ninth century at the latest, in

PG, C(1860), 1321/2-1323/4. Also in Ficker, Abschwirungsformeln, 446-448. This for-
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and the Paulician Formula already described. Several anathemas of the
latter are repeated, together with the ritual for the reception of the re-
canting heretic back into the Church.'* To these sources may be added
some material drawn from another work, probably the History attributed
to the Patriarch Photius.'?

The inclusion of the Manichaean Formula in such collections of abjura-
tion formulae as those found in the Codex Scorialensis I R 15 and the
Codex Regius 1818 implies that it was a document in actual use, though the
confusion of its content and its contradictions undermine its practical
value. On the other hand, the similarity long noted by scholars between
the Manichaean Formula and such polemical works as the History
attributed to the Patriarch Photius, which must be dated as late as the
tenth century,’® suggests the possibility that this formula is merely a
literary source. At best, this is a late and composite document, belonging
to the middle of the tenth century, and must be used with the greatest
caution. Its main value lies in the suggestion of a change in Paulician
doctrine, a change inadvertently reflected in its internal contradictions.'

From the same period as the Manichaean Formula, we possess a Letter

mula dates from the fifth century. 1 shall refer to the Ficker edition, which is more accu-
rate than that of Migne, ibid., 446, and 444, n. 1. The Manichaean Formula with which
we are concerned may not derive directly from this particular earlier formula, but merely
from a similar one. Our formula is rather more elaborate if less precise than the
carlier one. Our formula lists the figures of the Manichaean mythology such as Opifex,
the JEons, the Virgin of Light, etc. Manichaean Formula, 1461/2; the prophels of the
Old Testament rejected by the Manichaeans, ibid., 1463/4; and the names of the
Manichaean scriptures, ibid., 1465/6. It also refers to such Manichaean doctrines as
metempsychosis and the belief in extreme asceticism, ibid., omitted by the earlier
formula. However, the anathemas of the Manichaean Formula, 1461/2-1463/4, 1465/6A,
1465/6D-1467/8, bear on the identical points as those of the earlier formula whose
order even seems to have been followed on a number of occasions, so that an intimate
relation between the two formulae cannot be denied. Moeller, De libris, 60-61.

' The parallel between the Manichaean and Paulician Formulae is as close as the
relation discussed in the preceding note:

Paulician Formula Manichaean Formula
Anathema IV, 453 Mary and the Saints 1469/70B

Anathema V, 453 Christian fasts 1469/70B

Anathema VI, 453 The Gospels 1469/70BC
Anathema VII 453-454 Unnatural vices 1469/70C

453-454 Ritual for the reception  1463/70D-1471/2 A, etc.
of recanting heretics

12 Moeller, De libris, 60-61 ; Brinkmann, *'Die Theosophie', 273-275, et al.
3 Brinkmann, “Die Theosophie™, 273-275, dated the Manichaean Formula in the
ninth century, but solely on the basis of its dependence on the History attributed to
the Patriarch Photius, which he considered authentic. For a discussion of Photius’
authenticity, see below.
1 For the discussion of the alteration of the Paulician doctrine, see Chapter 1V.
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of the Patriarch Theophylactus Lecapenus. The authenticity of this docu-
ment has never been questioned, and it must be dated between 940 and
956.)5 Runciman has expressed a rather low opinion of Theophylactus’
competence as a theologian.'* This Letter, however, presumably repre-
sents the result of some research on the part of the Patriarch or his chan-
cery, since it is the second missive sent from Constantinople to Bulgaria,
Tsar Peter, in a lost Letter, had apparently complained that the advice
given him in a earlier Lefter from the Patriarch was insufficiently compre-
hensive.'? In the Lerter which we possess. Theophylactus expresses the
intention of satisfying the Tsar with a clearer reply, now that he has
obtained additional information on the heretics.'® The importance of
Theophylactus’ Letter is twofold. Tt is a practical document composed
for a specific purpose, rather than a literary, theological discourse.
Furthermore, the heretical doctrines described by Theophylactus provide
us with a fixed point of comparison by which we may date other docu-
ments.

The Encyclical Letter for the Year 866 shows that the Patriarch Photius
was concerned with the problem of the Paulicians and that his repressive
measures against these heretics had met with a certain amount of suc-
cess.!® The other Letters of the Patriarch are purely unofficial in character.

** Theophylactus was patriarch from February 2, 933, to February 27, 956, Grumel
Régestes, 222. Obolensky, Bogomils, 112, observes that the fatherly tone of the Letrer
scarcely suits the beginning of this period, since Theophylactus, the fourth son of
Romanus Lecapenus, was made patriarch at the age of sixteen. On the other hand,
Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 68, thinks that this document cannot postdate 954,
the year in which Theophylactus was incapacitated by the riding accident from the
consequences of which he was to die two years later. In view of the tone of the Letrer
and of the fact that this was not the first such advice sent to Tsar Peter (see n. 17),
I would be inclined to date this document very close to 950,

1*  Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 67.

7 Grumel, Régestes, #7788, 223. Theophylactus, Leifer, 359-360, 362, ** "Enei §& om
kai f1dn mepi tiic veopavols avieypapn ketd ta épotnbévea alpéoens, kol viv
tpavodrepov 18 kai Siefwducdrepoy ypagpopey naliv i énelfitnoag™.

W Ibid., 362, *...teledrepov Gvopabovieg 2E Dudv tob Sdypatog tod EEdyiotov.
Cpapopev 82 copel Loyom, yopvd tidévees o mpdypota, Sud ndvypappdroy, xabig
Néimoas™, Also Grumel, Régesres, 223. The similarity of the anathemas of Theo-
phylactus and of the Pawlician and Manichaean Formulae suggesis that the latier
documents were familiar to the patriarchal chancery if not still in current use. While
the Letter of Theophylactus adds little to the Paulician doctrine such as we know it
from the Abjuration Formulae, its great interest for us lies in the characterization of the
heretics given by the Patriarch, and his advice as to the means to be employed in dealing
with them (see Chapter V).

¥ Photius, “Epistularum liber primus, Epistula XII1", BG, CII, 721/2, “pécta 5
katd v Pasiietovsay ndiiy, &v 1 nodld Beob ovvepyeig, 1dvaveiniotov karhpbo-
Tar wohhai 8¢ yidooa v mpotépav Swertvodpeval puoapdmra, OV KooV
ardvrov IMidotny, kai Anpovpyov, ped’ Apdv dpvelv Edidaynoav”.
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They are written to a certain sparharios, John, who is addressed in one
of them as John Chrysocheir, the name of the last Paulician leader in
Anatolia known to the Byzantine sources.?® These Letters, in which Pho-
tins writes to John as a personal acquaintance, are unfortunately very
brief and none too explicit, but they indicate a relationship between the
Patriarch and the last of the great Paulician leaders.

The references to the Paulicians in the various Byzantine chronicles
which form the second category of our sources are not very numerous,
but they provide some of the most trustworthy historical information
concerning this sect. The earliest mention of the Paulicians by name oc-
curs in the Chroniele of Theophanes the Confessor, composed in the first
years of the ninth century.®® The next reference to the sect comes from
the Chronicle of George the Monk in the Sixties of the same century.??
The main reference to the Paulicians in this work presents a serious
problem and will be discussed subsequently along with the polemical
material. OF necessity, both of these sources treat the history of the
Paulicians before the period of their political importance, which lies
between ca, 843 and 872,% The historical documents which cover the
period of the established Paulician state date mainly from the middle
of the tenth century. They are the Basileia of Genesius, written at the
order of Constantine Porphyrogenitus,? and the se-called Continuator

% Photius, “Epistolarum liber tertius", ibid., 927/8, 933/4, 941/2, 945/6. **'[wavvy
onabapid o Xpoooyépn™, ibid, 933/4. These letters indicate that Photjus' admoni-
tions did not always meet with the success of which he boasts in his Encyelical Letter.
Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, 2 vols. (Leipzig 1883-1884). Krum-
bacher, Byvzantinische Litteratur, 342, dated the work of Theophanes between 811/812
(the death of Syncellus) and 814/815 (the emprisonment of Theophanes); so also Morav-
csik, Byzantinorurcica, 333 fi. There is no mention of the Paulicians as such in the
work of the Patriarch Nicephorus who died in 829, Nicephorus Patriarcha, *Brevia-
rium historicumn de rebus gestis post imperium Mauricii®, PG, C (1860), 875/6-993/4.
Nicephorus refers to the shift of population from Armenia to Thrace in the reign of
Constantine V, whence Theophanes derives the spread of Paulicianism, Chronographia
1, 429, but he describes the emigrants as Armenians and Syrians without any suggestion
of heterodoxy, Nicephorus, Breviarium, 975/6 B.

#  Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1904), 11. Krumbacher,
By:zantinische Litterarur, 352, and Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, 146, date this chronicle
ca, 866-867. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 30-31, says that there are no mentions
of the Paulicians in George's Chronicle outside of the polemical chapter devoted to
them. This assertion, however, is inaccurate; cf. Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 751.
¥ For the history of the Paulicians, see Chapier I11.

#  Genesius, “Regum”, CSHB, XXII, ed. C. Lachmann (Bonn, 1834). Krumbacher,
Byzantinische Litteratur, 264, and Moravesik, Byrantinoturcica, 175 fl. Also A. A.
Vasil'ev, Byzantium and the Arabs. The Political Relations of Byzantium and the Arabs
During the Period of the Macedonian Dynasty (867-959), (St. Petersburg, 1902, in
Russian), (hereafler Macedonian Dynasty). Vasil'ev is of the opinion that Genesius
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of Theophanes,® of which the fifth book, on Basil I, was considered by
Krumbacher to be the work of Constantine Porphyrogenitus himself.*
There is also a brief reference to the Paulicians in the same emperor's
work, On the Themes;*? and in The Book of Ceremonies he gives a descrip-
tion of Basil I’s triumphal entrance into Constantinople after the destruc-
tion of the Paulician capital of Tephriké and the end of the Paulician
War.?® Finally, we possess for this period the works of Leo Grammaticus
and the Continuator of George the Monk, who is identified as Symeon,
Magistros and Logothetes.®® These are the main historical sources on the
Paulicians. The later works of Georgius Cedrenus®® and Zonaras® repeat

is a good and reliable source in general, ibid., 34, n. 1, though he criticises him for
making Basil I the leader of the second campaign against the Paulicians, and for
attributing the destruction of Tephriké to an earthquake.

*  Theophanes Continuatus, *Chronographia®, CSHE, XXXIII, ed. 1. Bekker (Bonn,
1838).

*  Krumbacher, Byzanrinische Litteratur, 253, ascribes the work to the period of
Constantine’s sole rule, 945-959, az also does Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, 340 fi.
For the sake of convenience T shall continue to refer to the work as Theophanes
Continuatus. Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasiy, 41-43, points out that th= fifth book of
Theophanes Continuatus is a combination of the account of Genesius and an unknown
source. He further points out that the two campaigns of Basil I against the Paulicians
are combined to minimize the defeat which ended the first campaign. Thws the entire
account is to be considered unreliable and used with the greatest caution,

# Constantine Porphyrogenitus, “De Thematibus”, Srudi e Testi 160, ed. Pertusi
(Vatican City, 1952). Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 34, n. 1, points out again the
inaccuracy of Constantine who speaks of the Paulician leader Karbeas as still alive
in the reign of Basil I when we know that he died in 863 under Michael III, ibid., 25.
*  Constantine Porphyrogenitus, “'De ceremoniis aulae Byzantinae”, CSHB, XI, ed.
J. Reisk {(Bonn, 1829), 498-503, Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 34-37, and 34, n, 3,
notes that the two triumphs of Basil 1, the victory over the Paulicians in 872 and the
campaign of Germanicia in 882, are described by Constantine as a single ceremony.
¥ Leo Grammaticus, “Chronographia™, CSHB, XX, ed. I. Bekker (Bonn, 1842).
Georgius Monachus, “Vitae imperatorum recentiorum™, CSHEB, XLI, ed. 1. Bekker
{Bonn, 1838), 763-924. This section is not included in the edition of de Boor, which
ends with George's own work in 842. 1 shall cite this section as Georgius Monachus
Continuatus. Also Symeon Magister ac Logothetes, “Annales a Leone Armenio ad
Nicephorum Phocam™, CSHB, XLI, ed. 1. Bekker (Bonn, 1838), 603-760. See
Krumbacher, Byrantinische Litteratr, 354-355, 359, 361 Vasil'ev, Macedonian
Dynasty, 31, n. 4, is of the opinion that the account of George's Continuator is very
satisfactory for late Paulician history, It must, however, be noted that his information
is not always accurate. The inhabitants of Tephriké are identified as Arabs rather than
Paulicians: ‘“Ectpatevge 6 & Pacihels xatd td@v "Ayapnviv tdv elg Teppisiv...”,
Georgius Monachus Continuatus, Fitae, 841.

*®  Georgius Cedrenus, “Historiarum Compendium”, CSHB, VI-VII, ed. 1. Bekker
(Bonn, 1838). See Krumbacher, Byzantinische Litreratur, 368, Cedrenus incorporated
into his chronicle the works of Theophanes, Georgius Monachus, and Theophanes Con-
tinuatus. His account is not always clear; see Vasil'ev, Macedenian Dynasty, 32, n. 2.

% Johannes Zonaras, “Annales”, CSHE, XLIII-XLIV, ed. M. Pinder (Bonn, 1841).
See Krumbacher, Byzantinische Litteratur, 370.
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the material found in the earlier sources, but add no further information.
An interesting commentary on the Paulicians, however, can be found in
the Annales of Michael Glycas, which date from the late twelfth century,®
Finally, there are extensive references to Paulicians in the Alexiad of
Anna Comnena, but she is writing about Bulgarian heretics in a region
and period outside the range of this study.

In addition to purely historical works, there are various occasional
references to the Paulicians in Byzantine literature, the third category of
sources. In hagiographic literature we find them in the Vira of the Forty-
twa Martyrs of Amorium® and in the Vitae of Macarius of Pelecletes and
Eustratus of Agaurus.® A fragment of a Poem addressed to the Emperor
Basil I and containing references to the Paulicians has survived in a
Florentine manuscript of the ninth or tenth century.®® The fall of
Tephrike is mentioned in a Letrer of the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus.®?
A vague and distorted memory of the Paulician leaders, Karbeas and
Chrysocheir, lingered in the Byzantine national epic of Digenes Akrites.®®

3 Michael Glycas, “Annales”, CSHB, XXII, ed. 1. Bekker (Bonn, 1836). See
Krumbacher, Byzantinische Litteratur, 380-381.

#  Anna Comnena, Alexiade, ed. and trans. B. Leib, 3 vols. (Paris, 1937). A passage
in Nicetas Choniates, “Historia”, CSHB, XXXI, ed. I. Bekker (Bonn, 1835), 527,
probably refers to Paulicians, but they are spoken of as Armenians and the episode
takes place exclusively in the Balkans.

MV, Vasil'evski and P. Nikitin eds., “The Legend of the Forty-two Martyrs of
Amorium and their Church Service”, JAN, 8th series, V11, 2 (1906), 22-36 (in Russian).
Only one of the many versions of this legend is of intercst to us. This is the version
designated as I, which was to be found in MS. 380 of the Moscow Synodal Library,
written by an unknown Theophanes in 1023, ibid., 150, (hereafter Mariyrs of Amorium).
The other versions contain no references to the Paulicians.

% H. Delahaye ed., *S. Makarii monasterii Pelecletes hegumeni. Acta Graeca™,
Analecta Bollandiana, XVI (1897), 140-163. This version is derived from the Codex
Parisinus 548, fols. 136r-154v, of the eleventh century, ibid., 142. A_ Papadopoulos-
Kerameus, "Aviidexta ‘leposolupitikiie Zrayvoloyieg, (St. Petersburg, 1897), 1V,
382

% Codex Mediceus Bibliothecae Lauventianae (X, 23, printed in the “Introduction™
to Alexander of Lycopolis, Contra Manichaei opiniones disputatio, ed. A. Brinkmann
(Leipzig, 1895), xvi-xvii. Grégoire, “Précisions™, 292, dates this poem in the first
years of Basil's rule, 867-869. A. Vogt, Basile [ (Paris, 1908), xxiii, attributes it to
Phatius in the period 869-871.

#  Nicholaus Mysticus, “Epistola LXXY", PC, CXI (1863), 277/BA, *... 6 nannog
toi Pacthiéng fipudv tob xepod Kovotavtivou thv Teppueiyv 2Enpdavice. . .".

¥ Digenes Akrifes, ed. and trans. J. Mavrogordato (Oxford, 1956), I, vv. 284 fl. By
the eleventh century when the Digenes Akrites was composed, the memory of the
Paulician leaders was very confused, Chrysocheir (XpuvodBeprog) had become the
grandfather of Digenes and Karbeas (Kapdng) his great uncle. Both these characters
are significantly presented as Muslims. See “Introduction™, ibid., xlii, Ixi-lxvi, Ixxix,
Ixxxiv; VYasil'ev, Byzance et lex Arabes, la dynastie d” Amorium (Bruxelles, 1935), 232,
n. 1 and H. Grégoire, “Notes sur I'épopée byzantine™, Byzantion, XIII (1938), 25.
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Of particular interest is the brief passage preserved among the works of
Nicetas Choniates from a lost Life of the Patriarch Methodius (843-847)
by Gregory Asbestas, Bishop of Syracuse.®® In this fragment Gregory
describes the conversion by Methodius of a “Manichaean™ a secretis
named Lizix and his followers.?® The beliefs attributed to these sectarians
in the middle of the ninth century are of the greatest importance in con-
nection with the contemporary dogma of the Paulicians.

On the crucial problem of the relation of Paulicianism to Iconoclasm
in Constantinople, we possess a number of additional sources among the
works directed against the Iconoclasts, although none of these is specifi-
cally concerned with Paulicians.®* The most important of these sources
are the works of the great eighth-century father, John Damascene: The
Dialogue against the Manichaeans, The Oration on Holy Images against
Constantine V, and the Three Apologetic Dialogues on Holy Images.®
There is also a description of a very interesting Iconoclastic sect in his
Compendium of Heresies*® Equally important are the Three Treatises
against Constantine V of the Patriarch Nicephorus (806-815), as well as
the Patriarch’s Life, composed by Ignatius the Deacon.* For the second
period of the Iconoclastic controversy, we have the numerous works of

1 MNicetas Choniates, “Ex libro incerto thesauri Orthodoxae fidei”, PG, CXYL (1865)
281/2-283/4.

10 These seciarians are also known under the name of Zelikians, in Genesius, Regum,
85; Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 161-162; and Cedrenus, Compendium,
VI, 150. Unfortunately these sources tell us nothing about these sectarians beyond
their conversion to Orthodoxy.

4 The importance of this material was noted by Lipshits, “Problems™, 237. All of
these sources speak of Manichaeans rather than Paulicians, but they are of paramount
importance in establishing the meaning of the word **Manichaean™ in the eighth and
ninth centuries (see Chapter V).

#  Johannes Damascenus, *Dialogus Contra Manichaeos”, PG, XCIV (1860), 1505/6-
1583/4. *“*Oratio demonstrativa de sacris et venerandis imaginibus ad Christianos
omnes adversusque imperatorem Constantinum Cabalinum ac haereticos universos”,
PG, XCV (1860), 309/10-343/4 (hereafter Qrario). “Orationes apologeticae adversus
e0s qui sacras imagines abjiciunt”, PG, XCIV (1860), 1231/2-1419/20 (hereafter
Orationes).

8 Johannes Damascenus, “De haeresibus compendium unde ortae sint et quomodo
prodierunt”, PG, XCIV (1860), 677/8-779/80 (hereafter Compendium). The other
work occasionally atiributed to St. John Damascene, the “Epistola ad Theophilem
imp. de sanctis et venerandis imaginibus”, PG, XCV (1860), 345 fT., cannot be his work
on chronological grounds alone. John lived in the first half of the eighth century,
while Theophilus reigned from 829 to 842. See Hefele-Leclerq, Histoire des Conciles,
II1, ii (Paris, 1910), 631, 625, n. 1, 631, n. 2.

4 Nicephorus Patriarcha, “Refutatio et eversio deliramentorum inscite et impie ab
irreligiosi Mamonae vaniloquentia dictorum adversus salutarem Dei Verbi incarnatio-
nem", PG, C (1860), 205/6-533/4 (hereafter Refutatio). Ignatius Diaconus, “S.P.N.
Nicephori Constantinopolitani archiepiscopi. Vita™, ibid., 41/2-167/8.
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the most vigorous champion of images, Theodore of Studius.** Finally,
the attitude of the Patriarch Photius on the dogmatic aspects of Icono-
clasm is pertinent to this study, particularly the point of view expressed
in the Confession of Faith to Pope Nicholas I, in the Letter to Theophanes
the Monk, and in some of the Amphilochian Questions.** These, then, are
the sources from which we can draw occasional information as to the
history and dogma of the Paulicians. We must now turn to the much de-
bated problem of the works written specifically to combat the heresy—the
fourth category of our sources.

The polemical literature consists of a number of sources of various
lengths and kinds. I shall list and describe them before I turn to the dis-
cussion of their relative value and interrelation:

1) A brief account of the Paulician sect, with a list of its leaders and
churches, as well as a summary of its beliefs and practices (this work is
generally attributed to a certain Peter the Higumen);*”

2) A chapter on the Paulicians included in the Chronicle of George
the Monk; the chapter appears in three versions, all closely related to
each other:

a) A brief account of the history and dogma of the sect, characterized
by a violently polemical tone (this version is found in only one manu-
seript);1®
4 Theodorus Praepositus Studitarum, “Antirrhetici tres adversus Iconomachos™,
PG, XCIX (1860), 327/8-435/6 (hereafter Aniirrhetici). “Refutatio et subversio
impiorum poematum Johannis, Ignatii, Sergii, et Stephani, recentium Christomacho-
rum”, ibid., 435/6-475/6 (hereafter Refutatio). “Quaestiones aliguae propositae
iconomachis qui Dominum Mostrum Iesum Christum secundum corpoream formam
depingi nolunt”, ibid., 477/8-485/6 (hereafter Quaestiones). “‘Epistolae™, ibid., 903/4-
1679/80.

“  Photius Patriarcha, “In omnibus sanctissimo, sacratissimo, reverendissimo com-
ministro Nicholao papae scnioris Romae, Photius episcopus Constantinopoleos novae
Romae™, PG, CII (1860), 585/6-593/4. “Epistola CII Theophani monacho™, ibid.,
923/4-925/6. “Amphilochia sive in sacras litteras et quaestiones diatribae™, PG,
CI (1860), 45/6-1171/2.

e L Gieseler ed., “Tlérpov Ehayiotou povayoll "Hyouvpévoy nepi Tavhkiaviv thv
kal Maviyaiov”, Appendix ad Petri Siculi Historiam Manichaeorum seu Paulicianorum
{Gottingen, 1849). This work was edited by Gieseler from the sole Paris MS., Codex
Parisinus 852, of the eleventh century, ibid., 58. Another fragment exists in a Vatican
MS., Codex Vaticanus Graecus, 511, fols. 79r-80r, as was demonstrated by Grégoire,
“Sources”, 97 (hereafter cited as Petrus Higumenus).

% Codex Coislinianus 305. For the MSS. of George the Monk, see the preface to his
Chronicle in PG, CX (1860), 17/8-33/4. Also B. Montfaulcon, Bibliotheca Coisliniana
(Paris, 1715), 419421, 425, Muralt, PG, CX, 17/8, following Montfaulcon, 419, dates
MS. 305 in the eleventh century as does Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, 147, The version
of George the Monk in MS. 305 is characterized as “Krzb. no. 1" by Scheidweiler,
“Paulikianerprobleme", 10, er passim. I shall refer to it as Codex Coislinianus 305.
See also Loos, “Contributions, 1", 39-41.
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b) A slightly different version of the preceding, giving the same mate-
rial, but written in a much calmer, matter-of-fact, descriptive style (this
version is found in most manuscripts of George the Monk?® as well as in
the editions of Muralt, Migne and de Boor);*

¢) A more extensive version of the same, embodying the second one
(2b) almost verbatim, but containing, in addition, two interpolations and
a long section of a discursive-polemical character, the tone being once
again argumentative and belligerent (this last version is found exclusively
in a single manuscript in the Escorial library).%*

In addition to these works, all of which are relatively brief, there are
three lengthier sources:

3a) A History of the Paulicians by a certain Peter of Sicily, otherwise
unknown (this history has survived in a single Vatican manuscript);®

3b) Two Sermons and a fragment of a third from a group of six Sermons
directed against the heretical doctrine, also written by Peter of Sicily and
originally following his History;%

¥ Codex Coislinianus 310, Codex Coislinianus 134, et al. See de Boor, BZ, VII, 44,
for the similarity of these MSS. This is the version called “Krzb. no. 2" by Scheid-
weiler, *Paulikianerprobleme”, 10, et passim. I shall refer to it as Codex Coislinianus
3106, from the most important MS. containing it.

&0 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. E. Muralt (St. Petersburg, 1859), 605-610.
“Chronicon breve”, PG, CX (1863), 883/4-891/2. This is a reprint of the Muralt
edition. Chronicon, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1904), 11, 718-725. Unless otherwise
specified, all references to George the Monk will be given according to the de Boor
edition. Codex Coislinianus 310 is also the version reproduced in the Slavonic transla-
tion of George the Monk, V. M, Istrin ed., The Chronicle of Georgius Hamartolus in the
Qld Slavonic Translation (Petrograd, 1920), 11, 459-462, as well as in the Chronicle of
Cedrenus, VI, 756-761.

Y Codex Scorialensis [ [, fols. 164v M., ed. J. Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche
Bericht”, 70-81. This is Scheidweiler’s “Krzb. no. 3", “Paulikianerprobleme”, 10,
el passim. 1 shall refer to it as Codex Scorialensis.

8 Petrus Siculus, “Tob obro® Ilétpov Zwkehubrov iotopie ypewddes Eheyyxds 1&
kai gvarpom g keviie kai paraieg alpéosng t@v poviyaioy v Kal raviikiaviv
Asyopbvov: npocanonoinBeioa g npds wdv dpyienioxonov Bovdyaping”, Codex
Vaticanus Graecus 511, fols. 80v ff. **Historia utilis et refutatio atque eversio haereseos
Manichaeorum qui et Pauliciani dicuntur, Bulgariae Archiepiscopi nuncupata”, PG,
CIV (1860), 1239/40-1303/4 (hereafter Historia). Unless otherwise noted, all references
to this work will be taken from Migne.

The title of the work is incorrectly given by Migne, PG, CIV, 1239, who leaves out
the words “rod adrol” and “tfic keviic xai patains™ and by Gieseler, Perri Siculi
Historia Manichaeorum seu Pawlicignorum (Gittingen, 1846), who omits **toD abtod™
and “ypewddng theyxos € xal avatponn”.

The date of the MS is suggested as the tenth century by Grégoire, *“Pauliciens”, 610.
However, R, Devresse, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae Codices Manuscripti recensiti,
Codices Vaticani Graeci I (Vatican City, 1937), # 364, is of the opinion that those folios
of the MS. which contain the work of Peter of Sicily date from the eleventh century.
8  Petrus Siculus, “Verba Tres", PG, CIV (1860), 1305/6-1365/6.
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4a) A History of the Manichaeans, that is to say the Paulicians; pur-
porting to be the work of Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople ;>

4b) Two Sermons against the heretics, and a third on the same subject
addressed to a monk named Arsenius, also presumably following the
History attributed to Photius;*

5) One section dedicated to the Paulicians in the Panoplia Dogmatica
of Euthymius Zigabenus, a theological treatise composed at the command
of the Emperor Alexis I, Comnenus, in the late eleventh or early twelfth
century.%

Not all of the texts found in this catalogue are of equal importance
and value. The failure to distinguish among them has distorted many of
the studies of Paulicianism. Two of the polemical works can be separated
from the remainder at the outset. The work of Euthymius Zigabenus (5)
cannot be considered as an independent source, since it is directly derived
from the Histery attributed to the Patriarch Photius (4a)., The indebted-
ness is acknowledged by Euthymius himself.” Furthermore, the very

®  Photius Patriarcha, “Narratio de Manichaeis recens repullulantibus”, Codex
Palatinus 216, tenth century. Codex Coislinianus 270, eleventh century, ¢r al. Printed
in PG, CII (1860), 15/6-83/4 (hercafter Narraiio).

& Photius Patriarcha, “Sermo 11, Dubia et solutiones Manichacorum™, and “Sermo
11 (no title)”, PG, CIHl, 85/6-121/22, 121/2-177/8. *‘Sermo IV, Eiusdem dissertatio
contra repullulantem Manichaeorum errorem ad Arsenium, monachum sanctissimum,
presbyterum et praefectum sacrorum’™, ibid., 177/8-277/8. This Arsenius cannot be
identified, Migne, ibid., 177/8, n. 80; there are, however, letters of Photius to a monk
of that name.

b6  Euthymius Zigabenus, “Panoplia dogmatica, Titulus XXI1V Adversus Paulicianos
ex scriptis Photii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani, PG, CXXX (1865), 1189/90-
1243/4. The date of Euthymius® work must be later than 1081; see F. Cumont, “'La
date et le lieu de la naissance d’Euthymios Zigabenos™”, BZ, X11 (1905), 582 ff., and
Moeller, De libris, 9.

87 Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia, 1189/90, “Katd tiv Aeyopdvav IMavdkikiaviy £k
v datiow tol Makapiatdtou ratpidpyon Kovotavuvoundiens”. The relation of
Euthymius to Photius has already been amply demonstrated by Moecller, De [libris,
11-13, Ter Mkrttschian held that only the first ten chapters of Photius’ History had
been copied by Euthymius, Die Paclikianer, 8. Actually, as noted by Moeller, op. cit.,
12-13, and Friedrich, *Der urspriingliche Bericht™, 87-88, Euthymius included in his
work some material not in Photius, and altered the organization of the work. Euthymius
himself, Panoplia, 1197/8-1199/1200, states that he intended to condense and correct
the work of Photius, and announces as his own contribution a section on the Heresiarch
Sergius, but he does not give it.

The improvements of Futhymius are not of the most fortunate, particularly his
information that Sergius lived 500 years after St. Paul, ibid., 1197/8, when the other
sources agree that Sergius lived in the reign of the Emperor Theophilus. Cf. Photius,
Narratio, 69/70, from which the account of Euthymius is taken, and, for the correct
date of Sergius' activity, Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1293/4-1297/8. It is possible that
Euthymius was acquainted with material on the Paulicians other than the work of
Photius, but his dependence on this work is both admitted and evident. This relation
is far more clear than the one postulated by Runciman, Medieval Manickee, 41, 181.
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History attributed to Photius must, as the following evidence reveals, be
abandoned as an authentic source.

Ter Mkrttschian had already asserted that only the first ten chapters of
the History were the work of Photius himself.*®* Grégoire was skeptical
of the value of the whole work, which he considered stylistically and dog-
matically unworthy of a renowned theologian such as Photius. He finally
succeeded in demonstrating, on the basis of internal evidence, that the
writer of the History had knowledge of events which cannot antedate 932,
long past Photius’ death. In his opinion, therefore, the History attributed
to Photius was a mid-tenth century forgery.*®* His conclusion, though
hotly debated, has not been disproved by subsequent studies.®®

In support of Grégoire’s thesis, we possess additional evidence that
the historical work attributed to Photius could not have been written in
the period of the Emperor Basil [, as it purports to have been. In the
closing section of the History, brief reference is made to the Paulician

8 Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 3, 8, 12-13, Even these chapters, in his opinion,
were mere paraphrases of the Higumen’s work.,

8% Grégoire, “Sources”, 110-112; “Pauliciens”, 612-613.

® In recent years Scheidweiler, “‘Paulikianerprobleme™, 32 ff.,, J. Scharf, “Zur
Echtheitsfrage der Manichierbiicher des Photius”, BZ, XLIV (1951), 490-492,
Lipshits, “Problems”, 240, and Loos, “Contributions 1", 48 ff., have attempted to
rehabilitate the first book of “Photius™. Their arguments have not been particularly
convincing, however.

Scharf argues that the author of the Marrario has the political and theological
competence of a great churchman who can be only Photius, but his argument that
“Photius” demonstrates his knowledge and accuracy when he tells us that Leo III
disqualified himself as theologically incompetent to argue with the Heresiarch Genesius
{Narratio, 53/4B), is not supported by our knowledge of the Emperor’s career. Leo 1T
had a very high opinion of his theological competence, *'Imperator sum et sacerdos”,
Gregori 1I, “Epistola XIII"', PL, LXXXIX, 521; and St- John Damascene, his
contemporary, had occasion to complain bitterly of the Emperor's meddling in church
affairs, “Ob Bacubov toti vopoBetelv tf) "Exxhnaiq”, Orationes 11, 12956, 1297/8,
1301/2. Furthermore, Scharf, op. cir., 494, is forced to postulate two periods of
composition for the Marrario, an awkward situation for which there is no evidence.

Loos’ argument, op. cit., 51-53, of a parallel passage in the Narratio and in the au-
thentic Book 11 of Photius is based on a point of Paulician theology so familiar that it
can be found in every Greek source and, therefore, does not necessarily demonstrate the
interdependence of the Narrario and Book I1.

In refutation of Gregoire, Scheidweiler, Lipshits and Loos consider his arguments
based exclusively on the word “tote”, which they attribute to a copyist’s error. There
is no evidence for assuming that such an error was made, and Scharf, op. cir., 494, is
forced to admit that until a clear refutation of Gregoire’s thesis is made and an ex-
slan.ﬂion found for the word *tdt&"”, the authenticity of the Narratio must remain in

oubt.

In connection with the authenticity of the Narratio it is finally wise to remember
that some of the oldest MSS of this work attribute it not to Photius but to his opponent,
Metrophanes of Smyrna, Moeller, De libris, 9-10.
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leader, Chrysocheir, who is presented as a contemporary, but about whom
no additional information is given.®* Among the authenticated Letrers of
the Patriarch Photius, however, we have seen four written to a spatharios,
John, who in one of the Letters is specifically addressed as John Chryso-
cheir. While these Letters are not as informative as we might desire, all
of them have a single purpose—to prevent the vacillating John from
abandoning the Orthodox faith. Their progressively more irritated and
despairing tone demonstrates the failure of the Patriarch’s attempt.
Though the particular heretical tendencies of John are not specified,
there seems to be no reason to doubt that this Chrysocheir is indeed the
last of the great Paulician leaders, whose death in 872 would make him a
contemporary of Photius, and that the existing four Lerters were written
by the Patriarch to prevent Chrysocheir from joining his uncle, Karbeas,
who had fled the imperial service to become the leader of the Paulicians
on the Euphrates.?® In this case, it does not seem possible that the same
Photius who writes to Chrysocheir as a friend should mention him so
vaguely in the History of the Paulicians.

Finally, the evidence of the Sermons of Photius against the Paulicians
(4b) supports the thesis that the History attributed to the Patriarch was
not written by him. The Sermons themselves are clearly authentic. The
third of these, addressed to the Monk Arsenius, has all the hallmarks of
Photius® own work. The obvious relation of the two preceding sermons
to the third makes their authenticity likewise probable. It is, therefore,
all the more significant that the Sermons indicate no knowledge of, or rela-
tion to, the historical treatise, which they supposedly follow. Thus there
seems to be no valid reason for continuing to maintain the authenticity
of the History, the author of which we may now call the Pseudo-Photius.®
i Photius, Marratio, XXVIII, 83/4, “. .. Xpuooyépns. Kal' olg woipolsg thvie v
auyypapfv & Aoyog avaralauevos 1ol npoow ywpely, dre 61 10OV pEALOVIOV ThHV
oy obite Exov, obte émnayyerhépevog dréotny™”. The protestations of ignorance
seem rather overdone.

8 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 165-166. Karbeas was proromandaror of
Theodotus Melissenus, Dux Orientis (see Chapter 11I). If Karbeas was killed in 863
as is generally admitted, his nephew and son-in-law, Chrysocheir, would be of an age
to be addressed as a contemporary by Photius, who was born in 820. This is the tone
of the Letters which we possess. Scheidweiler, Scharf, Lipshits and Loos completely
ignore these Letrers.
#  Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 29-30, 32, corrects the opening Sermo [V as
given by Migne. See Grégoire, “Sources'™, 113, and Scharf, **Echtheitsfrage”, 490, 494.
The complaints made by the author of Sermo IV that his documentation is inadequate
because his books have been withheld by the authorities, have indeed the tone of the
lamentations of Photius during his period of exile, See also Moeller, De libris, 9;
Scheidweiler, ap. cit., 30-31; and Loos, “Contributions, 1", 52-53.

All three sermons are philosophical arguments against the same point of Paulician
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This work must have been written, as Grégoire concluded, at least half a
century later than the composition of the Sermons, with which it has been
associated, and after the death of the Patriarch to whom it has been attrib-
uted. The only value for us of the History of the Pseudo-Photius lies in its
close similarity to the work of Peter of Sicily (3a), to which we shall return.

The work of the remaining polemicists—namely Peter the Higumen,
George the Monk, and Peter of Sicily—must now be considered with
some care. The close interconnection of all these texts is evident. The
little Treatise appearing in an eleventh-century manuseript as an independ-
ent work attributed to Peter the Higumen, who is otherwise unindentified,
is identical with the version found in the Codex Coislinianus 310 (2b) of
the Paulician chapter included in the Chronicle of George the Monk.®!

doctrine: the belief in two gods, one the Heavenly Father, the other the Creator of
this world, and the consequent rejection of the Old Testament as divine Scripture.
Since there seems at present no reason for modifying Grégoire's demonstration that
the Marratio is not the work of Photius, though the Sermons are authentic, or of
doubting his assertion that there is no relation between the Sermons of Photius and
either the Narratio or the History of Peter of Sicily (*“Pauliciens™, 612-613), I shall
hereafter refer to the authentic works of the Patriarch, that is to say the Sermons and
the Letrers, as Photius, and cite the Narratio as Pseudo-Photius.

#  The similarity of the two texts is almost complete. The only notable variations
are as follows:

a) Georgius Monachus, Chranicon, 718, 9-11, *"E’ @v g pdvav xai & apynydg whv
Mavhkidvev dvepdivn Keovotaviivos, 6 kai Zikovavov Savtdv dvopdoas, Eott 58 )
aipearg abrdv obrwg”. Petrus Higumenus, I, 1, 60, begins without the opening
sentence of introduction.

b) Georgius Monachus, op. cir., 719, 1,000t of [Tavkixiavoi peta y pdvoug Tivag Tiig
Bi1bayfic tobde tob Maddov [ob nodkoi] Erepov Eoyov Bibdoxakov...”. The reading
of this passage varies with the several MSS. of George the Monk. (Cf. de Boor, BZ,
VI1I, 48-49, who considers the words “ob moldol"™ or “roliobc™ an interpolated gloss
on “nvag”. Petrus Higumenus, I1, 1, 61, “O0tou oi IMavkikiavoi petd gpovous Tivig
g dbayfic tobbe tob MMabiov ob Koilod Etepov Eoyov hibdoxalov...”.

¢) Georgius Monachus, ep. cit., 722, 19 (Codex Coislinianus 310, *. .. xal ob xpf,
pnoiv, npooayechm dptov kai olvov”, Codex Scorialensis, 72, agrees with the
Coislinianus 310. The Migne edition, PG, CX, 889/90 (Muralt, 608) has: “...kai obxi
apoodyesbal dptov kal olvov™. Petrus Higumenus, VIII, 4, 64, “...xal oyl npo-
owyopebetal, paowy, dprov kai olvov”. Gieseler, n. 2, corrects the MS.'s “obypi”
into “obxi”. There is probably an error in the MS. since in the parallel passage of the
next section, ibid., IX, 2, 64, we find “ob xpn".

d) Georgius Monachus, op. ¢it., 723, 3, “...&v tfj @Anyopiq adrdv Aéyovees”,
Codex Scorialensis, 73, agrees. Petrus Higumenus, XI, i, 65, “...év tf] dhywpig
abtdv Aéyovieg"”.

¢) Petrus Higumenus, 111, 61, 12-62, 1, drops the name of the heresiarchs, Zacharias
and Genesius, from the list of Paulician leaders, though he gives them elsewhere. He
also says, XIII, 1, 65, “Tabta mdvea xal mielova tobrev dte nupubdov i meproto-
mBdowv...”, but the last two words are missing in all the MSS, of George the Monk
eéxcept the Codex Coislimianus 305; see Moeller, De libris, 33, The similarity of the
two texts has been noted by most scholars.
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In addition, Grégoire observed that a fragment of the so-called Higumen's
work immediately preceded the Hisrory of Peter of Sicily in the Codex
Vaticanus 5]1 and was ascribed to the latter author in this manuscript.s
It must also be noted that the listing of Paulician beliefs given by Peter of
Sicily in Chapter X of his History reproduces almost exactly the doc-
trines described by the Higumen and George the Monk.*® Finally, Ter

% Grégoire, “Sources”, 97; “Pauliciens”, 612; “Histoire”, 224-225, The History of
Peter of Sicily immediately following this fragment of the Higumen in the Vatican MS.
is entitled, “*tof abtob Métpov”. Codex Faticanus Graecus 511, fol. 80v.
*  The similarity between the description of the Higumen and the listing of doctrine
in Peter's Chapter X are striking:

(a)

Petrus Higumenus, VI, 1-8, 63, and
Georgius Monachus, 721, 7-17:

“Eyxovol &8 mpatnv aipecv v @V
Mavigaiov 800 dpyis dpokoyolivies dg
kakelvol, Aéyoval 88 odrol Gt Bv ot
povev o Suaywpilov fuds &k v
‘Popainy dti fuele pév, gnaiv, Etepov
Gedv Aéyouev Dmapyewy toOv matépa tov
émoupaviov, Gg év tolto Th kdopg odx
Exer EEovaiav, 4AL &v 1d pillovu,
Erepov 8¢ Bedv 1oV kooponon iy, dotig
Exer tobbe tol mapbdvrog kdopou ThHY
£Eovoiav, ol & "Pupaiol, gnoiv, Eva
xai tov abrov Bedvopoloyobory elvar xai
ratépa tovadtdy Eroupiviovrai tol kdo-
pov mavtog xoThv. kakobal 88 autolg
ugv yprotavols, fipls 82 “Pupaious™.
[The text quoted is from Georgius Mona-
chus. For variations in Petrus Higumenus
see note 64.]

Petrus Higumenus, VI, 64, and Georgius
Monachus, 722, 7-15:

“, . .Emeita 8& Phaconuobol pév eig thv
ravaylavy Oeotdwov  Guetpa, &dv 68
Pracbdo nap’ Audv opoloyfioo abthyv,
aldnyopuxds Afyovsiyv moteln gig Tv
rnavayioy Ocotoxov, dv ) ciofihle kai
£EfiADev & kOproc, Aéyouat B¢ thv v
“lepovaadnp, &v § npddpopog bnép Hudv
eiofhBe Xpotog, xabdg, onow o8
andotohog, kai ol AfyouoL Katd
ainfeway v aylay Mapiav v Beotod-
kov obdE EE altfic ocuprobijvar Tov
wiprov™,

Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1253/4B-D:
“Tpdtov pév yap éotl 10 kot abroig
Tvpiopa, 0 800 dpyag Opoloyeiv,
rovnpdy Bedv kol Gradév xai @dkov
elven tobde Tol kdopov mowmwiv 16 Kai
tEovaiastiyv, Etepov &8 1ol pélloviog
... taurovg ol domoviol kai dyprnotol
kai dmotor kal daxdémotor kKol ag-
LayaBor, Xpiomavolg aroxaloivreg:
Al 88 tong aAnBdg Erwvipous Xpi-
ortob ol dAnbivol Beol fudv, "Popai-
oug dvopalovreg, ... Aéyouvm 8¢ tolto
elval 1o ywpifov abtobg, ott Ekelvorl piv
dAlov Bedv AEyouvoiy eivar TOv toD
Kdapon KoV Kai Ertepov Beov, Sv kel
Matépa Exovpdaviov AEyoudt, IR Exovra
8¢ Efovoiav &v hie 1 xoopw Gl &v
@ pédlovr al@ve. “‘Hpelg 88 tov abtov
Eva Beov duoloyoluev Kai mavioupyoy
kel mopufociién kai naviokpatopa™,

Petrus Siculus; 1255/6A:

“Agbtepoy, 10 TNV movopvnTov Kol
asimapbevoy Beotokov undt kdv &v yadi
@V dyaBdv aviponoy thtely aneyBie
anapidufioer undé & adbrfic yevwnbfjval
tov Kopwov, ail’ obpavobev 1o odpa
KQTeveykelv, xai o611 pera tov 1ol
Kupiov téxov kai didlois gnoiv, vlobs
EyEvwnaoev ék tob "Tmarp™.
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Mkrttschian demonstrated that even the first ten chapters of the Pseudo-
Photius are a rather prolix paraphrase of the Higumen’s work 87
The reproduction of identical material in all of these sources suggests

Petrus Higumenus VIII, 64, and Georgius
Monachus, 722, 15-20:

“Broopnpobon 68 xoi elg ta Befa
puothpie  tijg dylag xowvovieg Tol
Tiplov oopatog kal aiparog Tod xupiov
M@y "Inood Xprotod Aéyovieg, Ot td
popata abtol & kipuog Sbobe tols
anootohowg Eheyev Aifete, @ayere ol

Petrus Siculus, 1255/6A:

“Tpitov, 10 v Belav xal gpiktiv dv
ayimv puotnpiny tol ocoOpoTo; Kai
aipatog tol Kupiov kai @eob fudv
pETAANYY dmotpénecbal. OO povov B,
aidd wai Ghlols mepl toltov melBew
oleabar AEyovieg 6t obk fiv dprog wal
olvog, &v & Kiprog £8idov, roig pabnrais

niete, obk dptov xai olvov, xai ob xpA,
onoiv, tpocayeciol dprov kal olvov”.

abtol &ni 1ol deimvou, Gdid ovufo-

hxidg @ prupate abtod avtolg #6idov,

@g dprov kai olvov™.
(d)
Petrus Higumenus, IX, 64, and Georgius  Petrus Siculus, 1255/6AB:
Monachus 722, 20-723, 2: “Téraprov, & oV MOV Kai TV
“Brocgnuolion 8¢ xai eig tov tiwov  Evépyewav xai Sbvapuy tob tmiov kai
otoupov  Afyovies. Om otaupds ¢ Lwomowd otavpoll pn  drobéxecdo,
Xpiotoe dotv, obd yph npooxuveioBor  dRAG popiow GRpect nepifaileaw™,
10 Eblov g xatnpapévov Spravov',
At this point the parallel arrangement of the two lists stops. However, the fifth and
sixth points of Peter of Sicily’s list, namely the rejection of the Old Testament prophets
and of the Apostle Peter by the Paulicians, Historia, 1255/6C, 1257/8AB, find their
counterparts in the work of the Higumen, X, 64-65, and Georgius Monachus, 723,
2-6, as does the Paulician refusal to recognize the Orthodox clergy, also noted by
Peter of Sicily. Petrus Higumenus, XIV, 66, and Georgius Monachus, 724, 7-11.
It is true that some of the explanations found in the Higumen, such as the heretical
identification of the Virgin Mary with the Heavenly Jerusalem, VII, 64, and of
Christ with the Cross, IX, 64, are not to be found in Chapter X of the History but
only in Chapter XXIX, 1283/4BC. Scheidweiler consequently argues that the
similarity between the accounts of the Paulician doctring in the two Peters is greater
in Chapter XXIX of the History than in Chapter X, “Paulikianerprobleme”, 22; see
also Loos, “Contributions 1", 31, n. 66. However, in the parallel passage of the
Pseudo-Photius, Narratio V11, 25/6B, both allegorical explanations are given in this
context in exact accordance with the presentation of the Higumen. 1 shall return to
the problem of Chapter XXI1X in the History, as it presents an intéresting problem
(see my Chapter 1V). Finally, Peter of Sicily seems to have information unknown to
the Higumen, namely the heretical contention that Mary bore other children to Joseph
after Jesus, as well as the specific Scriptures used by the Paulicians, Historia, 1255/6-
1257/8. This might indicate that Peter possessed some additional sources which we do
not know. In any case, the parallel passages quoted above seem to make the similarity
between Chapter X of Peter of Sicily and the account of the Higumen self-evident.
“  Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 11-12; Moeller, De libris, 13; Scheidweiler,
“Paulikianerprobleme”, 22. The parallel between the Pscudo-Photius' account of
Paulician doctrine and that of the Higumen is, if anything, closer than the one we have
Just observed in the case of Peter of Sicily: e.g., the doetrine of Mary as the Heavenly
Jerusalem and Christ as the Cross. Likewise, the information that the Paulicians used
crosses in time of illness, Narrario, 1X, 29/308B, is found in Peter Higumenus, XVII,
1-3, 66, and Georgius Monachus, 724-725, but not in Peter of Sicily.
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that, in spite of their varied character, all are not only closely related, but
also probably ultimately derived in some degree from a single source,
which I shall call P. The characteristics of P, as we can deduce them from
the material common to all the texts, are as follows: The tone is essen-
tially polemical, but without striking violence; there is a fairly detailed
knowledge of the beliefs and practices of the sectarians; the emphasis is
on dogma rather than history, since P apparently contained no more than
a list of the Paulician heresiarchs and churches, without further ampli-
fication. As for the probable date of P, at present we can say only that it
cannot be later than the second quarter of the ninth century, since the lists
of Paulician leaders based upon it invariably end with Sergius, who died
ca. 835% The problem which we must now attempt to resolve is that
of the identification of P, if it has survived, and the interrelation of the
texts based upon it.

In his publication of the version found in the Cadex Scorialensis (2c)
of the Paulician chapter in George the Monk’s Chronicle, Friedrich ex-
pressed the opinion that the original source for our knowledge of the

%  Sergius is the last heresiarch mentioned in Petrus Higumenus, II1, 62; Georgius
Monachus, 720; the Codex Scorifalensis, 71; and the Paulician Formula, Anathema IX,
454, Since Scrgius presumably died in 835 and we hear of the next heresiarch, Karbeas,
no later than 845, the possibilities for the dates of these sources and consequently for
the date of P are considerably narrowed. It is interesting to note that many of the
sources which, as we shall see, belong to a later period, also ignore the successors of
Sergius on many occasions: Pseudo-Photius, Narratie, 1V, 21/2AB; Euthymius
Zigabenus, Panoplia, 1189/90; Theophylactus, Letter, 367. The Manichaean Formula,
1467/8BC, lists the heresiarchs through Sergius, then adds the last two—Karbeas and
Chrysocheir—afiter a noticeable hiatus.

The only sources acquainted with the names of the last two Paulician leaders,
Karbeas and Chrysocheir, are: the Manichaean Formula, 1467/8C; Pseudo-Photius,
Narratio, XXVI-XXVII, 81/2-83/4; Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XLII-XLIII, 1303/4.
Even these mention them only in certain sections and not in others, thus differentiating
the parts dependent on P from those based on other material which we will consider
later.

H. Bart‘ikyan, “On the Problem of the Organization of the Paulician Community™,
AAS-PBH (1958, #3), 183-187, particularly 186, proposes a different explanation for
the omission of Karbeas and Chrysocheir from most lists of heresiarchs. He argues
that the Paulician community had two heads: an ideological (i.e., religious) leader,
and a military commander. In his opinion no religious leaders were chosen after
Sergius’ death, and Karbeas and Chrysocheir were merely military commanders who
therefore would not be included in a list of heresiarchs. Though Bart'ikyan's attempt
to reconstruct the social structure of the Paulicians is interesting, the chance references
in the sources which he has used are quite inadequate to support any conclusions as
to this structure, and he has been forced to strain the evidence unduly. The sources,
whether polemical or historical, make no differentiation between IKarbeas and Chryso-
cheir and their predecessors. Furthermore, the AManichaean Formula, 1467/8BC,
though indicating a break after Sergius, anathematizes Karbeas and Chrysocheir on
the same basis as all the other Paulician leaders.
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Paulicians, which he called the “urspriingliche Bericht”, had failed to
survive to our times.*® There is undoubtedly a possibility that source P
is no longer extant. Nevertheless, there is evidence to support the theory
that the little Trearise of Peter the Higumen is either identical with P
or the earliest surviving version of P. This theory, however, has met with
so much opposition that it will be necessary to consider the alternate
theories at some length.?®

Let us examine first the possibility that the earliest version of P is to be
found in the Chronicle of George the Monk. Friedrich was of the opinion
that the first version of the original, that is to say of P, was to be found in
the earliest form of George the Monk’s Paulician chapter, which he con-
sidered to be the one in the Codex Scorialensis (2¢). In this manuscript,
we find the version of the Codex Coislinianus 310 (2b), in which two
passages have been added. In addition, the manuscript contains a long
theological passage of admonitory character, which closes with the
author’s Orthodox confession of faith. Friedrich believed that the other
versions of George the Monk, to be found in the Codices Coisliniani,
were abbreviations of the originally longer chapter in the Codex Scoria-
lensis. The little Treatise of Peter the Higumen was, in turn, a mere epit-
ome of the original version. The order of the texts for him was, there-
fore: P (“urspriingliche Bericht™), Codex Scorialensis (2¢), Codices Cois-
liniani (2a and 2b), and Peter the Higumen (1).™ However, de Boor, the
editor of the Chronicle of George the Monk, decisively refuted the thesis
of Friedrich that the Codex Scorialensis could be taken to represent the
oldest tradition of George the Monk. By an exhaustive analysis of the
manuscripts, he demonstrated that the Chronicle consists of two ver-
**  Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche Bericht”, 81 ., er passim.
"o Ter Mkruschian, Die Paulikianer, 2-3, had already expressed the opinion that
Peter the Higumen's Trearise was an independent source and our oldest text; that this
had been incorporated into the Chronicle of George the Monk, and had been para-
phrased by Photius. He dismissed Peter of Sicily as a late forgery. Some of these
conclusions are unwarranted, as we shall see. It must be borne in mind that Ter
Mkrttschian was not acquainted with some of our sources, that he possessed only the
defective Muralt edition of George the Monk, and that the version of the Codex
Seorialensis was as yet unpublished. Even so, some of his arguments are quite sound and
worth investigating. See Loos, “Contributions I, for a résume of the latest theories.
1 Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche Bericht”, passim. The first addition gives a more
extensive explanation of the doctrine of the two gods, Codex Scorialensis, 72. The
second explains the Paulician aversion for St. Peter: The devil was present at the bap-
tism of Christ, who bowed down before him, and it was the devil and not God who
spoke the words, “This is my beloved son™. Peter was the witness of this scene, and
furthermore transmitted to mankind the monk’s habit in which the devil had been

disguised, ibid., 73. See, ibid., 74-81, for the theological discussion and the confession of
faith which Friedrich does not give in its entirety.
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sions, of which the older is to be found in the Codex Coislinianus 305 (2a),
and the more recent in the Codex Coislinianus 310 (2b). These two ver-
sions, of which the older is more dogmatic and the later more historical,
can, in his opinion, be observed throughout the Chronicle and not merely
in the Paulician chapter, where the change from the first to the second
version is reflected in the calmer tone of the Codex Coislinianus 310. De
Boor believed that the Codex Scorialensis occupied a position somewhere
in the middle of this evolution and was quite distant from the original
tradition. In his opinion, the additional material found in the Codex
Scorialensis was to be considered as a later interpolation into the text of
Codex Coislinianus 310.7

The problem of relating the Codex Scorifalensis to the other versions of
George the Monk undoubtedly hinges on the presence of the additional
material which it contains, particularly the curious heretical doctrine that
Christ was an angel, which is not duplicated in any of the other sources.™
On the basis of the information which we possess at present, it is not
possible to trace the origin of this material, and as a result the precise
relation of the Codex Scorialensis to the other versions of George the Monk
cannot be established definitively. On the other hand, it cannot be denied
that this relation is very close. In all of the common passages, the Codex
Scorialensis follows the version of the Codex Coislinianus 310, whenever
this differs from the text of Peter the Higumen.™ It is possible that the

* De Boor, BZ, VII, 43-46, er passim. Loos, “Contributions I, 42-47, sees no
objection to considering the Codex Scoriglensis as the original of the Codex Coislinianus,
but he assigns the former to Peter of Sicily, which is impossible on the basis of chro-
nology and of dissimilarity of material. Scheidweiler, *Paulikianerprobleme®, 11-12,
argues that the Scorialensis represents a belter version of the Chronicle than the
Coislinianus 310, and that it is authentic and in the same tradition as the Colslinianus
with no evidence of interpolation by a different author.

= Codex Scorialensis, XIX, 74-75.

" Codex Scorialensis, 111, 70, and IV, 71, follows the Coislinianus 310, Georgius
Monachus, Chraenicon, 720, in listing the Heresiarch Zacharias omitted by the Higumen
(see n. 64e). There are slight indications that the Seorialensis might be later than the
Coislinianus 310, but they are not conclusive:

a) The Scerialensis, 71, gives the name of one of the Paulician churches as
“Kuvoywpitag™, which is the form found in Peter of Sicily who, as we shall see, is a
later source, rather than the form “Kowoywpitac”, found in Ceislinianus 310,
Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 721. However, the name is given without any in
dication of an offensive intention such as we find in Peter of Sicily, Histeria, 1297/8.
Furthermore, Grégoire, “Eglises”, 512, notes that by the ninth century the pronuncia-
tion of the two versions would have been indistinguishable.

b) Codex Scorialensis, 71. We find here a lacuna of seventeen words in comparison
with the same passage in the Coislinianus 310, Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 721, 2-4.
This lacuna has all the marks of a copyist’s error since it occurs immediately after the
word “&xxinoiag”, and the text resumes two lines later after the same word.
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writer of the Codex Scorialensis possessed sources other than the version
of P embodied in the Codex Coislinianus 310. We shall see in our inves-
tigation of the History of Peter of Sicily that such sources existed in the
ninth century. From these sources the author of the Codex Scorialensis
could have acquired a knowledge of dogma with which the other extant
sources are not acquainted, though they do not contradict it.™ At present,
the chief value of the Codex Scorialensis lies in the fact that it seems to be
describing two dissimilar Paulician doctrines, thus indicating an altera-
tion in the beliefs of the heretics, a phenomenon which we have already
observed in the Manichaean Formula. However, de Boor’s demonstration
of the relatively late position of the Cedex Scorialensis in the grouping of
the manuscripts of George the Monk precludes the possibility that it is
the earliest extant version of source P.

The claims of the other versions of George the Monk are no better than
those of the Codex Scorialensis. Friedrich correctly observed that the
Paulician chapter does not occur in the same place in the various manu-
scripts of George the Monk,™ and that George shows almost no interest
in the Paulicians elsewhere in his work. Thus we may even be dealing
in this chapter with a later interpolation into the Chronicle.”” De Boor

7 Photius, Serme I, 89/90, indicates that there were several Paulician groups, and
we shall see that the disciples of Sergius quarrelled after their master’s death so that a
split in the tradition may have occurred, Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXV, 79/80-81/2
(see my Chapter [11). Lipshits, “Problems”, 239, observes that many additional sources
on the Paulicians, no longer available, must have existed in the early ninth century.
" Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche Bericht™, 109-110. Codex Coislinianus 310, Georgius
Monachus, Chronicon, 718, and Codex Scorialensis, 70, place this chapter at the end
of the reign of Constans 11. In the edition of Muralt, PG, CXXX, 833/4, this section
follows a brief chapter on the reign of Constantine IV, a chapter which is not found
in the edition of de Boor. In the Chronicle of Cedrenus, Compendium, VI, 756, which
normally follows the Codex Coislinianus 310 verbatim, this chapter is put into the thir-
teenth vear of Constans II. De Boor, BZ, VI, 41-42, objects, however, believing
these variations are more apparent than real.
*"  Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche Bericht™, 108. This had already been noted by Ter
Mkrtischian, Die Paulikianer, 30-31. The reply of de Boor, BZ, VII, 41, scems un-
satisfactory. There is no doubt that in spite of his reference to the Paulicians outside
the special polemical chapter, George the Monk was not well-informed about them.
In the account of the transportation of the Armenians by the Emperor Constantine V,
whence Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 429, derives the spread of Paulicianism in the
Balkans, George, Chronicon, 7152, merely calls the emigrants Monophysites: **"Appe-
viovg xai Zipoug alpetikois elg 10 Buldavniov perdrioey, dv ol mheiovs olkobvreg
v o) Opdrn péxp viv Beoraoyital xata [Métpov eloi tov Seilaov™. [Peter the
Fuller, Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch, 461, or Peter Mongus, Monophysite
Patriarch of Alexandria, 482). This, despite the fact that he had just identified Constan-
tine V as a Paulician, ibid., 751.

The introductory sentence of the Paulician chapter in the Codex Coislinianus 310,
ibid., 718, 9-11. *Ep dwv xpovev kai 6 dpynyds 1@y Movkuadvoy dvegpiavn Kovatav-
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himself acknowledged that both the Codex Coislinianus 305 and the
Codex Coislinianus 310 ultimately went back to a common earlier arche-
type. There is, therefore, no reason for accepting his theory that the
Codex Coislinianus 305 is an earlier version than the work of Peter the
Higumen.™ The precedence of Peter the Higumen over George the
Monk is still further supported by the greater similarity which the Higu-
men’s Treatise bears to the later Codex Coislinianus 310 than to the earlier
Coislinianus 303, since de Boor himself noted that George the Monk
followed his sources far more closely in his second version than he had
done in the earlier one.?® The relation between source P and the works of
Peter the Higumen and George the Monk may, therefore, be expressed in
the following manner:

(P

Petrus Higumenus (1)

|
Georgius Monachus Georgius Monachus

Codex Coislinianus 305 Codex Coislinianus 310
(2a) (2b) |
\?

Georgius Monachus
Codex Scorialensis

(2¢)

The other possible theory which we must consider is that of Grégoire, in
whose opinion the original source was the Hisrory of Peter of Sicily (3a).80
For Grégoire, the Treatise of Peter the Higumen was not an independent

1ivog, 6 xai Tuovavdy fautdy dvopdoag. Eon 82 §) alpecig adtd@v obrwg”, is not to
be found in Peter the Higumen, I, 60. The inclusion of this transition can be explained
only as the preface to an extended quotation from an extant source, a conclusion which
is supported by the complete similarity of the Codex Coislinianus 310 to the work of
the Higumen as noted above (see n. 64). Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 2-3, also
makes the reasonable suggestion that it is far more likely that George the Monk was
the one to include an existing document in his Chronicle, than that a passage from a
well-known chronicle should be excerpted and presented separately under the name
of a different author. All of these points seem to reinforce the thesis of the precedence
of Peter the Higumen over George the Monk.

™  De Boor, BZ, VII, 45-47.

™ Ibid., 46. Moeller, De libris, 33, thought it more likely that George the Monk had
merely used the work of the Higumen rather than incorporated it into his own. How-
ever, see n. 77.

" Grégoire, “*Sources”, 110-112; “Pauliciens™, 611-613, ef passim.
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work; it was merely an epitome of the History of Peter of Sicily. Further-
more, this epitome was too awkward and careless to have been made by
Peter himself, and it added nothing to the original source.®” Hence Gré-
goire concluded also that the date of the Chronicle of George the Monk
must be later than the generally accepted 866-867, since all of the manu-
scripts of the Chronicle include the epitome, which in turn must neces-
sarily postdate its supposed source, Peter of Sicily, presumably composed
in 872.%% In recent years this theory of Grégoire has been rejected. Scheid-
weiler pointed out that Grégoire’s objection to the listing of the Paulician
Churches in the work of Peter the Higumen is not conclusive,® and that,
far from adding nothing to his source, Peter the Higumen gives material
which cannot be found in Peter of Sicily.® Loos has furthermore demon-
strated that Grégoire’s criticism of the composition and organization of
Peter the Higumen is unwarranted.®® As a result of this revision, there

8 Grégoire, “Sources”, [01-109, “Histoire™, 224-225.

8 Grégoire, “Histoire”, 225-226, “Paulicians”, 611.

#  Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme", 24-26; Lipshits, *'Problems’, 238-239. 1 shall
return to the problem of the listing of the Paulician churches in connection with Peter
of Sicily. See n. 153, and Chapter 111, n.5.

# Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme”, 23, and Lipshits, “Paulician Movements”,
51. Grégoire, “Sources”, 107-108, can suggest only that the additional material found
in the “Epitome™ of Peter the Higumen and not in the History of Peter of Sicily must
have been contained in the lost three Sermons of Peter of Sicily.

#  Loos, “Contributions 1", 30, 34, and 34, n. 83, Interpreting the words: “xaBog repi
oty capéatepov &v tolg Sid mhdtoug por Aélextm™ (Petrus Higumenus, XV, 66,
Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 724), to which Grégoire (“Sources”, 109), had
objected as a careless copy of Peter of Sicily since the “Epitome™ had never contained
a broader development; Loos demonstrated the validity of Gieseler’s earlier suggestion
that these words merely refer back to an earlier section of the treatise of Peter the
Higumen itself, and do not imply the existence of another more developed work,
Petrus Higumenus, 66, n. 1. Gieseler, therefore, suggested that the word “&ve" had
been dropped out of the MS. of the Higumen after “2v 10ig”, and cited a parallel
passage of Epiphanius. That a suitable reference for this passage can be found “above”
in the work of the Higumen is evident from a reading of section II, Petrus Higumenus,
61 (see n. 95): Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme”, 25-26, agrees with Grégoire that
the words, St mhatovg refer back to the History of Peter of Sicily, but this theory
depends on the very early date for the History postulated by Scheidweiler, op. cit., 38-39.
I shall return to the date of the History later, but the explanation of Gieseler and Loos,
supporied by Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 3, and substantiated by the text of
the Higumen without the need of an additional text, seems much more reasonable and
satisfactory.

As for the organization and wording of the “Epitome" as against Peter of Sicily,
Loos, ap. cit., 28-31, quite rightly demonstrates that the work of the Higumen is in no
way inferior to that of Peter of Sicily, but rather the contrary: “En regardant de plus
prés les deux textes, on se rend compie de toute la faiblesse de I'objection énoncée par
Grégoire...” (28) “On peut méme objecter conire Grégoire, que dans 1I'Epitomé
'explication des termes Romains et chrétiens semble mieux placée”. (29) “Il nous
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is no longer any reason for considering the work of Peter the Higumen as
an epitome of that of Peter of Sicily, or for questioning the accepted date
for the Chroniele of George the Monk.

Both Scheidweiler and Loos, however, assume that Peter the Higumen
and Peter of Sicily were one person, and that the two works were, there-
fore, composed by the same author. In Scheidweiler’s opinion, the His-
tory of Peter of Sicily was written in two different periods, and the short
Treatise ascribed to Peter the Higumen was a work of Peter of Sicily,
composed between the two parts of his History. The short Treatise was
then included in the Chronicle of George the Monk, which also preceded
the final version of Peter of Sicily’s History.*® In other words, the se-
quence of texts in his opinion should be: Peter of Sicily I (3a), Peter the
Higumen (1), George the Monk (2), Peter of Sicily 11 (3a bis).

Loos in turn showed that the hypothesis of the double version of Peter
of Sicily's History was both awkward and unnecessary,®? and maintained
that the short Treatise attributed to the Higumen, though by Peter of
Sicily, was written before the composition of the History. Thus he
reversed the order of Scheidweiler and obtained the following sequence:
Peter the Higumen (1), George the Monk (2), Peter of Sicily (3a).%% This
order appears more satisfactory, but another problem is rightly raised by
Scheidweiler. The Chronicle of George the Monk in all of its versions,
but particularly in that of the Codex Scorialensis, contains material which
cannot be found in Peter of Sicily. Since this Chronicle merely reproduces
the work of Peter the Higumen, it is unlikely that the Higumen and Peter
of Sicily are one and the same person.®®

semble donc que la critique de Grégoire bldmant I'auteur de I’ Epiromé d'avoir fait une
compilation inintelligente et superficielle, soit encore plus douteuse que son inter-
prétation des erreurs dans la liste des églises pauliciennes™. (30)

#¢  Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 19, 22-29, 38-39.

*"  Loos, “Contributions 1", 32-36. The basis of Scheidweiler’s theory is his inter-
pretation of the Higumen’s words, “§ud nhdtoug”, in the same sense as Grégoire, as
a reference to another work by the same author, but this interpretation has been
rejected (see n. 85). Without it there is no reason for supposing that Peter the Higumen
is later than Peter of Sicily.

8 [Jhid., 33-39, 43, particularly 36.

#  Scheidweiler, *Paulikianerprobleme™, 23-29. Scheidweiler himself has doubts as
to the identification of the Higumen with Peter of Sicily. Furthermore his explanation
that the discrepancy between the Higumen and the History on the names and number
of the Paulician churches stems from the fact that in the shorter work Peter is quoting
his own History from memory, hardly seems satisfactory, ibid, 26. Loos, “Contribu-
tions 1", 42 f_, argues that: *11 semble donc qu'aucun obstacle d'importance ne peut
nous empécher de considérer le texte de I'Escurial comme original et de 1"attribuer a
Pierre de Sicile”. However, he too is unable to explain away the objection of Scheid-
weiler that there is information in the Codex Scorialensis which cannot be found in
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The conclusive factor dissociating Peter the Higumen from Peter of
Sicily and establishing the precedence of the former is the date of the
History of Peter of Sicily. As we shall see, the work of Peter of Sicily does
not belong to the late ninth century, as it purports to do, but must be
placed in the same category and period as the Pseudo-Photius, whom
Grégoire himself dated after 932, more than sixty years after the composi-
tion of George the Monk, who had used the earlier work of the Higumen.
Under no circumstances, therefore, could the Treatise of the Higumen,
composed in the mid-ninth century, have been the work of Peter of Sicily,
and even less could it have been derived from it. It is rather Peter of
Sicily who was forced to rely upon the Higumen for the material which
they share. In this connection, it is interesting to note that a comparison
of the works indicates that both Peter of Sicily and the Pseudo-Photius
probably relied directly upon the work of the Higumen, rather than on
the version of his work incorporated in the Chronicle of George the
Monk.*® The relation of the later works to the original source may,
therefore, be presented in the following manner;

P)?

Petrus Higumenus (1)

Petrus Siculus Pseudo-Photius
(3a) (4a)
| 7
Euthymius Zigabenus (5) Manichaean Formula

Peter of Sicily, ibid., 42. He is, therefore, compelled to take refuge in Grégoire’s
hypothesis that the missing material was found in the lost Sermons of Peter of Sicily
(see n. 84),

#®  a) Peter of Sicily not only incorporates material from the Treatise of the Higumen
in his own work, he reproduces the entire Trearise at the beginning of the Hisrory,
claiming it as his own work in the Vatican MS.

b) Peter shows no signs of being acquainted with the Chronicle of George the Monk,
and seems to be following another historian, possibly Theophanes Confessor, in the
passages which are common to both works.

¢) Gieseler noted that both Peter the Higumen and Peter of Sicily habitually use
“gnei” for “paci”, though he tried to explain this in term of a Sicilian practice,
Petrus Higumenus, 59,

d) Pseudo-Photius, MNarratio, 1V, 21/2B, though not in 21/2A, lists the Paulician
heresiarchs, omitting Zacharias as does the parallel passage of the Higumen, but not
that of George the Monk.
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Since neither the work of George the Monk nor that of Peter of Sicily
reproduces the original version of source P, we must now consider once
again the claim of the Treatise of Peter the Higumen to be the earliest
extant version of P. The first characteristic of the little Trearise is its com-
pleteness. It is in no way dependent on the context of the Chronicle of
George the Monk, but is entirely self-contained. The information is
brief, but adequate, containing observations on the origin of the sect, the
leaders and heretic communities, the doctrine, and, finally, the organiza-
tions and practices of the sectarians. No aspect has been overlooked.
Furthermore, the information is given clearly and coherently, without
undue rhetorie.

The treatment of the several points is not, however, uniform. The
historical section of the work is the briefest and the least satisfactory.
This is the section in which errors have been found. The churches of the
Paulicians are given as six instead of seven, and the location of the Church
of the Koinochoritai is incorrect.™ Furthermore, the name of the
Heresiarch Zacharias has been omitted.** The dogmatic section, on the
other hand, is carefully presented. Its tone, despite the author’s obvious
disapproval of the doctrine exposed, is neither condescending to the
reader nor unduly violent.* The principal purpose of the work seems to
be to give information rather than to indulge in polemic. Time and again
the writer stops to warn his reader that the sectarians are adept at hiding
their doctrine, so that they confuse the ignorant and must be questioned
closely and skillfully before the truth is revealed.®® He stresses particularly

" Petrus Higumenus, passim, the history is given in 36 lines, pp. 60-62, while the
doctrine and practices of the heretics occupy double that space—74 lines, pp. 62-67.
See Grégoire, “*Sources”, 102-105.

82 See n. 6de. Codex Coislinianus 310 and Codex Scorialensis put Zacharias back
into the list of heresiarchs. It is quite possible that the omission is not a mistake on
the part of the Higumen. We know that many of the Paulicians rejected Zacharias,
who had abandoned his followers during a massacre, Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XXX,
1285/6; Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, 57/8; Georgiuvs Monachus, Chronicon, 720, 1-2;
Manichaean Formula, 1467(8; er al. Furthermore, Georgius Monachus, op. cit., 720,
8-9, also omits the name of Zacharias when he lists the leaders whom the heretics hon-
ored. Therefore, it i1s possible that the Higumen's list i1s intended to present those
leaders whom the heretics acknowledged rather than the ones who had actually
existed.

¥ Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme’”, 12, argues that a certain amount of polemic
can be found in the work of the Higumen, but he can bring forth only a few examples,
none of them persuasive. The purpose of the Higumen is polemical, undoubtedly, but
his tone is relatively calm. In comparison with the vituperation which we find in some
parts of Peter of Sicily, the Higumen is remarkably dispassionate.

#*  Petrus Higumenus, VI, 63-64: “Aéyovm && mpdc tolg dyvooliviog alrolg
wpobBipws motelopey eig ratépa kai vidvy xai dyiov nvelpa, Tdv Eroupdviov tatipa,
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the fact that the heretics use correct texts of the Scriptures, so that they
appear orthodox at first glance, but that their interpretation of these
texts is heretical. The concern of the author is emphasized by the repeti-
tion of his warnings and admonitions.®

The Treatise of Peter the Higumen is in no sens¢ a literary creation.
Indeed, if we remember the Byzantine love of rhetoric, this work appears
remarkably abrupt and practical. This characteristic, combined with the
apparent lack of historical interest and the close attention given to the
recognition and interrogation of heretics, makes the work curiously un-
like a chronicle. The practical character of the Higumen’s account seems
far more suited to a sort of inquisitor’s manual. That is to say, it gives
only enough history to identify the sect; a list of leaders and churches
which corresponds to the heretics” confession rather than to historical
fact; and little attention to geographical accuracy which is of no imme-
diate importance. On the other hand, it shows precision in the description
of the heretical doctrine and practices, and puts particular emphasis on
the advice given to examiners. A practical purpose for the work would
also explain the matter-of-fact tone of the exposition. Inquisitors stand
in need of precise information and specific methods, not rhetoric and

kai dvaBepa paci @ pn olitwg motetovn, pepshemnpévog diav Ty Sovrdy vaxiay
pebodebovies: ob yap xpoatibéaaiy, dte Ayouat 1ov natépa tdv Arovphviov, 11 Tdv
povov dinbvdv Gedv, tov mocavia tév obpavdv kol thv yiiv kol mavia td gv
abrolz. Xpn 82 tov npoobleyopevov dpBodotov aitelv tov Mawyalov ol elrelv
10 olpPolov tiig miotews, 6 ton [hotelow el Eva Gedv norépa, naviokpatopa,
rointiv obpavol kal yiig, dSpatdv e wavrov kai doparwv”; and again ibid., XIII, 65:
AL pty vouvex s kol Sopropdvag adtols eig mavie SudéyecBom, kol ydp xai
0 yebdog mpoxeipme Exovawy dg vopov oikelov”. The same deceitfulness is character-
istic of the heretics’ habits, ibid., XVII, 66-67, “Tivég 8& 2£ adtdv xai td nodin
tavtdv Partilovowy bnd 1@v fpetépov MpesPurtpov alypaldtov Sveov nap’ adtoic.
“Etepot 8¢, eloepyduevor &v 1 "Exxincig 1) fiuetépg 1@v dpboddtuv, Aelnddtug
thv Beinv puomplov petadappavovaly, npdc nheiove LEandtny v anlovotépav™,
The heretic priests cannot be identified by their outward appearence or comportment,
ibid., X1V, 66: “&xeivor 8& kai toig lepels abtidv cuvekbnpovs Adyouat Kai votapious,
ddapbpovs niow abrole Svrag kai tolg oyxhuast xal tals Saiteig kal nion ) Tob
Aoumol Piov keteoxevil™.

*  Petrus Higumenus, II, 61: “obtog yap [Kavotaviivog & Zilovavds] abrolg napé-
Sekev tig piv alpbosig abroh ol Eyyplpons, AL dyphpon katd napidoaiv, td
Ebayyéiiov 8¢ xal tov "Arbdorolov Eyyplpns draptdiaxta pév tf ypaof kal tolg
Adyoug, dg ta xal nup’ fulv dvra, adrols mapabols, haotpéyag 62 Exaotov kepdlaiov
npds wig favtol alpbosig, vopolstioas abrols kai Tolivo, i Seiv Exépav Bifflov Thv
olavolv dvayivioxkely, sl pf t& Edayytiiov xal tov "Andotodov”. Ibid., XV, 66:
"Exouo 88 mivra i tod "Aroctéiov kal tod Ebayyeliov fmra hidotpopa, npds td nap”
fiulv Svra évavria, nop”® abtdv & ouvviebévia, dg &fjbev dppdlovia tals olkeimyg
abedv alptosoy. g yap elpntm, tff ypaed xai ol Adyowg oltwg eloiv d¢ kol i
nep” fulv arapdddaxta ta bt vofjpata Saotpépoven, kabog nepl TovTov cugiatepov
&v 1olg [Eva] Sud midrovs pot Afhextar™,
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propaganda, since as ecclesiastics they can presumably be trusted to know
the heinous nature of the heresy they are meant to combat.

It seems reasonable, therefore, to suggest that the work of Peter the
Higumen was originally a practical document, written for the enlighten-
ment of the Byzantine clergy for the specific purpose of assisting examiners
concerned with the extirpation of heresy. This independent source was
consulted by George the Monk in the writing of his Chronicle. The first
version of the Chronicle was merely based on the work of the Higumen,
whereas the second version embodied it almost verbatim. At a later date,
this same document was used again by both Peter of Sicily and the Pseudo-
Photius. Thesemi-official character of the Higumen's Treatise is supported
by the similarity which we can observe between it and the Paulician
Formula,®®

The date of the composition of the work of Peter the Higumen can be
determined fairly accurately. Among the various practices of the Pauli-
cians, the Higumen notes that “some of them have their children bap-
tized by our priests, who are prisoners among them'”.®? Such prisoners can
have existed only in the period of Paulician political power, when the sect
formed a semi-independent state on the upper Euphrates (that is to say,
between ca. 813 and 872).%% In order to have been included in the Chron-
icle of Geerge the Monk, the Treatise must have preceded 866-867, or
even date still earlier to have been consulted by George for the first ver-
sion of his work. Finally, the last heresiarch known to the Higumen is
Sergius, who presumably died in 835. The most suitable date for the
compaosition of a work of the type of Peter the Higumen’s would seem to
be in the period immediately following the re-establishment of Orthodoxy
by the Empress Theodora in 843; her action was followed almost imme-

*¢ The similarity between the two works is extremely close and supports the dating
of the Paulician Formula in the same period as the Higumen's work, that is to say, the
mid-ninth century:

Petrus Higumenus Paulician Formula

I, 60 Anathema XII, 454

III, 61-62 Anathema IX, X, 454
V1, 63-64 Anathema I, VI, 453
VIT, 64 Anathema 111, IV, 453
IX, 64 Anathema IV, 453

XIV, 66 Anathema XV, XVI, 455
XVIIIL, 67 Anathema VII, 453-454.

Finally both list the Paulician heresiarchs only as far as Sergius and ignore the later
heresiarchs, Petrus Higumenus, 111, 61-62, 1V, 63, and Paulician Formula, 1X, 454,

¥ Spen. 94,

*  That is to say, the period between the establishment of Sergius and his followers
at Argaous on the frontier of the Empire after the persecution of Michael 1 (811-813)
and the fall of Tephriké in 872 (see Chapter 111).
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diately by a violent persecution of Paulicianism. In this same period, we
know that the Patriarch Methodius (843-847) was concerned with the
conversion of heretics who held a doctrine very similar to that of the
Paulicians.®® As Friedrich rightly observed, what period could be more
suitable than this for the composition of works against the Paulicians,!0®
and particularly of a practical treatise for the indentification and extirpa-
tion of a sect which was becoming a dangerous neighbor for the Empire?
In the work of Peter the Higumen, we have, therefore, a practical docu-
ment dealing with the Paulicians in the middle of the ninth century, most
probably in the period of the patriarchate of Methodius. This document
was to be used and preserved in the Chronicle of George the Monk com-
posed soon afterward, and in all subsequent works.

The semi-official character of the Higumen's work and its relation to
the Paulician Formula suggest that this may indeed be source P, of which
it exhibits all the characteristics. Such an identification is further sup-
ported by our knowledge that the Paulicians were generally favored by
the Iconoclastic emperors, so that a semi-official polemical work against
them in the period preceding the re-establishment of Orthodoxy is not a
likely possibility.!® On the other hand, the familiarity with the Higumen’s
work shown by the first version of George the Monk leaves little time
for the composition of an earlier polemical document which would
postdate 843. We cannot, at our present stage of knowledge, affirm
that the work of Peter the Higumen is identical with source P, but
it is undoubtedly the earliest extant version of that source and under-
lies to some extent all our polemical texts:

(PN
I
Petrus Higumenus (1)
|

Georgius Monachus Georgius Monachus Petrus Siculus Pseudo-Photius

(Cod. Cois. 305) (Cod. Cois. 310) (3a) (da)
(2b) |
1?7 7
Georgius Monachus  Euthymius Manichaean

(Cod. Seor.) (2c)  Zigabenus (5) Formula

**  Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 1V, 161, 165; Nicetas Choniates, “Ex
libris thesauri Orthodoxae fidei™, 281/2-283/4; Genesius, * Regum”, 85; Cedrenus, Com-
pendium, VII, 150-15]1 (see Chapter IV).

190 Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche Beéricht™, 82-83.

101 For the favor shown to the Paulicians by the Iconoclastic emperors and the subse-
quent persecution after the re-establishment of Orthodoxy in the Empire, see Chapter I11.
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Up to now we have been concerned exclusively with source P. However,
it has been noted that certain of our texts contain additional material
and in particular information of an historical character which cannot be
derived from P. This additional material is particularly noticeable in
the Codex Scorialensis, in the History of the Pseudo-Photius, and in that
of Peter of Sicily. It is evident from the presence of this material that
sources, now lost, other than P must have existed in Byzantine times.
Even though these sources are no longer available to us, some of their
characteristics and the information they contained may be reconstructed
from a careful analysis of the most complex and baffling of the surviving
anti-Paulician works, the History of Peter of Sicily.

The History of Peter of Sicily is presented to the reader as a straight-
forward and coherent document. The information which Peter gives
about himself and his work is simple and precise. In the second year of
the Emperor Basil I, the Macedonian (869), Peter was sent to the Pauli-
cian capital of Tephriké as an ambassador concerned with the exchange
of prisoners. He remained in Tephrik& nine months and became ac-
quainted with the heretics and their doctrine. Alarmed by the evidence
of missionary activity directed by the Paulicians toward Bulgaria, Peter
wrote his History for the information of the Orthodox world and par-
ticularly for the Archbishop of Bulgaria, to whom he dedicated his work.!"
Peter emphasizes the firsthand quality of his work throughout and repeats
the date and purpose of his journey:

On account of this mission to the Paulicians T remained a long time in the city
of Tephriké and often disputed with them [the heretics] and I was accurately
informed by the Orthodox many of whom live in that region.'®®

The reputation of Peter’s work, however, has not always been of the best
among scholars. After having been used as the basic source on the

2 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 11, 1241/2-1243/4. Gieseler, Petri Siculi Historia Mani-
chaeorum sew Pauwlicianorum (Gottingen, 1846), 3, correctly puts the words: "t
npoébpw Bovkrapiag IMérpog”, immediately after the dedication of the work and enti-
tles the next section merely” npdioyog’. This is the form in which the passage appears
in the Codex Vaticanus Graecus 511, fol. 81v. Migne, PG, C1V, 1243/4B, for some
reason divides and alters this heading so that Chapter II1 is entitled “Td npotdpe
Boviyapiag [Merpov [pdloyos'; cf., however, ibid., n., r. Scheidweiler, **Paulikianer-
probleme™, 14-18, 20-21, demonstrates that such a division is incorrect, since the
prologue containg no reference to the Archbishop of Bulgaria. See also Loos,
“Contributions 1™, 20, n. 7.

18 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1241/2B, “Xpovorpifiicas toivov &v tfj abtl dovkeig
wpog tobe Maviuadavoug &v Tifpiktl, kol molldkic abrolc Salexdeic, ob piv dika
kai mapd moldidy GpBoddEmvy Exeioe karowolviwy dxpiféctepov td nepi abrdv
uabav”, Ibid., 1303/4B.
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Paulicians until late in the nineteenth century, Peter's work was rejected
by Ter Mkrttschian as a Comnenian forgery.!®™ Soon, however, Bury
was to point out that the sole extant manuscript of Peter's History was
much earlier than the twelfth century.!® Grégoire completed Peter's
rchabilitation and asserted that the History was not only an authentic
document, but the unique source on the Paulicians of which Peter the
Higumen was an epitome and the work of the Pseudo-Photius a late
copy.!® We have already seen that Grégoire's thesis that Peter of Sicily
is our sole source for the history and dogma of the Paulicians can no
longer be maintained. Let us now look at the quality of Peter’s own work.

The organization of the History is by no means so coherent and orderly
as Grégoire would have us believe. The first two chapters contain a
statement of the circumstances in which the work was undertaken, its
purpose, and the dedication to an archbishop of Bulgaria who is not
named.!%? These are followed by two more chapters entitled “Prologue”
which are of a general nature and bear no relation to the dedication.!"®
At this point the History proper presumably begins, but we are faced once
again with several chapters dealing generally and discursively with some
of the misdeeds of the Paulicians. This section ends with a listing of the
main dogmas of the heretics and the promise that the author will refute
these after he has finished with the history of the sect.'®® The next ten
chapters are concerned with Mani, his life, teachers, disciples, doctrines
and the refutation of them, and lead into an account of the origin of the
Paulician sect.”'® At this point additional confusion arises. The next
chapter, XXII, interrupts the exposition of the history of the sect and

19 See Introduction, J. Gieseler, “Untersuchungen iiber die Geschichte der Pauli-
kianer”, Theologische Studien wund Kritiken, 11 {Hamburg, 1829), 80, insisted that
“Photius™ and Peter’s animosity toward the Paulicians did not necessarily make them
untrustworthy sources, See Ter Mkritschian, Die Paulikianer, 121-127. Krumbacher,
Byzantinische Lirteratur, 78, refuses to express a final judgement on the work of Peter
of Sicily.

105 Bury-Gibbon, “Appendix VI, VI, 541. Grégoire, *'Pauliciens™, 610.

it Grégoire, “Sources™, 110-112; “Pauliciens”, 611-613. “Jinsiste aujourd hui sur
la parfaite authenticité de Pierre de Sicile, y compris son Prologue™ (**Pauliciens”, 611).
“Il n'y a point d’erreur chez Pierre de Sicile. 11 dit bien ce qu'il veut dire. Son récit est
logique et cohérent. Et il le confirme en usant d’une source excellente, en citant une
épitre de Tychikos lui-méme™ (“*Sources”, 103). This theory of Grégoire is followed
by both Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 34, 181, and Obolensky, Bogomils, 31.

197 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1-11, 1239/40-1243/4,

ws fhid., “TIpbhoyog”, IIT-1V, 1243/4B-1245/6B.

e Jbid., *lotopia™, V-X, 1245/6-1257/8B. V-VI concern the Incarnation and the
Virgin Mary; VII, the cross; VIII, the apostles, prophets and doctors of the Church;
IX, the secret nature of the heresy; X, the main dogmas of the Paulicians.

ue  fhid., X1-XXI, 1257/8B-1271/2D.
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turns to the anti-heretical activities of the Macedonian emperors, Basil I
and his sons Constantine and Leo, and to a panegyric of these rulers.112
Chapter XXIII marks a new beginning, as was observed by Grégoire and
Scheidweiler,’? and introduces an extensive and detailed account of the
history of the sect down to the death of the Heresiarch Sergius, where it
breaks off.?* The work then ends with an epilogue of two brief chapters
on the last Paulician leaders, Karbeas and Chrysocheir, together with
a restatement of Peter’s mission and his reason for writing the History. !4

In addition to the confusion of the presentation, innumerable difficul-
ties arise if we are to assume the truth of Peter’s statement as to the date
and purpose of his work. There is extensive duplication of material; the
occasion for the writing of the History is told twice, the date stated three
times.1'® Two accounts are given for the origin of the Paulician sect as
well as for Mani's disputation with Archelaus, Bishop of Kaskar, and for
the Heresiarch’s death.!?® Not only is the material repetitive, but much
of it is contradictory. Peter tells us at the beginning of his work that he
was alarmed by the evidence of Paulician proselytism and that he was
therefore writing to inform the Archbishop of Bulgaria of this imminent
danger. At the end of the History, however, he tells us that the work was
undertaken at the order of the Macedonian emperors,''” without any
mention of Bulgaria. Similarly, the date of Peter's mission shifts from
“the beginning of Basil's reign”, presumably alone, to the joint rule of
Basil and his two sons, Constantine and Leo, which cannot be earlier than
870.1% Apain we are told, in Chapter XXII, that the heresy was first

1 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1273{4C-1275/6D.

n fhid,, KXIII, 1275/6C-1277/8B; Grégoire, “Précisions”, 290; Scheidweiler,
“Paulikianerprobleme™, 17, 19,

13 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIII-XLI, 1277/8B-1301/2C.

4 Ihid,, XLII-XLIII, 1301/2C-1303/4C.

1% The circumstances and purpose of Peter's trip, and the composition of the
History, ihid., 11, XLIII, 1241/2B-1243/4A, 1303/4B. The date of Peter’s activity, If,
XXII, XLIII, 1241/2AB, 1273/4D-1275/6A, 1303/4AB.

"¢ The origin of the Paulicians, ibid., XXI, XXIII, 1273/4AB, 1275/6D. The disputa-
tion with Archelaus, Mani's flight and death, XIV, XV, XX, 1261/2B-1265/6B,
1271/2CD. Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XIII, XV, 39/40B-41/2A, 43/4B-45/6A, also
duplicates the account of the disputation with Archelaus, but in a different order.
17 See n. 115. Also Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 14.

M8 Seen. 115. Petrus Siculus, Historia, II, 1241/2AB, “év apxfl tiig altoxpatopias
Booheiov"; ibid., XXII, 1273/4D-1275(6A, “&v taig fipépmg Boodeiov xai Kov-
aravrivov xai Afovrtog, v eboefdv kai opBodoEwv peyddiav Paocidény Hpdv™;
ibid., XLIII, 1303/4B, “&v () Sevtépd Erer tfic Pamieias Bagideiov xal Kuvotav-
tivov xai Afovrog, thv edoefdv kal Sicaiov peyddov Bomitov fpdv™. Basil came
to the throne in 867 after the murder of Michael I1I. Scheidweiler, **Paulikianer-
probleme™, 17, rightly observes that Chapters XXII and XLIIT must have been writlten
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identified and openly revealed in the time of Basil and his sons.1?* Yet
elsewhere Peter says that Paulicians had been known and pursued under
Basil's predecessors, Constantine IV, Justinian II, Michael I, and Leo
V.120 These contradictions often follow very closely one upon the other.
In Chapter XXI the origin of the Paulicians is ascribed to Paul and John,
the sons of a Manichaean woman from Samosata named Kallinike, but
in Chapter XXIII the first leader of the sectarians is an Armenian named
Constantine.!® Likewise Chapter XLI ends with the statement that the
Paulicians had no single leader after the death of Sergius, but only a
group of teachers, all equal in rank. Chapter XLII opens with an account

after January, 870, when Leo VI was associated to the throne. Migne, PG CIV,
1275/6, n. 29, says that the sons of Basil were immediately associated with their father;
this is true of Constantine, but not of his younger brother, Leo.

e Petrus Siculus, Aistoria, XXII, 1275/6A: “[ldvtag yap toig npofefaciieukorag
Swhabiv 6 éyxexpuppévog 80kog the muoaplic tadrng alpicews. v Gucaiav
Baciieiay 1@V Koouoovotatoy xai driov peydhov Baoirény Hudy [Basil, Constan-
tine and Leo mentioned above] ob Sighabev™,

12 fhid., XXI1, 1273/4B: “Ol olv eboePéoratol kal dpbddofol fudv Pucileis Tva
un émuaieliov Siavepnfelon f Aowpddng otacig aldtn, Aupfvntar todlols 1@y ke’
Npég Oeixd LNhe xivodpévor Tolg kata tomov ebproxopévoug tiis ‘Pepaixfic dpxiis
Muowviyaiovg watd kmpous darmoktévvovowv...'; 1277/8B: “Oi yiap Ocubtator Kaoi
opBoBoor fludv v Svrwg Xprotiavdy Paoideic perd mavrav tdv dyabdv abriy
ketopBopdrwy, Bcomilover xai  tolito, Mawvixaiovg xai Movravoig Eigs
Tpopeiobal. .. ; also XXV, 1279/80C—Constantine IV or Justinian II. Constantine
the Heresiarch had first appeared in the reign of Constans 11, and preached for twenty-
seven years before his execution, 1279/B0AB; see my Chapter I1I, n. 34, also Grégoire,
“Précisions”, 303,

For the chronology of the Paulicians: XXV, 1279/80BC-Constantine IV; XXVII,-
1281/2D-Justinian 11; XLI, 1299/1300-1301/2A-Michael 1 and Leo V: see also Scheid-
weiler, **Paulikianerprobleme™, 15.

'#1 - Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXI, 1273[4A (see n. 131 for the text of this passage and
its provenance). Jhid., XXI1II, 1275/6C, *“&v tai¢ fuépaic Kovotaviivov 1ol Pagiiéos
1ol Eyyovog ‘Hpaxhelou, yéyove g "Appuéviog, dwdparn Kovotaviives, &v 10
Zapooarw the "Apueviac &v koufh Mavavaler Aeyouévil, fitic xoun kai péxpr Tob
vy Mawviyaious 2xtpépel”. It is true that Peter of Sicily tells us that the new Paulician
leaders were the disciples of their predecessors, but Chapter X X111 hasno further mention
of Paul and John, though they make a brief reappearence in Chapter XXVIII, 1283/4B.

Similarly in Chapter XXI, 1273/4B, Peter tells us rather vaguely that the Byzantine
emperors had persecuted Manichacanism, but in Chapter XXIII, 1277/8BC, he is
precise enough to quote the very wording of the law in the Eclogue of Leo 111 and the
provisions of the Codex Justinianus: “Mawyaiovg xai Movravoig Eiper tipwopeiodar,
g 8¢ PBiphovg abtdv ebprovopévas nupl napadiboobm’ &1 62 Tig pupabein Taltag
amoxpintev, tov towbrov yieoe Bovitou xaBumofailecBo, ta & Oméprovie
abtd év @ ol Snpoaiov eioxopileclar pépey”. Cf. C. Spulber ed., L'Eclogue des
Isauriens (Cernautzi, 1929), 75, *Oi Maviyalol xai ol Movravoi Eipel nipwpeictooav™.,
Corpus luris Civilis, 11, ed. Krueger (Berlin, 1929), Codex Justinianus, I, v, 11—Mani-
chaeans shall be punishable by death; 15, 16, 18&—Manichacans may not bequeath their
goods which are to be confiscated by the fisc, Manichaean books are to be burned,
and the sheltering of a Manichaean is punishable by death.
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of the leadership of Karbeas.!®* Ewven more serious are the facts that the
doctrine of the Paulicians presented in Chapter X does not coincide with
some of the information which we find in the later section of the History,*
and that the tone and style of the composition vary from one section of
the work to another,®

In his study of the works of Photius and Peter of Sicily, Moeller al-
ready suggested that the Hisrory of Peter of Sicily was a composite work,
although his divisions of the work are difficult to accept.’*® That such
divisions do exist, however, is evident from a close study of the History.
We are, therefore, brought to the conclusion that the History of Peter of
Sicily is not a homogeneous work as it purports to be, but rather a collec-
tion of various sources belonging to diverse periods, joined together into
a more or less coherent narrative by a compiler whom, for the sake of
convenience, I shall continue to call Peter of Sicily.

The first section of Peter's History consists of the work of the Higumen,
which was taken over verbatim in the Vatican manuscript, as we have
already seen. The separate title of the History which follows in this manu-
script should not blind us to the fact that both works were considered
part of a single unit, as is indicated by the incorrect attribution of the
Higumen’s work to Peter of Sicily.!?® Next we find the suspicious dedica-

132 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XLI, 1301/2C, “oi xai ovvéxbnuoi [Espyiov]... peta
tov 1ol Subeoxalov abtdv Zepyiov Bavatov, . . lodtpol ravieg DRfiprov: unkéT Sva
dibaoxakov davaxn pobavies, kaebdinep ol npdv, dila rivieg Tool dvieg™. Ihid., XLII,
1301/2C, *"'0 odv KapPéag, &v tolg tote waipoic dvapavelc, wai told olebpiov
Exeivov haod kalnynoapevog...”.

11 thid, The doctrine of the two principles deseribed in Chapter X, 1253/4B, and
the docetic principle that Christ received no flesh from the Virgin Mary, 1255/6A, do
not reappear in Chapters XXIII-XLIIL.

% Moeller, De libris, 41; Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 16-7, criticizes
Moeller’s method but gives no actual proof of the unity of style. Loos “Contribu-
tions 1", 33, accepts Scheidweiler’s conclusion without any further proof.

12t Moeller, De libris, 41-43, 51, “Neque enim quae Petrus profert omnia eiusdem
farinae sunt. Aliis locis temperato placidoque usus est sermone, aliis haereticorum
detestionibus abundat™. Moeller suggests the following sources for Peter of Sicily:
1) George the Monk, whom Peter consulted but did not cite as an authority; 2) St
Cyril, Epiphanius, and Socrates Scholasticus, whom he named; 3) an anonymous
history of the Paulicians amplified by a biography of the Heresiach Sergius. This
theory has been too lightly disregarded by subsequent scholars; see preceding note.
128 The inclusion of the Higumen's work into the compilation of the Histories is even
clearer in the Pseudo-Photius. There, the first ten chapters are a paraphrase of the
Higumen, as was demonstrated by Ter Mkrttschian (see n. 58). These ten chapters are
then followed, without any transition or new title, by the history of Mani and that of
the Paulicians found in the main body of the work of Peter of Sicily. As we shall see,
one of the characteristics of the Pseudo-Photius® work is a greater cohesion which
obliterates the separations between the various sections still visible in the History of
Peter of Sicily.
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tion to the unnamed archbishop of Bulgaria and the ten preliminary
chapters ending with the résumé of Paulician doctrine. These are most
likely the works of Peter of Sicily himself. They are confused in style and
organization and at best introductory in nature. What Paulician doctrine
they discuss is mainly drawn from the Higumen’s work which Peter had
already presented in the preceding section. The repetition of material is
particularly clear in Chapter X of the History, which follows the Higu-
men’s argument point by point. Here, already, we find a characteristic
of Peter’s compilation which we shall meet again, the duplication of
material. In addition to the demonstration of Peter’s indebtedness to the
Higumen, the main value of the first ten chapters lies in their similarity to
the Sermons which follow the History. The Sermons, therefore, should
probably be acepted as Peter’s own work.1%7

With the next nine chapters on Mani we are in a completely different
world. Peter himself admits that he was acquainted with the anti-
Manichaean works of Socrates Scholasticus, Saint Cyril, and Epiphanius,
and Moeller has amply shown the indebtedness of Peter to these works,128
Peter may also have known the Acts of Archelaus, a work dating pre-
sumably from the fourth century and containing a lengthy account of the
disputation between Mani and Bishop Archelaus of KaSkar, an account
which is repeated by Peter in his History.'?® So intent is Peter on bolster-

187 The similarity between the Sermons and the early part of the History was amply
demonstrated by Scheidweiler, *Paulikianerprobleme”, 19-22, Useful though the
Sermons may be as corroboration of the doctrine described in Chapter X of the
Hisrary, they do not add anything to our knowledge, nor are they of any use in dating
Peter's work; see n. 171.

120 Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, X1X, XX, 1269/70C-1271/2D. Pseudo-Photius, Narratio,
XI, 31/2-33/4 gives more extensive sources; see n. 173 f., and Moeller, De [ibris,
Chapter 1V, 21-31, “De ratione quae intercedit inter Cyrillum, Socratem, Epiphanium
et Petrum Photiumque™,

120 Hegemonius, Acta Archelai, ed. G. H. Beeson (Leipzig, 1906). The disputed
authenticity of the work does not affect our subject. Peter may have known the Acta
Archelai, since the parallel between his account of Manichaean doctrine and that found
in the Acta is striking:

Historia Acta Archelai
1267/8BC X(1X), 16-17
1267/8A X(IX), 15-16
1269/70B IX, 14,

On the other hand, Peter, who cites his authorities at this point, does not mention the
Acta. Furthermore, he refers to Archelaus in flattering terms, Historia, 1265/6AB,
as does the Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, X111, 39/40. This may be due to Archelaus’
position as the opponent of Mani, but some of the Christology found in the Acta
could hardly have passed as Orthodox in ninth- and tenth-century Constantinople,
though, as we shall see, it was quite acceptable to some branches of fourth-century
Christianity; see my Chapter V. The first sentence of Peter of Sicily is obviously a
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ing his History with all the sources at his disposal, that he follows his
account of this disputation and Mani's death with a complete repetition
of the whole story, drawn from Epiphanius. It is important to note here
that none of the sources cited by Peter dates later than the fifth century,
so that this entire section of the History is a sort of archaeological excur-
sion into a long vanished Manichaeanism.'®® The relevance of this
section to the rest of the History is doubtful; at best it provides a back-
ground for Peter’s thesis that Paulicians and Manichaeans are one and
the same. The entire section is drawn together by Peter, but its various
sources have been left clearly visible through the repetitions of the com-
piler.

The next chapter, XXI, with the account of Kallinike, Paul and John,
and their founding of the sect, marks the return of Peter to the account of
the Higumen. All the material for this chapter, including the explanation
given for the name, Paulicians, and for that of the heretical village of
Episparis, is to be found in the Treatise of the Higumen, though Peter has
confused his source in one case.'* As for Chapter XXII, both Grégoire

transition from the Manichacan section and an introduction for the section to
follow.

130 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1269/70C, “Talta yéypantal v Taic v Moviyaivy
Pipiong. Tabre fipeis dvéyvopey driotodvees tolg heyopévoug: brep yap tijg Dpetépag
dogaieiag thy Excivov dndlewy Enoluvnpaypovijoapey”. Peter seems to be antici-
pating an objection from his reader; in any case, the admission that his information
came from books and was hardly believable argues against the currency or even the
knowledge of such beliefs in his own time.

B Jbid., XXI1, 1273{4AB, Petrus Higumenus, 1, 60;

Perrus Higumenus:
“Mavikavoi, ol xai Maw-
paion, petovopdofnoav  dvel
Mawviyaioy IMoviakwvoi Grd
Mubhov nvdg Zopoouting,
vlob yuvaikds Mavixaiag, Kai-
Awvikng  tobvopa, fitig Sbo
violg Eayev, tobrov tov [Mablov
kai "lodavvny. Toltoug oly Ty
Mowvigaixiy alpsowv Biiuoa,
&k 1ol Zapmadton elg "Apuevi-
akols kfpukag tiig aipioswg
abtiv daréocteviev: olnves &h-
Bovteg elg wdounv Tiva Tfig
Davapoiag, Exeloe Ty Buvtiv
aipeqy  évéonapav. "Exrtote
ofiv 7 pév Kodun peTmvopdadn
"Enionmapi;, ol && pofnrai
abrdv  TMavhicavoi  Exiafn-
oav”.

Petrus Siculus:

“Tvég 8¢ 1OV pabntdv abrod [Mavnv] Eplacav
péxm Zopmadarou tig "Apueviag, xai td Qilaviov
zol) movnpod év adi xuraoneipavies, molloig
thv éxeloe "Appeviov findmooay ... Dovn yap
715 &k 100 Zopwodrov Kakhwvikn tolvope &vo
vlotg EBaye, Mublov kai "Todvwny toltoug oby
toig SO0 Sgewg N adidv yewhtpa Exidva
éxOpéyaoa, kal v nappicpov Sibdtaoa aipeowy,
Khpukag The mhavng anéoteihev £k 1od Eguw-
oitou. Ol & xarolaPovies v Evoplav dava-
poiag, fABov £lg Tiva xduny, kai tolg tv abtf
olkolivrag dpabels wal domnpixrovs ebpovreg
éxeloe tov lov tfic movnpiog wxai 0 mxpov
Lilaviov 1ol £xBpol dvioneipav Bid xai péxpl
tijg ofuepov | pév xdpn "Enionapic petwvo-
pdabn: f 6t alpesig katd v t@v xnpuiaviny
dvopaciov: xal yap & tote Ex Maviyoiov
grexifinoav [Mavkuaavol™,
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and Scheidweiler observed that it has the aspect of an interpolation or a
new beginning with its sudden interruption of the story of Paul and John
and its return to the obliteration of the heresy by the Orthodox emperors, 132
The reason for this awkward chapter becomes quite clear when we rec-
ognize its function. It is both a transition and the introduction of a
completely new source which forms the bulk of Peter's work.

It has long been observed that the history of the Paulician sect included
in Chapters XXIII to XLI shows a different character from the rest of
Peter’s work. It is a systematic and orderly account of the sect’s develop-
ment from its founder, Constantine, to its greatest leader and reformer,
Sergius. Many of the geographical locations given in it can be verified,
and a number of historical events mentioned are corroborated clse-
where ¥ Finally, this section presents a homogeneous unit without
repetitions or interpolations, 13

The space given to Sergius in this account is disproportionately large.13*
Mot only are we given extensive details on his conversion to Paulicianism,
his assumption of the leadership of the sect, and his life and missionary
activities, but his Lerrers to his disciples and contemporaries are quoted
directly.’®* The tone of the narrative changes as it reaches Sergius’
lifetime. Throughout the history of the sect there is no doubt as to the
writer's disapproval of Paulicianism, his constant depreciation of the
leaders of the sect, and his malignant joy at imperial persecution, but
when he deals with Sergius he becomes positively shrill in his vitupera-
tions.*** So hysterical are the author’s denunciations and so accurate and

12 Keen, 112,

83 Grégoire, “'Précisions’, 295-296, “Eglises”, 511-514.

13 Rader was rather puzzled by Chapter XXXIV, but Migne, FG, CIV, 1289/90,
n. 38, attributes it correctly to the narrator. It is a perfectly reasonable commentary
on the preceding chapter.

1% Sergius is the subject of ten chapters out of a total of nineteen; the most given to
any other heresiarch is two. This is probably the basis for Moeller's assumption that
Peter possessed a biography of Sergius (see n. 125). This is a possibility though not a
likely one, as there is no evidence of a break between the account of Sergius’ career
and the section immediately preceding it.

18 Petrus Siculus, Histeria, XXXVI, 1293/4B—on Sergius’ missionary activities;
XXXVI, 1295/6A — the inhabitants of Koloneia; XXXVII, 1297/8AB—on the
Paulician Churches; XXXIX, 1197/8-1299/1300A—to Leo the Montamist. All of these
are quoted directly and not paraphrased.

BT Jbid., XXXI1, 1287/8B: “Eéprioy tov £x0pdv ol oravpol 1ol Xprotol, td tijg
aBedtnrog otdpa, tov tijc Beopdfitopog kai maviav Tdv ayiov OPpethv: Zépyiov
tov dvripayov tév tob Xpiotod drogrdimv tov tolg npopfitag pofcavra, kal Tdg
Beiag I'popag drootpupévra kai mpoc piBoug kai weddn Extpanévia IZEpnov tov
ol Xprotol oy, tov tfic "Exxkinoias molémov, tov Yiov tofh @eol xatama-
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detailed his information, that it seems likely that this section of Peter's
History is the work of one of Sergius’ contemporaries. The violence of
the style suggests a recanting Paulician writing for the edification of
Orthodox readers.’®® This conclusion as to the date of this section is
supported by the fact that the narrator, in dealing with Sergius’ life,
continually slips into the present tense,' most conspicuously in the
following revealing correction:

tioavty, kai 1o alpa g Sabnkng kowdv fiynaduevoy, xal o [Mvebpa tijg papitog
#vufpioavra, ki) ibid, XXXVIIL, 1295/6D: *"Q &x0pt tfig dinbeicg, uid
SaPoiov, kol maons pgdovpylas Epydra: moc Lwddincag towadta anopléyyeaba,
Toov Eavtdv mowdv T 0e(™; ibid., 1293/4D ., 1297/8AB fI., etc. The narrator does
not seem able to proceed with his story without exploding. MNote the contemporary
tone of these attacks.

18 petrus Siculus, Historia, XLI, 1301/2BC, the narrator seems well acguainted with the
names of Sergius’ disciples, who are unknown to source P and the texis dependent on it,
“pabnrai 6 tolrov [Eepyiov] brfiprov protikdrepor Muxaih kel & Kovakapig xai
“lodvving & "Adpatog, ol tpels puepeis kal & pwnuovevBeic Oeddotog, Buailelds 16 kai
Ziapos, kai Etepot modiol”. He tells us of the dissensions within the sect after Sergius’
death, ibid., 1299/1300D; this is confirmed by the Pseudo-Photius, Narrario, XXV, 70/
S0C-81/2A. It is very tempting toidentify, the author of source § with one of Sergius'
disciples who quarrelled with the others after the master’s death and returned to
Orthodoxy. The reference to the disciples, Basil and Zosimus, in Chapter XLIII,
1303/4, “...En nepuoviog Baoihsiov kal Zooipov v paplv covekdipov keyo-
pévev”, whom Peter himself could not possibly have known, may have been taken
from source 5. The phrase is not necessary to the sense or the context, and Scheid-
weiler, “‘Paulikianerprobleme™, 16, noted that this chapter bears the mark of inter-
polations.

The personality of the author of source § as opposed to Peter of Sicily seems
indicated by 5’s love of nicknames and puns: a) “"Kfitog"” for “Titog", Historia, 1281/
2A; b) “@upobeos™ for “TpobBeog”, ibid, 1283/4B; c¢) “"Agpovntog” for
“"Enagpodirog”, ibid., 1285/6B-D; d) particularly the pun on the name of the
Paulician church of the “Kowvoxmpituc” or “Kuvoxmpitag”, ie., “Acodikeic 5&
Toug xatowkobvrag Kovag thv 1ol Kivog xdpav'™, ibid,, 1297/8B and 1301/2A. The
correct version of the name “Kowoywpitag™ is given by source P, Petrus Higumenus,
IV, 63, though Gieseler corrects the correct reading in the MS.; see p. 63, n. 2, and
Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 721. However, the Cedex Scorialensis and all the
other texts have “Kuvoywpitag”, Codex Scorialensis, 71; see n. 74a, Lipshits,
“Problems”, 239, noted the progress from the correct to the pejorative form. Grégoire,
“Eglises™, 512, noted that by the ninth century the pronunciation of the two forms
would have been indistinguishable. This may be a valid argument in the case of the
Codex Scorialensis where, as we have seen, the name is given without comment, but
the offensive intention of the pun in source § is unmistakable, Peter of Sicily, himself,
cannot be blamed for these puns and epithets. We do not find them outside the section
formed by source 5. They are not applied to the last two leaders, Karbeas and
Chrysocheir, nor do they appear in the earlier part of the History.
 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXII-XLI, passim. Ibid., XXXVI, 1293/4, “&v 6Lot¢
yip tpuakoviaréooapal ypovols Emkpaticas ard Eipfivig tfic Abyodotng péyxpt
Beopilov 100 Puciiéme, cuveathoato Thv viv neplolicav drootaciav”, as a date
for Sergius' life this seems the description of a comtemporary heresiarch. Pseudo-
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So that we may not seem to accuse him [Sergius] at random, we will describe
all about him in order. And first let us tell how the wretch was turned to the
heresy, then from his own words we will prove what sort of a person the wretch
is or rather was [italics mine]."4°

Under no circumstances can this extensive section of the History be
drawn from source P, since we have already seen that P was concerned
primarily with dogma and contained no history beyond the bare essen-
tials. We are, therefore, brought to the conclusion that Peter was in-
debted for the information of this section to a lost independent source
which I shall call §. This source, despite its violent polemical tone, con-
tained a detailed and generally accurate account of the historical develop-
ment of the Paulicians and was probably the work of one of Sergius’
disciples who had abjured the heresy and returned to the Orthodox com-
munity, probably in the very period of the re-establishment of Orthodoxy
which followed so closely upon Sergius® death.'#

There is no possibility that § is the work of Peter of Sicily himself.
Its precise, detailed quality contrasts favorably with the vagueness of
Peter’s own historical information, and a different personality clearly
emerges from this section of the work.1? Finally, even if we were to
accept Peter’s word that his Hisrory was written ca. 872 and not, as we
shall later show, in the middle of the tenth century, he is not likely to have
had the detailed knowledge and passionate reaction to Sergius’ career
exhibited by the narrator of source §.143

There is also little probability that source P was acquainted with source
S, although the two appear to be contemporary. Except for their common
polemical nature, P and § are totally dissimilar in character. P is dog-
matic, § historical; P appears as a relatively objective and semi-official
document, S, despite its historical accuracy, degenerates into a hysterical
work of personal spite. Finally, Pignores S's geographical precision and
its historic account of the founding of the Paulician sect by Constantine-
Silvanus in favor of the legendary story of the Manichaean leaders,

Photius, Narratio, XXI, T1/2A, “...2 ob xpdvov [Elpfvng] péxpr 1ol rupdbviog
i viv Emyopidlovon dotPew g Exeivou pév fptnrat Swbaorkaliag™.

180 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXIII, 1287/8D-128%/90A: “Ive 8¢ pn 86Ewpev elg
parny katnyopelv abtod, ta mepl abtod pepikdg Sinpynoduebo. Kal npitov pév
elropey ndg & G0hog elg Tabmy 2Eetpann v alpeorv- &l@ olrog &k wdv olkeiov
abtol Aoyiov nepaotioopey Onolde tig 2ott, piaidlov &2 fv & mavdbliog™.
1 Sergius died in 835; Orthodoxy was re-established in the Empire in 843,

ur Seen. 138.

13 As we shall see, Peter’s Hisfory must have been written in the mid-tenth century,
and this date decisively disposes of the possibility that Peter himself was the author of 5.
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Paul and John, albeit he lists Constantine as one of the heresiarchs. 144

So far, we have seen that the account of Peter of Sicily was composed of
information drawn from source P, early anti-Manichaean works, and
finally source S. This analysis may now be carried one step further. The
information of the author of source § was probably drawn in the main
from his own experience and knowledge of the sect, and he was obviously
acquainted with Sergius’ own Letfers. There are indications, however,
that he possessed still another source of the greatest value to us. In Chap-
ter XXV the author tells us of the death of Constantine, the first of the
Paulician heresiarchs. Brought before the imperial official, Symeon, at
the city of Koloneia, Constantine was condemned to death by lapidation.
Symeon ordered Constantine’s disciples to perform the execution. But
the disciples, unwilling to kill one whom they considered God’s messenger,
dropped the stones and spared him. Then one among them, Justus,
Constantine’s adopted son and favorite pupil, picked up a stone and
slew his master. The narrator approvingly calls Justus a new David,
the slayer of the Goliath of heresy, but in spite of his triumphant tone,
the impression given is one of compassion and sorrow. Far from being
an execution, Constantine’s death takes on the characteristics of a pas-
sion.'** This impression is sustained in the next chapters. The persecutor
of Constantine, Symeon, the imperial envoy, was in turn converted by the
Paulicians. He returned to Constantinople, but after three years secretly
fled from his home, assumed the leadership of the sect, and kept it until
his own execution in the persecution by Justinian ILY¢ If we remember
the reverence given to St. Paul by the sectarians according te all accounts,
the parallel here again seems to be too striking to be fortuitous. The
author of source 5 seems to have possessed a Paulician history of their
own sect written in the style of a vita sanctorum. This he distorted at the
points necessary for his polemical purpose. The existence of such a source
favorable to the Paulicians, which I shall call A, underlying the polemical
history of the Paulicians, §,and incorporated into the work of Peter of Sicily,
wouldalsoexplainsomeof the other difficulties which wefind in this work 147

14 For the evaluation of the legend of Paul and John, see Chapters III and V.

us  Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXV, 1279/30C.

U Jhid  XXVI-XXVII, 1279/80D-1281/2D.

147 The main characteristic of source A is its pro-Paulician tone; this would be one
of the real Paulician sources which was destroyed by Orthodox opponents. The
Paulician doctrine, which we can still gather from well-intentioned sources such as A4
and the Lerters of Sergius, is, therefore, all the more important for our study. This is
particularly true where the testimony of the Paulician sources disagrees with that of
their opponents.
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In Chapter XX1X we are told of the summons to Constantinople of
the third heresiarch, Genesius, to exculpate himself before the Patriarch, 148
The narrator of S interprets the answers of Genesius as a tissue of lies
which deceive the Patriarch. The interpretation which he puts on Gene-
sius’ replies brings them into close accordance with the Paulician doctrine
described by the Higumen.'¥* However, the actual words of Genesius do
not of necessity agree with the interpretation of them given by the com-
mentator. We may, therefore, originally have had in this chapter the
deseription of a doctrine quite unlike that of the heresy presented by the
Higumen and an account of Genesius’ triumphant vindication at Con-
stantinople. This account was then distorted in the subsequent retelling,
The same distortion seems to have occurred in ascribing to Joseph, the
next heresiarch, the epithets of bastard and hireling usually reserved for
his colleague Zacharias whom many of the Paulicians refused to recognize
as a leader after his abandonment of his disciples in time of persecution.®®
The story of Joseph’s return to the Paulician village of Episparis and his
enthusiastic welcome with lighted torches by the inhabitants of the village
may once again be an echo of source 4, the older Paulician account,!®!

us  Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIX, 1283/4B-1285/6A.
1% The interpretations of the answers of the Heresiarch Genesius given by the author
of & are the same as those found in the work of Peter the Higumen:

Petrus Higumenus Petrus Siculus, Histeria, XXIX
VI, 63. The Paulicians call their own heresy the
true church; 1283/4D

VII, 64. The Virgin Mary is the Heavenly Jerusalem; 1283/4B-C
¥III, 64. The body and blood are to be understood

as Christ’s words; 1283/4C
IX, 64. The Cross is Christ himself, 1283/4B
The order of the two accounts is not the same, but the interpretation is identical.
The only element added in Chapter XXIX is the heretical rejection of Orthodox
baptism with water. See n. 66 for the parallel with Chapter X of the History. It is
possible that this interpretation of Genesius' words is the work of Peter of Sicily
following the account of P as he had done in Chapter X. On the other hand, it is as
likely that this is the work of source § interpreting the Paulician dogma of an earlier
period in terms of the doctrine current in his own period, which is the same as that of
P. See also n. 153 and my Chapter 1V.
186 Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XXX, 1285/6AB. Here the confusion seems due to Peter
of Sicily rather than to the author of 5. Joseph is called “picBiog™ at the beginning
of the chapter, but at the end of the same chapter the epithet has been transferred to
Zacharias. Also in Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXa, 57/8A, and all the other polemical
texts, it is Zacharias who is the unworthy hireling. This is probably closer to the
Paulician tradition which often refused to recognize Zacharias as a leader. Petrus
Higumenus, 61-62, and the Paulician Formula, 454, significantly drop Zacharias from
the list of Paulician leaders. See n. 92.
151 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXI, 1285/6C; Pseudo-Photius, Narraiie, XXa, 59/60B,
gives the same account of the welcome.
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The historical section of the History of Peter of Sicily, therefore,
presents a triple aspect: 1) the original Paulician tradition found both
in the history of the sect written by the Paulicians themselves, source A,
and in Sergius’ Letters; 2) the distortion of this tradition for polemical
purposes, source 5 (we have seen that this alteration was probably the
work of a contemporary of Sergius writing in the middle of the ninth
century—this would explain the similarity between the doctrine ascribed
by him to the Heresiarch Genesius and the Paulician dogma described by
the contemporary source P);** 3) the final reworking of this material
by Peter of Sicily. The pattern of this section may be represented as
follows:

Letters of Sergius A

1 I
|

A

Petrus Siculus

The historical section of Peter of Sicily ends with an account of the
immediate successors of Sergius. The final two chapters of epilogue in
the History are probably the work of Peter himself. Vague and unclear,
they barely mention Karbeas and Chrysocheir before leading to a rather
abrupt conclusion. Without the historical source S to guide him, Peter
had little knowledge of the last great Paulician leaders and gives less
information about them than can be found in the chance references of
the Byzantine chroniclers.

From this analysis we can see that the pattern which emerges from the
work of Peter of Sicily is one of a multiplicity of sources of various types
and epochs worked together into an awkward narrative:

Anti-Manichaean Sources P Letters of Sergius A
Socrates [ _I
St. Cyril
Epiphanius
Acta Archelai A

| I
T
Petrus Siculus

isa

If Sergius died in 835, his disciples would be exact contemporaries of the Higumen.
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Framed between the unlikely dedication and the unsatisfactory epilogue,
we find documents of widely differing periods: anti-Manichaean works of
the fourth and fifth centuries, Paulician works probably of the carly ninth
century, and anti-Paulician polemics of the middle of the same century.
Little wonder that we still find contradictions of fact and doctrine among
the various sections of the work despite the reworking of this heterogene-
ous material by Peter of Sicily himself.!** It is true that Peter does not
seem to have been a particularly skilled compiler, but his greatest value
lies in the very awkwardness with which he has preserved the flavor of
his sources and allowed us a glimpse into the modifications of Paulician
doctrine in various periods.

The interpretation of the work of Peter of Sicily as a compilation of
various sources of differing character and periods gives us a plausible
explanation for the contradictions and confusion which plague the
History, but it is hardly reconcilable with Peter’s own statement that the
History is entirely his own work based on his personal experiences as the
official envoy of Basil I at Tephriké. For this reason, the supporters of
Peter of Sicily as a truthful and independent source have presented
various theories to reconcile the contradictions evident in their author's
work.

Grégoire attempted to explain these contradictions by the hypothesis
that Peter’s History was not written all at once. In his opinion, the first
twenty-two chapters, ending with the panegyric of the emperors, were
1 The reworking of all the material incorporated into the History by Peter of Sicily,
himself, would explain the similarity of expressions noted throughout by Scheidweiler,
“Paulikianerprobleme™, 16-17, as well as the occasional characterization of the
Paulicians as Manichaeans found in Chapters XXIII-XLI, though this identification
could also be the work of the intermediary narrator, $.

The correct listing of the Paulician Churches in Peter of Sicily, Historia, XXXVIII,
1297/8BAB, noted by Grégoire, “Sources”, 102-105, particularly the location of
the Church of Laodicaea, also becomes clear. It is not Peter himself who gives the
list of churches, nor yet the narrator of §, who merely comments upon it. The list is
drawn from the Lefter of Sergius quoted in the Hisfory, It is quite natural that this
earlier and truly Paulician source should be more accurate on this subject than any
of the polemicists, including the Higumen. Who would know better than Sergius the
names and locations of the Paulician Churches, and particularly of his own founda-
tions? Scheidweiler, op. eir., 24, offers a possible alternate explanation as to the number
of the Paulician Churches, but he too must admit the superionty of Peter of Sicily's
information as to the location of the Church of Laodicaea.

In the listing of the Paulician Churches in Chapter XXXVII1 of the History according
to Sergius' Lerter, we find S using the same technique he had applied to the doctrine
of Genesius in Chapter XXIX. That is to say, quotations of the inoffensive words of
the Paulician leader are interspersed with antagonistic and distorting commentary.

Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 22-23, has already noted that the Letrers of Sergius
are not particularly heretical in content.
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written before Peter went to Tephriké, at a time when he was still igno-
rant of the true nature of Paulicianism. For this reason, in this section he
associated the Paulicians with the Manichaeans and ascribed the origin of
the Paulician sect to the Manichaean disciples, Paul and John. The
second half of the work, beginning with Chapter XXIII, represented the
account written by Peter after his return from Tephriké. By that time
he was far better informed and had dropped all identification of the
Paulicians with the Manichaeans and along with this the doubtful fable
of Paul and John. The entire work, despite the hiatus caused by Peter’s
trip, was completed before the fall of Tephriké in 872.1%4

Scheidweiler advanced a different theory as to the composition of the
History. He pointed out that Grégoire’s division of the work cannot be
maintained. Chapter XXII could not have been written before Peter’s
mission, since the mention of Leo as emperor dates it after 870. Scheid-
weiler therefore considered that this chapter was a later interpolation into
the text, as was the next chapter in which Peter speaks of the refutation
of the heretics, which he had merely promised in Chapter X, as already
written.!*® Furthermore, he rejected Grégoire’s theory that Peter had
abandoned the story of Paul and John after he had learned in Tephrik&
that it was inaccurate, and pointed out that Peter had not discarded the
story, but returned to it in Chapter XXVIIL.**® Finally, Scheidweiler
questioned the dedication to the Archbishop of Bulgaria, which he con-
sidered false, or rather as distorting the original purpose of the work.1%7

18 Grégoire, “Précisions”, 290-291, 293-295; “Pauliciens”, 611.

1 Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 15, 17, 19. Scheidweiler saw an inter-
polation in Chapter XLI11 also, ibid., 16.

156 Ihid., 17-18. Scheidweiler also argues that Peter kept his identification of the
Paulicians as Manichaeans throughout the work, and Loos, “Contributions 1", 35,
n. B4, agrees with him. However, we have already seen that an explanation for this is
possible without assuming that the entire History is Peter’s own work ; see n. 153.

17 Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme”, 14, rightly points out that the words,
“npoownoroinbeioa &g npdg dpxienioxonov Bovkyapiag”, Historia, 1239/40, are
very puzzling, He suggests that the word, “rpocaononoinBseiaa™, should be translated
“masked” to indicate that a work originally intended for another purpose had subse-
quentily been iravestied or transformed into an address to the Archbishop of Bulgana.
The suggested translation of Scheidweiler 1s possible (see Sophokles, A Greek Lexicon
of the Roman and Byzantine Periods, Cambridge, Mass., 1914, 11, 952-953), though
it is not likely that Peter would have advertised the fact that his work had a purpose
apart from the one it purported to have. However, Scheidweiler also remarks that the
tone in which Peter addresses the Archbishop is hardly the one in which a minor
Byzantine cleric would speak to his superior. The problem of the curious dedication
has troubled scholars since the time of Gieseler; see Scheidweiler, op. cif., 14. The
suggestion that the Hisrory had never been dedicated to the Archbishop is very at-
tractive and explains the absence of any reference to Bulgaria in the rest of the Hisiory,
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Through an analysis of the Sermons accompanying Peter’s History, Scheid-
weiler came to the conclusion that these had originally been delivered to
the Orthodox inhabitants of Tephriké and reworked for Bulgaria at a
later date, though before the fall of Tephriké. In his opinion, therefore,
the bulk of the History was written before Peter’s mission and only the
interpolated Chapters XXII and XXIII and the reworked Sermons,
together with the new dedication to the Archbishop of Bulgaria, were
added after his return. To explain the knowledge of Paulicianism ex-
hibited by Peter before his mission, Scheidweiler was forced to postulate
two trips made by Peter to Tephrike; of these the first, upon which most
of the History was based, preceded the official voyage.}5#

Loos in his study of the History rightly objects that the two trips
assumed by Scheidweiler are unsupported by any evidence. In his opinion
the entire History, together with the Sermons, was composed at Tephrike
in 869, It was then reworked by Peter after his return home, the interpolated
chapters added, and the work sent to the Archbishop of Bulgaria with a
dedication, probably still before the destruction of the Paulician capital

None of these theories succeeds in explaining satisfactorily the con-
tradictions and confusions which we have noted above. Indeed, no such
explanation is possible if we assume that the History is the work of one
man and that Peter is telling the truth about his voyage and the com-
position of his treatise. It is tempting to believe him. We know that an
ambassador was sent by Basil I to Chrysocheir, the Paulician leader.1%?
Several factors, however, throw doubt on the reality of Peter’s journey
to Tephriké.

It is curious, in view of the reiterated assertions concerning his visit,
that we find in Peter's narrative not a single specific reference to any
particular of his journey, not an event, not a geographical description,
not even a detail concerning the Paulician capital in which he is supposed
to have sojourned the better part of a year, beyond the uninformative
statement that it was a den of iniquity.!®* Furthermore, in the second part

though there is one reference in Peter’s second Sermon, Ferbum, 11, 1333/4D. An cx-
planation of this dedication will be attempted subsequently, see below, pp. 75-77.

18 Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme, 14-15, 19-22,

158 Loos, “Contributions I", 35-36. Scharf, “Echtheitsfrage”, 494, suggests a similar
reworking for Pseudo-Photius. These reworkings and double periods of composition
of the sources seem unduly complicated.

180 Genesius, Regumn, 121-122. See Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 25-29, 28, n. 1.
However, the name of the imperial ambassador is not given, and Peter of Sicily is not
known to any other source. Féburel, Les Pauliciens (Strasbourg, 1868), 4, questioned
the authenticity of Peter's trip to Tephriké.

181 Petrus Siculus, Mistoria, XLITL, 1303/4BC.
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of the History we have seen that Peter, who appears quite well informed
concerning the earlier history of the Paulicians, becomes vaguest when he
approaches what should be his own period. Whereas the career of Ser-
gius is recounted with a wealth of detail, the last two leaders, Karbeas
and Chrysocheir, are dismissed in two scant paragraphs. This is partic-
ularly curious in the case of Chrysocheir, to whom Peter’s mission should
have been addressed, since Chrysocheir was ruling in Tephriké at the
supposed time of Peter’s visit and continued to do so until his defeat and
death and the destruction of the city by Basil 1.1%2

Equally surprising is a geographical reference given in Peter's account
of the career of the Heresiarch Constantine:

A certain Armenian named Constantine was born in the region of Samosata of
Armenia, in the village of Mananatli.®

Now Samosata is not an Armenian city, but lies on the Euphrates some
seventy kilometers northwest of Edessa. Mananati is not near Samosata,
but rather in western Armenia in the bend of the Euphrates, southwest of
Erzurum in the direction of Erzincan. Furthermore, far from being a
village, Mananati is the name of an entire district which is not very distant
from Tephrike.!® It is, in short, very strange that Peter should have been
guilty of such geographical confusion if he had actually visited the
Paulician capital.1®®

" Genesius, Regum, 121-126, for the career of Chrysocheir; also Theophanes
Continuatus, Chronographia, 271-276, er al. See my Chapter III. Peter of Sicily,
Hisioria, 1303/4, admits that his presumed visit was: *"Ev talg fiuépaig odv abrod
[Chrysocheir] ™.

W Jhid., 12756C, “yéyové Tig "Apuéviog dvopen Kovoraviivog év h Zepwobty
thic "Appeviag, v koun Mavavidel syopdvy™.

14 E. Hénigmann, Die Ostgrenze des byvzantinischen Reiches von 363 bis awf 1071
{Bruxelles, 1935), 64, 180, 184, 192, and map II, gives Mananali as ca. 40°20° % 39°40°;
50 also in Pauly-Wissowa, ef al., Real-Encyclopidie der classischen Altertumswissen-
schafr, XIV (Stuttgart, 1930), 971-972, “Mavawiiic”. The Armenian sources in-
variably describe Mananati as an extensive border district of Armenia: K7-/, Ixix-Ixx,
Appendix II, 139, n. 1; Aristakés of Lastivert, Hisrory (Venice, 1901), 61, 98, 102, 117,
122, “f quwnb Pwdwbwqualk fr jbwal " ap fogh Ddpwowy pbpg” (61), “p volfobe M-
I‘nm[m‘f" (102), "Jﬁﬂ‘ﬂt rhgp ghungh bppomwy, mp Fobwiegh fr i foeaip™ (122). Moses
of Khoren, Histoire d"Arménie, ed. and trans. P. E. Le Vaillant de Florival (Venice,
1841), ITI, 110, '} gucwnfi Fwfwhwyuny’ Tephriké, the modern Diveigi, lies on the upper
Euphrates, ca. 38°6" x 39°20°; see Honigmann, Ostgrenze, map I, also G. Le Strange.
“Al-Abrik, Tephrike, the Capital of the Paulicians: A Correction Corrected”, JRAS
(1896), 733-741.

% Grégoire, “Précisions™, 293-294, and 293, n. 1, attempted to substitute Arsamosata
on the Murat Nehri for “Eapdcata g "Appeviag”. However, Arsamosata lies south
of the Murat Nehri, ca. 39°45" » 38°40°, Hénigmann, Ostgrenze, maps [ [IV. Mananah lies
some one hundred and thirly kilometers northeast of Arsamosata and is further
separated from that city both by the Murat Nehri and a mountain range. It can hardly
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Finally, it is incredible that Peter, presumably Basil I's official ambas-
sador, should know so little about his master's struggle against the Pauli-
cians. Throughout the History there is no indication that the situation
in the Empire was in any way difficult. Peter tells us that he personally
was alarmed by the evidence of Paulician proselytism and that the heresy
was overcome thanks to the vigilance and prayers of the Orthodox
emperors.t®® At the time of the embassy sent by Basil, however, the
Paulicians under Chrysocheir had advanced as far as the neighborhood
of Constantinople, raiding the imperial cities of Nicaea and Nicomedia
on the way and stabling their horses in the renowned church of St. John
the Theologian in Ephesus.’87So, powerful did Chrysocheir feel at this point
that he returned the haughtiest of answers to Basil’s conciliatory overtures:

If you wish to attain peace with us, O emperor, abandon the eastern part of
your realm and be satisfied with the western, and we will be at peace with you,
but if you do not, we will push on so, that we will drive you from your throne.'®®

Surely the time for prayers was passed, as indeed Basil judged, by taking
the field in person.’** But of the great Paulician campaign we find not a

be described as a *“'village of Arsamosata”. Furthermore, the Pseudo-Photius, Narrario,
15/6D, writing in the same period as Peter of Sicily, identifies Samosata as a Syrian
city: “Zapbdoeta ndlig Eoti tiig Zupiag”. Finally Grégoire gives no explanation for
the description of Mananali as a village rather than a province,

The origin of Peter’s mistake can probably be found in a misreading of a passage
of Peter the Higumen, I, 60, “&x o0 Lopwotrov eig "Apueviaxots”, which does not
associale Samosata with Armenia and furthermore gives the correct location of
Phanaroia as not in Armenia proper, but in the imperial theme of Armeniakon. Having
once made the mistake, Peter could easily have repeated it in Chapter XXIII by
association with the Armenian background of Constantine-Silvanus. This is all the
maore likely since the Higumen, 1V, 62, makes a similar mistake in putting the Paulician
Church of Achaia in Mananali of Samosata, though there is no reference to Samosata
in his account of Constantine’s career. We have already noted that geographical
precision is not a characteristic of the Higumen's work. The error made by Peter of
Sicily demonstrates all the more his dependence on the earlier author rather than on
his own observation.

10 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1241/2BC, “ndlay 62 kol tdv doepdv ékeivov dxodoug
pAnvagolviov, o példovow &£ abtdv éxelvov armootédlewv év volg tomowg
Bovdyapiag, tob droatfical nivag g dploddEon migtens kal npdg v oikeiav xui
pepappévny alpeowv émondaoacbal”; ibid, 1275/6A: “Ta yip nalal kexpuppéva
kaxiota Snintipur kel oyedov ravrag avlparous Sinhavbavovra mepl 1OV puoapiv
Mavhixiavoy, vivv gavepds OprapPedovial tals @ypdnvol; Rpooeuyaic Kai AKoIpnToIg
pepipvaig kai Beodéxtog Eypnydpoeot kai 1ff Emotnuowvikf] mopdvoet iy elpnveo-
moudv kai dpBodoEmv peyddav Pasidiov fudw™,

%7 Genesius, Regum, 121; Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 25-26, 26, n. 1.

%8 Genesius, Regum, 122, “elnep 20&Lo1g "0 Paomdel, ped fiudv eiphvny émrelioal,
andotnB Tiig ket dvatohnv EEovoiag oov, tiig 82 npag Sbowv dviExov, kai elpnvedco-
nev petd ool el 82 pn, onedoouey 6Amg iva ot Kai 1 Pucikeiag Efootpakicompey™.
1% fhid., 120-122,
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trace in the History of Peter, not a word of indignation at the desecration
of one of the most outstanding shrines of the Empire or at the unparal-
leled insolence of the message he himself had presumably brought back.
The tone with which he discusses the putting down of the heresy by Basil
and his sons is one of utmost complacency.!? It may be that his trust in
the efficacy of the Emperor’s prayers was unbounded, but we are rather
given the impression that Peter’s assurance stems less from faith than from
a knowledge of the outcome of the Paulician war. We are, therefore,
brought to the conclusion that Peter of Sicily was not a contemporary of
Basil I, but was writing at a time when Chrysocheir was long since dead
and Tephrikg, which he had never visited, destroyed.*™

This conclusion as to the date of the History of Peter of Sicily is sup-
ported by the evidence which we possess concerning the History of the
Pseudo-Photius. The pattern of the two works is almost identical.'™ The
main divisions of the two works are the same. In the Pseudo-Photius we
meet again, in the same sequence, the Treatise of the Higumen, here
paraphrased and incorporated into the compilation; the Manichaean
section; the history of the Paulicians derived from sources 4 and §; and
the epilogue on Karbeas and Chrysocheir. It is possible that the Pseudo-
Photius used these sources independently rather than that he copied the
version of Peter of Sicily, since his work occasionally contains additional
material or a more correct account of an event. These additions and
corrections are, however, rarely significant.!™ The main difference

190 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1273/4D-1275/6A, *...viwv d&c yelolov tolc miion
mpoxkeltal ouv tolg melBopévorg abtd kabarep vimov Eummiouevos tilg Kakiog
adrol BpapfevBeiong &v taig Apiépmg Baokeiov xai Kwvatavrivou kai Afovrog
v eboefdv kai dpBodoEmv peydlov Pooulény fudv'”. The Paulician threat was no
laughing matter in 869-870, nor does this passage support Grégoire’s theory that the
Paulician republic was too powerful to be attacked directly, so that only religious
polemic could be used; see his **Précisions™, 292-293, and “*Pauliciens™, 611.
171 The suggestion of Scheidweiler, “*Paulikianerprobleme™, 21, that the Sermons of
Peter of Sicily were written before the fall of Tephriké is no better supported than
the theory which assigns the History to the earlier period. As observed by Loos,
“Contributions I"", 36, the reference to Tephrikeé in the first sermon, “*Nopog yap, enoi,
Kupiov &x Zubv 2Eeleiortal kai Adyog Kupiov 2E ‘lepovoaliy, ph dnd Tpxis”,
Petrus Siculus, Verbum, 1, 1327/8B, in no way implies that the city was still in existence.
17 The discussion of the relation between the works of Peter of Sicily and Pseudo-
Photius pertains exclusively to the question of precedence, The similarity of the two
sources is inescapable and unanimously accepted. The two works are probably
independent but contemporary compilations of the same material.
173 The variations between Peter of Sicily and Pseudo-Photius are fairly numerous
though relatively minor:

a) The most important correction of Peter of Sicily by the Pseudo-Photius is the
giving of the correct date for the death of Sergius. Psendo-Photius, Narrartio, XXV,
T9/80C, gives A.D. 835, as against Peter of Sicily, Historia, XLI, 1301/2B, who gives
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between the Pseudo-Photius and Peter of Sicily is one of presentation, not
content. In the compilation of the Pseudo-Photius the cohesion is far
greater than in that of Peter of Sicily. The work of the Higumen is
incorporated into the body of the text; the suspicious dedication of
Peter has vanished together with his prologue and the awkwardly inter-
polated introduction to the historical narrative of 5. The violence of the
attacks on Sergius has been toned down in this section, the epithets and
perorations dropped, and many of the direct quotations found in Peter
transformed into paraphrases. As a work of literature, the compilation

A.D. 795, which is patently impossible if Sergius’ activity, as Peter tells us himself, lay
in the period between the reign of Irene (790-795, 797-802) and that of Theophilus
(829-842). Pseudo-Photius, however, is the one at fault when he tells us that Sergius’
missionary activity came seven hundred years after St. Paul, Narratio, XXI, 69/70C.
Peter here has the correct date, eight hundred years after St. Paul, Historia, XXXVI,
1293/4A, and XXXIX, 1297/8C.

b) We find additional geographical precision in Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXla,
61/2A, where “Xoprtoxoniov” is identified as a suburb of Antioch of Pisidia. This is
not clear in the account of Peter of Sicily, Historia, XXXI, 1287/8A. The location of
the activity of Paul and John is correctly given by Pseudo-Photius as Armeniakon and
not Armenia, Narratio, 1T, 17/8 (see n. 165). However, he also makes the mistake of
associating Samosata with Armenia, ibid., XV1, 45/6A, thus showing that his informa-
tion at this point is also based on that of the Higumen. In the account of Constantine’s
passion, the name of the city of Koloneia has been omitted, ibid., XVII, 49/50B, and
the entire account lacks the intensity of Peter's tale, cf. Historia, XXV, 1279/80BC.

¢) The dependence of Pseudo-Photius on the Higumen is closer than that of Peter
of Sicily in the listing of Paulician doctrine {see n. 66 and 67). The use of the list of
Paulician leaders which omits Zacharias, Narraiie, 1V, 21/2, indicates that Pseudo-
Photius is probably using the Higumen himself rather than the account of George the
Monk (see n. 64), The mention of the Paulicians’ use of crosses in times of illness, made
by the Higumen, is repeated by Pseudo-Photius, but not by Peter of Sicily.

d) The account given by Pseudo-Photius of the escape of Joseph, Narratio, XXa,
57/8, and the characterization of Karbeas, ibid., XXVI, 81/2, are more satisfactory than
the parallel passages of the History, 1285/6 and 1301/2C-1303/4A.

e) Loos, “*Contributions 1”, 51, and 43, n. 114, may be right in the assumption that
Pseudo-Photius consulted the Sermons of Peter of Sicily as well as his History for the
account of the Paulicians’ hatred of the Apostle Peter and for the explanation that
Christ at birth passed through Mary as water through a pipe, Narratio, VII, VIII,
25/6B, 27/8A. Scheidweiler, * Paulikianerprobleme™, 12-13, is, however, of the opinion
that the explanation given by Pseudo-Photius for the abomination of St. Peter by the
sectarians is an abbreviation of the one given in the Codex Scorialensis, 72-73, 77-78.
It seems unlikely that Pseudo-Photius should have followed Peter on these two points
alone and failed to do so in other cases.

f) The compilation of Pseudo-Photius is different from that of Peter of Sicily. Pseudo-
Photius is less lively and more scholarly than Peter, He eliminates the puns on the
names of the Paulician leaders found in 8. He attempts to give an etymological
explanation for the name of the Paulicians, Narratio, 11, 17/8B, and he bolsters his
anti-Manichaean section by adding Titus of Bostra, Serapion of Thmuis, Alexander of
Constantinople, and Heraclianus of Chalcedon to the list of authorities marshalled
by Peter, ibid., XI, 31/2B, 33/4A ; cf. Historia XIX, 1269/70C-1271/2B, XX, 1271/2CD.
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of the Pseudo-Photius is far superior to that of Peter of Sicily, but it is
less vivid and, more importantly, it loses much of the value of the earlier
sources in the reworking and reorganization by the compiler.!™ As a
historical source, therefore, it is far less useful than the History of Peter of
Sicily.

The great value of the Pseudo-Photius for us, however, lies in the com-
plete similarity of its material and organization to the History of Peter of
Sicily. They are evidently works of the same period and probably the
same milieu. Since Grégoire has demonstrated that the work of the
Pseudo-Photius dates after 932, the History of Peter of Sicily must belong
to the same period and not to the late ninth century as it purports to do.'™

This later date for the work of Peter of Sicily incidentally furnishes a
possible explanation for the puzzling and otherwise inexplicable dedica-
tion of the History to the unknown archbishop of Bulgaria. We have no
evidence for extensive Paulician activity in Bulgaria in the late ninth
century; the Paulicians’ threat to the Empire in this period was on the
Euphrates and not in the western provinces. For that matter, it has been
pointed out that Bulgaria had no Orthodox archbishop at the time of
Peter’s mission and returned unexpectedly to communion with Con-
stantinople only at the coup de théitre presented to the Papal legates by

74 Pseudo-Photius observes that the listing of the Paulician churches in the Lerter
of Sergius does not agree with the six given by P, Petrus Siculus, Historia, X XXVIII,
1295/6D-1297/8B, and Petrus Higumenus, IV, 62-63. To reconcile the contradiction,
he proceeds to eliminate the more valuable source, i.c.. the Lerrer of Sergius; see
Marratio, V, 21/2C-23/4A.

Pseudo-Photius incorporates the treatise of the Higumen into his compilation
without any mention, whereas the new title of Peter’s work kept the separation between
the two documents clear even though Peter revendicated the composition of both;
see n, 65,

In the section of Paulician history based on 5, Narratio, XVII-XXV, 47/8B-81/2A,

Pseudo-Photius compresses and distorts far more than Peter. The reflective chapter,
Historia, XXXV, 1289/90-1291/2, has been dropped. The discussion of Sergius with
the Manichaean woman has been greatly abbreviated, Narratio, XXI, 63/4C-67/8B,
cf. Historia, XXX11I-XXXV, 1287/8D-1291/2D. All sense of contemporary immediacy
in the tale of Sergius’ life has vanished from the version of Pseudo-Photius. The
important ending of Sergius® Lefter to Leo the Montanist, quoted by Peter, Historia,
1299/13004,, is merely paraphrased, Narratio, XXI, 63/4A. Elc.
1% Had Peter written ca. 871, he would have been a contemporary of the real Photius,
but though the work of Pseudo-Photius parallels Peter’s throughout, the authentic
works of the Patriarch, such as the Leffers and the Sermons, indicate no knowledge
of a work against the Paulicians such as the History of Peter, which could hardly have
escaped the Patriarch’s notice in view of his interest in the subject. This was already
observed by Grégoire, “*Sources™, 114, “... ni dans [sermon] 1V ni dans 11[ ni dans I
on n'apergoit la moindre trace d’une utilisation de Pierre de Sicile. Le Photius authen-
tique ne connait pas c& vir ebscurus™.
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the Patriarch Ignatius at the Council of 870.17 In the middle of the tenth
century, the situation was quite different. The earliest Bulgarian polemical
work against the Bogomils, the Treatise of Cosmas the Priest, dating from
ca. 972,'"7 informs us that:

This is what happened in Bulgarian lands: In the reign of the good Christian
emperor Peter [927-969], there was a priest named Bogomil, ‘worthy of God's
mercy’ but to tell the truth unworthy of God's mercy, who for the first time
[italics mine] began to preach heresy in the land of Bulgaria,?®

This information is confirmed by a later polemical work, the Sinodik of
Tsar Boril, who specifies that the heresy which Bogomil received and
began to propagate in the reign of Tsar Peter was ““Manichaean™.'’® We
also know that Constantinople did not remain unmoved by the danger of
heresy in Bulgaria in this period, since the Letter of the Patriarch The-
ophylactus Lecapenus, which we still possess, was addressed to the same
Tsar Peter. It is, therefore, perfectly reasonable that the recrudescence of
the Paulician danger in the West almost a century after its obliteration on
the Euphrates should produce a new crop of polemical literature based
on earlier sources such as the works of the Pseudo-Photius and Peter of
Sicily. Writing in this period and aware of the new focus of danger, Peter
would understandably dedicate his work to the Archbishop of Bulgaria,
but the unsettled state of the Bulgarian Church in the Seventies of the
ninth century, when Peter was pretending to write, would prevent him
from discovering any particulars or even the name of the individual to
whom his work should have been addressed.'®®

7% For the relation of the Bulgarian Church to Constantinople, its vacillation toward
Rome and sudden return to the Orthodox communion at the Council of 870, see F.
Dvornik, Le Schisme de Photius, Histoire et légende (Paris, 1950), Chapter 1V, 144-195,
and particularly 222-229. The absence of a Bulgarian archbishop at the presumed time
of writing of Peter of Sicily was also noted by K. Iuzbashian, “Toward the History
of the Paulician Movement in Byzantium in the Ninth Century™, Problems of the
History of Religion and Atheism, 1V {(Moscow, 1956), 251.

177 H. C. Puech and A. Valliant eds. and trans., Le Traité contre les bogomiles de
Casmas le prétre (Paris, 1945). See pp. 19-24 for Vaillant's discussion of the date
of the work. The title of the treatise, “Against the recent heresy of Bogomil™, 53, gives
some indication of the date of the appearence of the heresy in Bulgaria. See my
Chapter II1 for the historical and legendary accounts of the spread of Paulicianism
in Bulgaria.

178 Ihid., p. 54: “C'est ce qui est arrivé en pays bulgare: sous le régne du bon chrétien
I'empereur Pierre, il ¥ a eu un prétre nommé Bogomil, ‘digne de la pitié de Dieu’,
mais 4 dire vrai indigne de la pitié de Dieu, qui pour la premiére fois a commencé
de précher I'hérésie dans le pays de Bulgarie™.

W Ibid., Appendix, 344. The date given for the Sinodik is 1211.

1o The awkwardness of the Bulgarian dedication explains its omission in the work
of Pseudo-Photius. Peter of Sicily is invariably less skillfull than his colleague.
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The compilatory nature of the two Histories furnishes the final support
for the theory that they were composed in the tenth rather than in the
ninth century. We know that this type of composition was popular in
Constantinople and particularly at the antiquarian court of Constantine
Porphyrogenitus, which produced the chronicles from which we draw our
knowledge of the downfall of the Paulician state.'®® We have evidence
that Constantine, as well as his brother-in-law, the Patriarch Theophy-
lactus, was concerned with the problem of heresy and with the Paulicians
in particular. We also know that at least one work against heretics
had been presented to the Emperor.'®2 There seems, therefore, to be no
valid reason for rejecting the theory that the Histories of the Pseudo-
Photius and Peter of Sicily are compilations of earlier sources produced
in the scholarly entourage of Constantine Porphyrogenitus rather than
the original late ninth-century sources they purport to be.*®*® On the basis

I8t Constantine Porphyrogenitus® own works, the De Themaribus and De Ceremoniis,
are of this type.

12 A small treatise aguinst the Jacobites was presented to Constantine Porphyro-
genitus by Demetrius of Cyzicus: *“Exbécig xat’ tmrounv tob ta@v laxopitdv
doypatog xoi T@v diluov Ov molobol napd ThY ExkAnciactikny kal opPédoLov
wioTiv 18 xoi mopadooty, ovyyeppsion mapd Anuntpiov untporokitov Kulikvoy éx
apotporiic 100 @loxpiotov Geondtov Kevotaviivov xoi abrokpitopog tob
Mopgupoyevwiiton, &v T xei nepl tév Xatitlapiov”, Codex Scorialensis 1 R 15,
fols. 138-142, and Codex Vaticanus Graecus 712, fols. 126 ff., as quoted in G. Fickered.,
Erlasse des Patriarchen von Konstanrinopel Alexios Studires (Kiel, 1911), 22, n. 1. In
the preface to the work Demetrius praises the Emperor because, “obx dhiyoug 8¢ tiv
TAvBupydvov [sic] kal Mavkucuaveov SifileyEog .. ."". The text though not the introduc-
tion of this work is published by Migne, PG, CXXVII (1856), 879/80-883/4, who
mistakenly attributes it to Philip the Solitary.

Ficker thought that the work was dedicated to Constantine VIII (1025-1028) rather

than to Constantine VII (912-959), but Petit, “Demetrivs de Cyzique”, DTC, IV,
264-265, Janin, “Pauliciens”, DTC, XII, 60, and J. Starr, “An Eastern Christian Sect,
the Athingani', Harvard Theological Review, XXIX (April, 1936), 97, n. 1, all agree
that the earlier emperor is addressed. The dedication of the Escorial MS. to “tob ...
deomdrov Kovotavrivov xei abtokpitopos tob IMopgupoyevviitou™ seems more
suited to Constantine VII, who was always specifically styled Porphyrogenitus.
2 The ignorance of late Paulician history exhibited by both Peter of Sicily and
Pseudo-Photius sugeests that their works were composed before the writing of
Genesius’ Basilefa from which most of our knowledge of late Paulician history is
derived. On the other hand it seems unlikely that Theophylactus Lecapenus or his
chancery would have failed to mention in the Lerrer to Peter of Bulgaria a major work
on the Paulicians bearing the prestgious name of the Patriarch Photius if such a work
had been current. The most likely date for the composition of the Histories would
therefore seem to be between 954 (the terminus ante quem for Theophylactus® Lesrer)
and 959 (the death of Constantine Porphyrogenitus).

There is a possibility that the Sermons which follow the History of Peter of Sicily
were added by the compiler to parallel the existing anti-Paulician Sermons of the
authentic Photius.

One final hypothesis is tempting. One of our compilations was falsely attributed
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of this conclusion, the late date of the two works explains their ignorance
of the details of the careers of Karbeas and Chrysocheir as well as of the
location of Tephriké, destroyed almost a century earlier, just as their
compilatory nature explains the internal contradictions which they
exhibit throughout.

In recapitulation, therefore, we can say that the Greek sources dealing
specifically with the Paulicians fall into several well-defined categories and
periods. The earliest evidence is not polemical, but belongs rather to the
true Paulician tradition and dates most probably from the period of
Sergius’ missionary activity in the early ninth century. To this category
belong the Letters of Sergius and the Paulician history, source 4, which
we glimpse twice distorted in the History of Peter of Sicily. With the
re-gstablishment of Orthodoxy in 843 and the increasing Paulician threat
on the Euphrates under the leadership of Karbeas, the need for anti-
Paulician works became urgent. To this period belong our first series of
polemical sources, source P, probably identifiable as the inquisitor’s
manual of Peter the Higumen, soon to be included in the Chronicle of
George the Monk and complemented by the model disputation found in
the Codex Scorialensis, together with the Paulician Formula which would
logically accompany the inquisitor’s work. From approximately the same
period we have the history of the Paulicians presumably written by a
recanting companion of Sergius, source S, from which Peter of Sicily
acquired most of his historical knowledge of the sect. Only a little later
come the Sermons of the Patriarch Photius. The common trait of these
polemical documents is their basically practical character; they are com-
posed for a specific and immediate purpose rather than as works of liter-
ature.® Finally, the middle of the tenth century was the age of histories
and compilations. The Paulician danger was long past on the eastern
frontier, but now threatened the western provinces and Bulgaria in partic-
ular. To this period belong the chronicles written at the court of Constan-
tine Porphyrogenitus and the Letter of the Patriarchal chancery to Tsar

to the Patriarch Photius so that it might benefit from the authority of one of the greatest
theologians of the Orthodox Church. Might the name of Peter of Sicily attached to
the other compilation have been iniended to evoke the prestige of another famous
theologian of the period, Peter of Sicily, Bishop of Argos? We have no evidence of
such an intent, but the confusion between the two Peters of Sicily was common among
early scholars; see Migne, PG, CIV, 1231-1238.

¢  The Sermons of Photius are certainly the most literary among these documents.
They were probably elaborated by the Patriarch during his exile, but even they have
a specific purpose. We have seen that Photius was concerned with the conversion of
Paulicians.
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Peter of Bulgaria. Probably the same milieu was responsible for the
composite sources: the Manichaean Formula, the History of Peter of
Sicily, and its more elegant contemporary, the History of the Pseudo-
Phaotius.18%

#5  The pattern of drawing upon earlier sources for refutations of the Paulician
doctrine, once established in the tenth century, was to be repeated. In the twelfth
century, Euthymius Zigabenus, working at the command of the Emperor Alexis I,
who was troubled once again by the Paulician problem, turned for his information
and arguments to the History of the Pseudo-Photius; see nn. 56 and 57.



II

THE ARMENIAN SOURCES

The Armenian sources relating to the Paulician heresy consist of a size-
able body of documents covering the entire span of the medieval period.
With the exception of Ter Mkrttschian, Conybeare, and contemporary
Russian writers concerned with the Paulicians, scholars have given no
more than perfunctory attention to these texts. Even the most recent
western scholars, although they acknowledge the existence of this mate-
rial, rely almost exclusively on the traditional Byzantine sources for the
formulation of their theories. The discovery of the Armenian sources has
created the basic problem of Paulician scholarship because the Armenian
evidence has seemed to contradict the Greek sources on the fundamental
points of the character of Paulician dogma as well as on the origin and his-
tory of the sect. The tendency of western scholars, therefore, has been
to reject or disregard the Armenian material whenever it could not be
brought into agreement with the Greek authorities.! The danger of
such procedure is self-evident, especially since the use of the Armenian
sources led Conybeare to conclusions diametrically opposed to those of
his colleagues on the fundamental aspects of Paulicianism. Before
attempting to study the evidence of the two bodies of sources or to resolve
the contradictions between them, it will be necessary to give an account
of the entire Armenian material comparable to the treatment of the
Greek sources in the preceding chapter.

Armenian texts relating directly to the heresy of the Paulicians exist
from at least as early as the middle of the sixth century, if not earlier,
and pertinent documents have been found from as late as the nineteenth
century. These sources vary greatly in their character and content, but
two aspects differentiate them as a whole from the Greek texts: First,

b KT-I, Ivii, lxxiv, “It is difficult to bring the Greek and Armenian sources bearing
on the history of the Paulician Church into line with each other. They nowhere overlap
one another, and their lists of the names of Paulician leaders are different™.
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an authentic Paulician document has survived in Armenian, whereas all
Greek Paulician material has perished and therefore the heretical doc-
trine in the Empire can be reconstructed only laboriously from polemical
literature. Second, the Armenian sources, in the main, consist of official
and authenticated documents, rather than more or less questionable
literary texts such as we have found in Byzantium.

The categories of Armenian material which must be considered succes-
sively are as follows:

1) Various sources not referring to the Paulicians by name, but illu-
minating the development of Christianity in Armenia and its relation to
the growth of heresy;

2) Polemical texts aimed at the sectarians, which may be subdivided
into two categories;:

a) Earlier works directed against the Paulicians as such;

b) Later documents which refer to the heretics as T‘ondrakeci;

3) The authentic Paulician source.

Much of the material composed by Orthodox Armenian writers does
not relate specifically to the Paulicians and is often ambiguous in content,
but it is indispensable for the study of the early heretical tendencies in
Armenia and the development of Paulicianism. Before the early part of
the fifth century we do not find any Armenian documents as such, since
the Armenian alphabet was first composed in this period (ca. 402), by
St. Mesrop.? The entire literature of Armenia up to the fifth century was
written in either Greek or Syriac. From this early period one work is
of particular interest, the Letter sent to the Armenian Apostolic Church ca.
331-335 by the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Macarius.* While not specifically
concerned with heresy, this letter, which Conybeare considered authentic
despite some doubts on the subject,® gives us valuable information on

3 See P. Peecters, “Pour I'histoire des origines de 'alphabet arménien™, REA, 1X, 1
(1929), 203-237 and J. Marquart, Uber den Ursprung des armenischen Alphabets,
Vienna, 1917, 59-60, et passim.

*  Macarius, “Canonical Epistle of the Blessed Macarius Patriarch of the Holy City
of Jerusalem to the Armenians, Concerning the Laying down of Canons of the Holy
Church, Which it is not Right to Transgress by Command or Definition™, The Book
of Letters (Tiflis, 1901), 407-412. Translation in K7, Appendix ix, 178-186. Conybeare
mentions ten chaplers in the Letfer, whereas the version of the Boak of Letiers has
only nine. The Armenian Church, separated from Rome and Constantinople as a result
of the Council of Chalcedon in 451, will be referred to throughout as the Armenian
Apostolic Church.

* KT, 178 fi. A number of MSS. of the Armenian version of Macarius® Lelter have
survived. The presence of Macarius at the Council of Nicaea is confirmed by the
seventh-century author, Ananias of Sirak, ibid., 185. See also N. Akinian, The Letrer
af Macarius Patriarch of Jerusalem (Vienna, 1930).
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some of the important characteristics of the newly founded Armenian
Apostolic Church.

Some references to heresy can be found in the works of Armenian
hagiographers and historians of the fourth and fifth centuries, such as
Koriun, Agat‘angelos, and the anonymous biographer of St. Ners8s L°
Of particular interest is the dogmatic work Against the Sects of Eznik of
Kotb, Bishop of Bagrewand, written between 441 and 448.° This work
consists of four refutations of heretical or pagan doctrine directed against
the Messalians, Zoroastrians, Pagans, and Marcionites.”

In 447, the Kat‘olikos Joseph 1 of Hologim called together at Sahapi-
van a council of the Armenian Apostolic Church. Several of the canons
of this council are related to heresy and are of great importance since they
may be our first reference to the Paulicians in Armenia. Despite their
translation by Ter Mkrttschian,® these canons have received little atten-
tion from western scholars and are difficult to obtain, so that a repetition
of them seems warranted despite their length:

Canon XIV

Let no bishop or priest or deacon or any member of the clergy or of a con-
gregation keep any kind of housekeeper as is the custom of the Mcing [daqif].
If anyone should have one, and this be confirmed by the testimony of witnesses,
let him be deposed from his order, whatever it be, and let him be considered
impious and a publican,

Canon XI1X
If anyone be found in Mchéut‘iun, whether he be a priest or a deacon or a
monk, let him be deprived of his priestly orders, let him be branded on the face

& Koriun, History of the Holy Doctor Mesrop (Venice, 1894), trans. in CHAMA, 11,
9-16. Agat'angelos, History (Venice, 1930), trans. in CHAMA, 1, 105-194. See Thoros-
sian, Histoire de la lintérature arménienne (Paris, n.d.), 58-60, for the problem of the
compilation of Agat'angelos.

Anonymous, “Généalogie de la famille de Saint Grégoire illuminateur de I"Arménie
et vie de Saint Nersés patriarche des Arméniens, par un auteur anonyme du Ve sidcle”,
trans. J. B. Emine, CHAMA, 11, 18-44 (hereafter, Nersés).
¢ L. Marits, Le De Dee de Eznik de Kolb connu sous le nom de * Contre les Sectes”
(Paris, 1924), 5.

? Eznik of Kotb, Against the Sects (Venice, 1926), trans. and ed. J. N. Schmidt,
Wieder die Sekien (Vienna, 1900), also “Eznik de Koib De Deo™, trans. and eds.
L. Mariés and Ch. Mercier, PO, XXVIII, 3-4, The interpretation of Mariés as to the
purpose and form of Eznik’s work has been disputed by Adontz, see Thorossian,
Lirtérature arménienne, 73-74, and 74, n.4, but this problem does not affect the value
of the work for this study.

& Ter Mkrtischian, Die Paulikianer, 42-45, also n. vii for preferring Ter Mikrttschian's
text of the canons to the one found in the work of Camgean. The identification of
the heretics condemned at Sahapivan with the Messalians made by Ter Mkrttschian
will be discussed in my Chapter V; see also next note.
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with the sign of a fox, and let him be confined for penance to a place of hermit-
age. Then if he be found again, let him be hamstrung on both legs and be sent
to a leprosarium, for the man was in the right and did not understand. Let the
same punishment be visited on a monk. Further, if men be found in the sect
with their wives and children, let the men, women, and children who have
reached the age of reason be hamstrung, branded on the face with the sign of a
fox and sent for penance to a leprosarium; as for the children who have not
reached the age of reason and do not know the pollution, let them be taken
away and given into the hands of the holy servants of the Church to be brought
up and educated in the true faith and the fear of God.

Canon XX

If there be found any evil doer among the people and the priests have learned
of this and not reported it to the bishop; if this be found true upon investigation
and the priests have known the matter for many days and months before and
not addressed a complaint to the bishop, let the canonical punishment for Mciné
be borne also by the priests and let them not perform their priestly office for
the rest of their lives... Then if the priests have reported to the bishop, and this
be supported by the testimony of witnesses, and the bishop either accept a
bribe and cover it up or show partiality, and if this be shown by the testimony
of witnesses, namely that the complaint of the priests really reached his ear and
he disdained God’s command and did not go out to seek him who was lost,
and was not jealous and an avenger of God's law, let him be deposed from his
see who hid the adulterer, and let the priest be acknowledged innocent. But
if the bishop was diligent and an avenger, and the priests and other men bear
witness to the bishop’s labors, and he report about the evil deer to the authon-
ties, but the prince (ﬁeﬁrmﬁ] of the country, or the chief naxarar of any village,
or thelord [wfp] of a province [qurwn/ii], wishes to be the protector of uncleanli-
ness and to hide the adulterer, either for the silver of perdition or from partiality
or service, and does not prefer to love Christ and his commands and to be an
avenger of the laws of the Lord and of the spirit and the flesh—let such a one be
accursed and let him be cut off from the holy Church until he shall deliver the
polluted one into the hands of the bishop. And if the pollution be found in the
house of the naxarar, either in his wife, or his daughter, or his son, or in himself,
and he should not hand his family over to the bishop and himself return to
holiness, but should wish to be their tyrannical refuge, let him be accursed with
all his house, his kin and his life. Let him not dare come out into a public place,
let not his friends and all the world consort with him until he shall have gone
from his uncleanliness and come to the holy Church. And if he be not in the
uncleanliness [himself] let him hand over his houschold and his servants into
the hands of the chief bishop for rebuke.... And if he [the Ostikan, Mumfiljwi],
himself, with his household, be found in Mcinéut‘iun, let him be seized together
with his polluted household and let him be brought for judgment before the
chief bishop and before the greatest princes and the leading judges, and let them
jointly avenge the laws of God so that others, beholding this, in holiness and
fear, should revere the Creator of all.®

* A. Llt¢ean ed., Book of Armenian Canons (Tiflis, 1913), 73, 80-82. These canons
are also quoted with a Russian translation in Melik-Bashian, The Paulician Movement,



B84 THE ARMENIAN SOURCES

It is evident from Canon XX that heresy was present in all classes of
society during the fifth century, and although no tenets of the heresy in
question are mentioned, the punishment applied to the culprits in Canon
XIX is the same as the one we shall invariably find used for the T*ondra-
keci in later times.

Toward the end of the century, Lazar of P‘arpi (Eazar Parpeci), the
leading historian of the period, was accused of heretical tendencies and
wrote a Lerter which we still possess to the Persian viceroy of Armenia,
Vahan Mamikonean, in order to clear himself of the accusation.!® The
Letter is not as explicit as we might wish, but it does refer to the presence
of a heretical element in Armenia, and the information which it con-
tains concerning both the sectarians and the general state of religion in
Armenia during the late fifth century has not been used by scholars to its
fullest advantage.

It is unfortunate that the great Armenian chroniclers have evinced but
little interest in heresy. We can, however, obtain much useful information
concerning the early development of the Church in Armenia from the
earlier chronicles mentioned as well as from Zenob of Glak’s History of
Taron, originally written in Syriac, and from his continuator, John Mami-
konean.’* This material is of particular interest in any study of the
heretical tendencies in Armenia as an indication of the close relations of
the Apostolic Church with Syria and as an illustration of the parallel
between the political division of Armenia and its theological differences,
an aspect of the religious evolution hitherto insufficiently studied. Like-
wise Moses of Xoren has references to the presence of heresy in Armenia
during the next century and to the difficulties of St. Mesrop in dealing
with the survivals of Armenian paganism. The Lerter of the Patriarch
of Constantinople, Atticus (405-425), to the Armenian Kat‘olikos Sahak 1

80-87. For the text of the canons see my Appendix I. M. Tallon, Livre des Lettres,
Premier Groupe (Beyrouth, 1955), 12, does not hesitate to identify the heretics con-
demned at Sahapivan as Paulicians, though he then goes on to derive Paulicianism
from Manichaeanism, See also N, Akinian, The Canens of the Council of Sahapivan
(Vienna, 1950),

18 [azar of P'arpi (Lazar P'arpe¢i), Letter to Lord Vahan Mamikonean, ed. J. B. Emin
({Moscow, 1853). Vahan Mamikonecan was Marzpan of Armenia from 485 to 505-510,
R. Grousset, Histoire de I"Arménie des origines a 1071 (Paris, 1947), 229-230.

1 Zenob of Glak, History of Taron (Venice, 1889), trans. in CHAMA, I, 337-355.
This work is usually considered to be a seventh-century apocryphon, see Thorossian,
Littérature arménienne, 56-58. The information of the work is of great interest,
irrespective of its date and author. Also John Mamikonean, *‘Histoire de Daron",
CHAMA, 1, 361.382,



THE ARMENIAN SOURCES 85

(387-428, 432-439), enjoining him to expel heretics from his land, has
also been preserved in Moses” History.!?

Probably the most interesting reference to heresy in the Armenian
chroniclers is found in a passage of the History of Lewond written in the
eighth century.”® Bart‘ikyan recently showed that Eewond’s allusions to
nameless heretics, whom he calls “*sons of sinfulness”, operating in con-
junction with Armenian rebels in Pontus in the mid-eighth century,
probably refer to Paulicians. The point Bart‘ikyan demonstrates is
particularly interesting, as it provides us with Armenian corroboration
for the account of Paulician activity in the eighth century found in source S,
and thus establishes a point of agreement between the Armenian and Greek
sources.' One last reference to nameless sectarians dates from the tenth
century when Bishop Xosrov Anjevaci (1965) describes contemporary
heretics who from their doctrine must also have been Paulicians.!®

The evidence for the presence of Nestorianism in Armenia is of the
greatest importance for the study of the Paulician heresy since, as we
shall see, the Nestorians were compared to the Paulicians by the Arme-
nian ecclesiastical authorities. Most of the evidence on this subject is
contained in a collection of official dogmatic letters, to and from the
Armenian Kat‘olikosate, known as the Book of Letters.®* The manu-
script which contains this collection was found in the Monastery of St.

'* Moses of Xoren (Movsés Xorenaci), Histoire d’Arménie, ed. and trans. Le
Vaillant de Florival (Venice, 1841). For the Letrer of Atticus, see, ibid., 111, vii, 154-157,
The problem of the disputed date of Moses' Hisrery does not affect our study.

¥ Lewond (Ghevond), History (St. Petersburg, 1887), xvi, 122-123, translate by
G. Chahnazarian ed., Histoire des guerres et des conquétes des Arabes en Arménie par
Ghévond (Paris, 1856), Chahnazarian, however, loosely translates the words “mpqfp
yubgwbay™ by “une foule de gens perdus de crimes™. Jbid., 119.

W Lee my Chapter 111, also Bart'ikyan, “Sources”, 88-91, and “Paulician Movement™,
128-130.

B Xosrov Anjevaci, MS. #8073, fol. 159, National Collection af Ancient Manuseripts
of the Council of Ministers of the Armenian SSR (Matenadaran) as quoted in A. loan-
nisyan, “The T'ondrakian Movement”, 105. Xosrov Anjevagi was the father of the
great Armenian ecclesiastical writer, Gregory of Narck; see M. Abegian, History of
Ancient Armenian Literature (Erivan, 1948), I, 447-448. Both Gregory of Narek and
his uncle, Xosrov's brother Ananias of Narek, were concerned with the problem of
Paulicianism, as we shall see. Xosrov's own description of the practices of contem-
porary heretics corresponds with that of his son and the majority of Armenian sources,
s0 that there is little doubt that he is speaking of the T*ondrakeci or Paulicians, See
my Chapter 1V.

The invaluable MSS, collection of the Marenadaran is becoming known only at the
present time, A number of the MSS. in this collection concern the problem of the
Paulician movement and will be referred to at the proper time. Unfortunately cir-
cumstances as yet compel me to quote these documents at second hand.
¢ The Book of Lerters (Tiflis, 1901), hereafter B1..
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Anthony in Constantinople late in the nineteenth century. It is a copy
made in 1298 by a priest named Thomas of Hromklay, at Sis, the capital
of Cilician Armenia. Thomas’ copy was taken in part from an earlier
collection made in 1077 for the Kat‘olikos Gregory II Vkayesér. The
compilation of the Book of Letters must have been already in existence in
the tenth century, since it was used by Uxtangs Urhaeci (of Edessa) for
his History of the Armenian Kat‘olikoi composed in this period.'? Peeters
is of the opinion, furthermore, that the first part of the Book of Letters,
represented by the Codex of Gregory II, had already been compiled as
early as the seventh century.!®

A sizeable portion of the early documents included in this official
collection are concerned with the problem of Mestorianism. The so-
called Tome of the Patriarch of Constantinople, Proclus (434-446/7),1°
and the Answer of the Armenian Kat‘olikos St. Sahak I (387-428, 432-
439)%° attest the presence of Nestorians in Armenia as early as the fifth

17 See Tallon, Le Livre des Lefires, 17-20, for a résumé of Akinian's study of the
MSS. of the Book of Letters,

18 P. Peeters, “Sainte Sousanik martyre en Arméno-Géorgie (14 décembre 482-484).
Seconde partie, étnde critique™, Analecta Bollandiana, LI11 (1935), 246-247.

T. Poladian, The Nesrorian and Chalcedonian Controversies as Treated in the Armenian
Documenis of the Girk Thghthotz, unpublished M.A. thesis, Union Theological
Seminary (New York, 1941), 1, says that no other mention of the Book of Letters is to
be found in Armenian literature, However, in the fourteenth century we find a con-
fused reference to unknown books used by the Armenian Apostolic Church. Among
these is a reference 1o the “Textorquire (Teytorgunt) id est Liber Epistolarum (epula-
rum)”, also “Sciendum est quod de super scriptis libris sunt aliqui quod nescimus, et
sunt isti primus Toctanensis...”, Daniel de Thaurizio, “Responsio ... ad errores
impositos Hermenis [sic]”, RAC-DA, 11, article cxii, 644. This may well be a garbled
reference to the Book of Letters, whose Armenian title, Girk® T*It'o¢, may have been
inverted and distorted in the Latin version. See, however, Tallon, Le Livre des Lertres, 17.
1% Proclus, “Ad Armenios de Fide”, PG, LXV (1858), 855/6-873/4. Armcnian text:
“‘Letter of Prokl, Bishop, to Saint Sahak Patriarch of the Armenians and to Saint
Mazdoc”, BL, 1-8. See Poladian, Thesis, 4, and 4, n. 1, for the superiority of the
Armenian 1ext,

3 St. Sahak I, “*Answer to the Letter of the Blessed Prokl from Sahak and Masdog™,
BL, I1, 9-13; and Maoses of Xoren, Histoire, 111, Ixi, v. 11, 166/7. See also Acacius of
Malatya (Melitene), “Letter of Akakay, Bishop of Melitine [sic] to Saint Sahak, Patriarch
of Armenia”, BL, 14-15, and St. Sahak I, *Answer of the Lord Sahak to the Letters of
Akakay”, BL, IV, 16-18; also “Letter to Akakay from the Armenians”, BL, 19-21.

The concern of the Armenian ecclesiastical authorities with the problem of
Mestorianism is further attested by the inclusion in the Book of Lerrers of the Letter of
St. Cyril of Alexandria to Nestorius in an Armenian translation, 8L, 396-406, and a
number of other anti-Nestorian texts, BL, 241-242, 413-483, etc. (see next note). For
the early period at least, these texts must be directly concerned with true Nestorians
rather than with Byzantine (Chalcedonian) Orthodoxy, which the Armenians con-
sidered to have lapsed into Nestorianism. The letters to and from St. Sahak must
antedate the Council of Chalcedon, since Sahak died in 439,
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century as well as the concern they aroused in ecclesiastical authorities
both in Byzantium and in Armenia. More important, the source of
Nestorian proselytism can be traced to Persia and particularly to Syria
through the extensive correspondence of the Armenian Kat‘olikosate
with Orthodox Persian and Syrian groups in the course of the fifth cen-
tury.®* In these documents, the Armenian authorities invariably appear
as the source of Orthodoxy to which the other Churches turn for advice
and assistance. Finally, the spread of Nestorianism on the northern
frontier of Armenia is demonstrated in the Letters of the Kat*olikos John
Il Gabetean (557-574) to the authorities of Siunik® and Afovania (Caspian
Albania).??

In addition to the Orthodox texts relating to heresy in general, we
possess a number of Armenian polemical sources concerned specifically
with the Paulicians. The earlier works in this category refer to the Pauli-
cians as such, The earliest presumed mention of the Paulicians by name
in Armenia, or for that matter in any text, has been questioned. It is to
be found in the Call to Repentance of the Kat*olikos John I Mandakuni
(478-490). Here the Kat‘olikos decreed that a seven-year penance was
to be imposed on Polikean [Tay frbwii] sectarians.®® The copy of the manu-
script in which this injunction is found is a late one, and Bart‘ikyan notes
that this work of John Mandakuni is not otherwise known; he is, there-
fore, of the opinion that this reference is a late interpolation into the text.®

i “Letters of the Armenians lo the Persians on Orthodoxy™ (two letters), BL, 41-47,
48-51. “Letter of the Orthodox Syrians to the Armenians”, BL, 52-54, “Answer to
the Letter of the Syrians from MNersés Kat'olikos of the Armenians and MerSapuh
Bishop of the Mamikonean™, BL, XI, 55-58. “Letter of Greeting of *Abdisoy, Bishop
of the Syrians, to Lord Nersés, Kat‘olikos of the Armenians™, BL, XII, 59-60. The
first and the last three letters are translated by Ter Minassianiz, Die armenische Kirche in
ihren Beziehungen zu den syrischen Kirchen bis zum Ende des 13. Jahrhunderis (Leipzig,
1904), appendix, 152-166. Also “From *Abdisoy, Bishop of the Orthodox Syrians, to
Lord Mersés, Katolikos of the Armenians, and to all his Bishops. Concerning the Ac-
cursed Heresy of the Nestorians™, 8L, X111, 62-65. **From the Same Bishop 'Abdisoy,
Concerning the Accursed Nestor and all Heretics”, 8L, XIV, 66-67. “From the Same
Bishop *Abdisoy, Concerning the Anathematization of all Heretics who are Opposed
to the Orthodox™, BL, XV, 68-69. “Letter of Blame of Lord Mersds, Kat'olikos of
Armenia, to the Bishops”, BL, XVI, 70-T1.

2 John 11, Gabelean, “Letter which Lord John Kadolikos of Armenia and the Other
Bishops Wrote to the Bishops of the Alovanians BL, 81-84 (hereafter, Alovanians).
John Il Gabelean, “Letter which Lord John Kat‘olikos of Armenia and the Other Bish-
ops Wrote to the Bishops and Lords of Siunik'™, BL, XVIII, 78-80 (hereafter Siunik*).
2 John I Mandakuni (Yovannés Mandakuni), “The Call to Repentence™, Matena-
daran #6359, fol. 275v, “... hwd yo phbwl § b wi ..." in Melik-Bashian, Paulician
Moavemenr, 239,

M Ibid.; the date of the MS. is A.D. 1268. Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 92, gives the date
incorrectly as 1368, The argument of Bart‘ikyan as to the accuracy of this reference is
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Far more important is the next reference to Paulicians in an official
document of the mid-sixth century—the Oath of Union taken at the Coun-
cil of Dvin summoned by the Kat‘olikos Nersés II of A¥tarak in 555.
This document was first published by K. Ter Mkrttschian and has been
accepted by most Armenian scholars.®® The importance of this text,
which carries our definite knowledge of the Paulicians back a full century
earlier than the date for the appearance of the sect on Byzantine territory,
and which is unavailable in any European language, requires a translation
of the more significant part of the work before any further discussion of
its content and value is attempted.*

Oath of union of the Armenian land given from the hand of Nersés Kat‘olikos
of the Armenians and Merfapuh, bishop of the Mamikonean, and Petros,
bishop of Siunik* and all the other bishops, magnates [wwincml pp] and freemen
[wyunmp] and the assembly of the people.

On account of the peril of spiritual accident, a daily illness which had reached
us, we have come to a council of union so that we might by this means raise
the wail of sorrowful sighs from our souls and free with oaths cur consciences
from foreign sins in which there never was any salvation [expectation]. For this
reason, we, all the Armenians, have been compelled to make this agreement, in
the twenty-fourth year of Xosrov, king of kings, in the holy forty [days] on
Palm Sunday. [We did this] as a result of the evil barbarian heresy of the
Mestorians.

This [Nestorius] the Holy Ghost anathematized by the hand of the 318 holy
and Orthodox bishops gathered at Nicaea, and the 150 at Constantinople and
the 200 at Ephesus. Mestorius having becn accursed by them, they cut him off
and rejected him, chasing him into a foreign land, into the province of Mcbin
[Nisibis]. Having arrived there, his maleficent arts fermented their [the heretics’]
spirits, making them thorny and dwellers in darkness. Into this [heresy] they

not altogether convincing since it is based on the a priori assumption that a mention of
the Paulicians is impossible in the late fifth century and indecd before the eighth
century. See below n. 28 for a discussion of Bart‘ikyan's rejection of the other Paulician
document antedating the eighth century. His strongest argument in rejecting the
testimony of John Mandakuni is the absence of any reference to a work of this author
called The Call to Repentance.

2 K. Ter Mkrttschian, “The Paulician and T‘ondrakian Sects in Contemporary
Criticism™, Ararar (July, 1900), 333. The version of the “Oath of Union™ used in this
study is, “Oath of Union of the Armenian Land™, 8L, 73-75. This document is
followed by a reiteration, “Separation of the Nestorians from the Holy Church™; BL,
76-77.

The "“0Oath™ has been accepted by S. der Nersessian, “‘Une apologie des images au
septiéme siécle”, Byzanrion, X VI (1944-1945), 71, n. 55, and 86, n. 131, and Poladian,
Thesis, 22-25; also in Russia by Melik-Bashian, Paulician Movement, 17, and by many
others, vee Bartikyan, “"Sources”, 88. For a discussion of Bart‘ikyan’s own objections
to the “Oath”, see below, n, 28,

**  The entire text of the *Oath' will be found in my Appendix 1. The meaning of
this document is perfectly clear though the style is often awkward and repetitive.
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[the Nestorians] also ensnared the province of XuZastan, from which some of
them reached very deeply into our land as merchants living with our fathers and
with ourselves, confessing themselves of one faith with us through union with
our Church. Then in the seventeenth year of Xosrov, king of kings, in the
governorship [duwpguwln: @}k of Nihorak, they concocted something in the
monastery dedicated to [in the name of] Manaérhi RaZik—who having believed
in Christ and been baptized, was named Grigor and murdered for his faith—
and called this the gathering place of their filthiness. They also brought doctors
[ f wpnpuybmp], leaders of their perdition. These, having come, began to spread
their filthiness into our holy and true faith. And, in the gatherings of the igno-
rant, they ensnared both the men and the women to participate in the filthiness of
faith of their prayers, to bring the bread of offering to the place of their lawless-
ness, to receive communion from their hands, just as [this is done] in the gather-
ing of dedication [offering] of the Paulicians. They dared to give their seal of
absolution to unbaptized children of our people so that they might die an
eternal death without baptism. And they took into their filthy and lawless
blessing and into the communion of their conventicles, thieves and fornicators
and other criminals, who came to them and whom we throw outside the Church
and do not consider worthy of communion. And this [they did] from hostility
o us.

Seeing this spiritual catastrophe derived from them, we arrived, albeit late,
at the origin of their lies, because they falsely assumed the name of Christians
vel denied the truth. Then we could not bear the evil of their deeds. All of us,
unanimously, produced this document of covenant and confirmation, by the
will of everyone, before our Lord Jesus Christ, our God. Destroying it, we
obliterated the place of refuge of their lawlessness, and removed from our midst
this darkness of night.

1, Nersés, Kat‘olikos of the Armenians, and MerSapuh of Taron ... Petros,
bishop of Siunik® ... and all the other bishops of the Armenian land ... %7

The sense of this document is perfectly clear. The Kat‘olikos, Nersés 11,
became alarmed both at the evidence of increasing missionary activity
of the Nestorians from XuZastan centered in the monastery of the martyr,
Manaé&rhi-Grigor, and at the claim of the Nestorians that they were of
the same faith as the Armenian Apostolic Church. He therefore sum-
moned a council of the entire Church and the representatives of the
laity to demonstrate the heresy of the newcomers and their similarity to
already familiar sectarians such as the Paulicians. The council, having
duly met, anathematized the heretics, destroyed their center of worship,
and bound itself to reject all communion with the sectarians by the Qarh
embeodied in the above text.

There is no reason for doubting the authenticity of the Oath of Union,
#  The remainder of the “*Oath” consists of the signatures of the various participants,
the restatement of their common agreement, and the threat of excommunication to

anyone breaking the covenant or associating with heretics, this irrespective of rank
or station. No additional historical or dogmatic information is given.
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since it is found at its logical, chronological place in the official compila-
tion of the Book of Letters. The holding of the great council at Dvin
under the presidency of the Kat‘olikos Nersés II is also confirmed by a
number of documents.?® Hence we possess in Armenia an official record
of the existence of Paulicians one century before the supposed organiza-
tion of the sect by Constantine-Silvanus, whom the Byzantine sources
present as a contemporary of the Emperor Constans Il (641-668).%°

Another document which has not yet been sufficiently considered by
Paulician scholars is the brief Trearise in Defense of Images written by

#*  See my Appendix 1I. Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 85-88, argues that the reference to
the Paulicians in the “Oath" is not authentic and that the “‘Oath" is not to be con-
sidered as our first document on the Paulicians. Bart‘ikyan's arguments, however,
do not seem convincing for the following reasons:

a) His objection to the mention of Paulician communion in the “0Oath”—"to
receive communion. .. just as in the gatherings of the Paulicians"—as an impossibility,
15 based on a misunderstanding. As we shall see, there is no evidence that the Paulicians
rejecied communion altogether, but only that they refused this and other Orthodox
sacraments as polluted (see my Chapter 1V).

b) The objection that the Armenian sources are silent on the subject of the heretics
for too long a period—between the sixth and eighth centuries if we accept the evidence
of the “0Oath”,—is due to his ignoring the references to the sectarians in Vri‘anés
Kert'ol, John Mayragomeci and other sources which I shall discuss in due course.

¢) His criticism of John of Ojun for being insufficiently acquainted with Paulician-
ism, thus showing that the sect was newly established in Armenia in the eighth century,
is unwarranted. The information of John of Ojun is usually accurate, particularly
in the case of the history of the Paulicians, which he traces back to the Kat‘olikos
Nersés 11 (see below also my Chapter 111),

d) Bart'ikyan accepts the evidence of Peter of Sicily that the Paulicians made their
appearence only in the mid-seventh century, not before, and hence cannot be mentioned
in the “Oath™ a century earlier. We have already seen, however, that Peter's informa-
tion cannot always be accepted at face value. Furthermore, Peter is speaking of
Paulicians in the Byzantine Empire, and not in general.

e) Bart'ikyan argues that the reference to Paulicians in the “Oath™ is due to a
copyist’s error such as he had already postulated in the case of John Mandakuni (see
n. 24). In his opinion, the original reference was to Paulinians, followers of Paul of
Samosata, and not Paulicians, who had nothing to do with them, ibid., 87. This
argument is based on Bart‘ikyan's acceptance of the thesis that the Paulicians are a
Manichaean sect and therefore not to be associated with the followers of Paul of
Samosata. The association was made nonetheless in the Middle Ages by Balsamon,
Zonaras, and Theophylactus Lecapenus, whose Lefrer Bart‘ikyan does not mention.
To maintain his thesis, therefore, Bart‘ikyan is not only forced to postulate a hypothetical
MS. error for which he gives no evidence, but also to reject the interpretation of all
the medieval commentators on the subject. As we shall see in Chapter V, the associa-
tion between the Paulinians and the Paulicians is perfectly warranted on theological if
not on directly historical grounds. Furthermore the association of Paulicians and
Nestorians found in the “Qath™ is equally possible. On the basis of this discussion,
therefore, there seems to be no reason to accept Bart‘ikyan's thesis and hence his
rejection of the “Oath™ as our first authentic document referring to the Paulicians.
= Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXI1I1, 1275/6CD, et al. See my Chapter TI1.
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Vrt‘anés K'ert‘ol in the first years of the seventh century. Vrt‘an€s was
both a poet and an important ecclesiastical dignitary, coadjutor of the
Kat‘olikos Moses Il and locum tenens during the three-year vacancy
(604-607) which preceded the election of the Kat‘olikos Abraham I,
whose coadjutor he remained. Much of Vrt‘angs’ activity was concerned
with the relations of the Armenian and Georgian Churches which sep-
arated from each other in this period, when the Georgians returned to
communion with the Orthodox Byzantine Church.®® The treatise of
Vrt‘angs is not specifically aimed at the Paulicians, but from it we learn a
number of interesting characteristics of the Armenian Iconoclastic party
which, as we shall see, was closely related to the development of Pauli-
cianism in Armenia. The authenticity of the text, which was questioned
by Strzygowski, is supported, in the light of new evidence, by the trans-
lator, Sirarpie Der Nersessian.®® Indeed the historical facts and the names
of the heretical leaders given by Vrt‘anés are corroborated by another
source also dating from the seventh century.

A Letter of another important ecclesiastical figure, John Mayragomeci,
Vrt‘ands' close successor in point of time, has been preserved in the
tenth-century History of the Alovanians of Moses Kalankatwagi.®® John
Mayragomeci, who also played an important role in the Armeno-
Georgian relations of the seventh century, was a fervent supporter of the
Armenian Apostolic Church. He carried on a famous feud with the
contemporary kat‘otikos, Ezr (630-641), who had accepted the Ekthesis
of the Emperor Heraclius and had become reconciled with the Greek
Church. Consequently, John has been accused of heresy by a number of
Armenian writers,™ and he himself considers the Greeks as the source of

3 Vrt'anés Kert‘ol, “Traité contre les iconoclastes”, in S. Der Nersessian, “Apologie”,
58-69,

3 Der Nersessian, “Apologie™, 75 ff,, also 69, 73, 79, 85. J. Strzygowski, “Das
Etschmiadzin Evangeliar”, Byzantinische Denkmiler, 1 (Vienna, 1891), 78-79. There
is a possibility that this treatise is not by Vrt‘anés Kert'ol, though Akinian and Tourian
did not doubt its authenticity, as 5. Der Nersessian points out, but there is no doubt
whatsoever that it is a text of the seventh century.

% Moses of Kalankatuk (Movsés Kalankatwaci or Dasxuranci), History of the
Alovanians, trans. K. P. Patkanian (St. Petersburg, 1861), 214-215; S. Der Nersessian,
“Apologie™, 72, The date of the Lefter i1s somewhat problematic.

¥ John VI the Historian, History (Jerusalem, 1867), trans, J. Saint-Martin, Hisroire
d’ Arménie par le patriarche Jean VI dit Jean Catholicos (Paris, 1841).

Asolik (Stephen of Taron), Histoire Universelle, trans. E. Dulaurier (Paris, 1883),
120; Samuel of Ani, Collection from the Writings of Historians, ed. A. Ter Mik%elian
(Valariapat, 1893), 60; Kirakos of Ganjak, Universal History (Venice, 1865). The
suggestion that John had heretical inclinations is usually rejected with indignation by
Armenian authors, but it is admitted in the case of his disciple Sargis, see Ter Mkrt-
tschian, Die Paulikianer, 67 ff., and Grousset, Fistoire de ' Arménie, 283-285, et al.
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all evils to whom the origin of every heresy must be attributed. The
Letter preserved by Moses Kalankatwaci must, therefore, be used with
some caution. However, the historical information contained in it
appears generally reliable and in agreement with the information given
by Vrt‘anés and other sources. ™

The relation of the Paulicians with the northern region of Alovania,
noted by Vrt‘anés Krt‘ol and John Mayragomeci, is supported by a
curious document preserved in the twelfth-century History of Samuel of
Ani: “The Canons and Constitution of the Council of the Alovanians
which occurred in the time of Elia Katolikos (703-717) who was the
thirty-first see holder after St. Gregory”.% Bart‘ikyan considers this to be
the first extant reference to the Paulicians. It has never been translated,
to my knowledge:

In his [Elia’s] time Michael the priest was appointed patriarch of the Atovanians
and he spoke with his bishops who were John, bishop of Kapalak, Sahak, bishop
of Amaras, etc. ... and Joachim, bishop of Gardman, concerning the good order
of the land and the Orthodox faith.

Thus, 1, Siroy Apihi, patrician, lord of Gardman and prince of the Alovanians,
Varaz-Grigor, patrician, sparapet of the Alovanians, etc. ... In the eighty-
eighth year of the Armenians thus we laid down: 1f you undertake [anything]
for the heresy of the Chalcedonians or of Mayragomegi or for the payli keank®
[ugeurgy fr §Efiuy, sic),*® or confused [mixed?] marriage; if any [of this] should
happen, no one may go at your order, and if any one goes let him be condemned
by God, and you shall be [able] to judge a prince according to your will and no

3 Der Mersessian, “Apologie™, 71, 85, and 85, n. 131.

3 “Yuwinip b pwlfobogpocf ik dogedel Ugacwbpg, np bgbe p dwdwiuwle Byfagp 2wyng
fufagphaufe, ap bp L. wPonalep b eppagh Sphgopt " “Matenadaran #2966, fol. 120
r-v, and #3062, fols, 251-252, in Bart‘ikyan “Sources”, 96:

b Judwbalfl pppod fwpgbgod f ,pwfuﬂu;wq‘-wnp.hs u:luwﬁlﬂg U'l‘-gmﬂl g-{aﬁuf
froubyui wileawhgoph fpofp. app L. Bafluibte Yuywqwlae Eyfobayon, Dwlol Udwpuun
baphoulymgon, - @oifulbd q-.,a.?ﬁ.ﬁnj A’q{m#mfmr, furqusga lmn.nli{(u’lqmlﬂﬁm.ﬂr wrp fuoiepfror 3
nu:l:wfurmuphlﬂ Clnu"m_'w:

Upy Lo Clpny Unplp-qumphy Suppinbsy otp b Ugnabpy fofumb: dupoq-3ppgap
q.m.n,ﬂf uqnlmﬁlﬁg u*n‘nuqﬁw_ ﬂf pmu;«ufmlFﬁuﬂl Zﬁj.ﬂg wjuqfn &nﬁnffﬁyn‘g. Ff J#Pdl‘lli
poup dbnfiwplhbp puqugu pughbpebelwd wqubgnyb, b jwd Vapugndbgoyl, 5t duel gy b
fbbwg, & PF Jwul fownb wdnobo@bwb, b P gfly & figt ny np hopt bpabby pun dbp {pudwbf,
bk b} np bywit jUvomdny quowqapsboy bgpgh, & grp fofumis | ffip pum hwsuy dbpoy
qutl‘[ ' ap Ih,‘u-ﬁ-g Jnnﬁrﬁ ﬁa}uwﬁnlpﬁaﬁ agﬁﬁ'l_. b !’a ql-jlfuﬁ.lm. qap *.‘F#’I‘E {wwwamnck
foggnep:

be flipkgl qafpu bu Gfyey Nywlf quaphy Fupglabfy nip & Ugrsbfy fofob Qalipkpd

-§§5M15 wrguretap™,
38 Bartikyan, “Sources”, 96, n. 2, notes that the word is divided in both MSS. He
further observes that this word appears in the form “ywy f fbwbp” in a MS of the
Canons of the Council of Dvin of 719, Marenadaran #7935, fol. 129r. The Venice
edition of these canons, however, writes the word as one; for a discussion of this
form see John of Qjun, Opera (Venice, 1834), p. 74, and my Chapter V.
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one of the princes have the power to help [him?). And that which we instituted
in this contract let us firmly maintain.

I sealed the books, 1, Siroy Apahi, patrician, lord of Gardman and prince of
Atovania, together with all free men [wqum p),

Bart‘ikyan observes that the date of this document presents a problem,
that the “eighty-eighth year of the Armenian era”, i.e., A.D. 639, cannot
coincide with the period of the Kat‘olikoi Elia I of Armenia (703-717)
and Michael of Atovania (702-737). He therefore rejects the earlier date
as an error and assigns the text to the beginning of the eighth century.?”
Two serious difficulties arise if’ we are to accept Bart‘ikyan’s conclusion.
One of these is chronological. Among the nobles listed in the text we
find the sparapet of Alovania, Varaz-Grigor. The historian, Moses
Kalankatwaci, mentions a Varaz-Grigor, grandson of the Lord of Gard-
man, baptized ca. 627, among the princes of Alovania. The name does
not occur again in the Alovanian ruling house.*® This evidence coincides
with the date 639 given by the text but cannot be reconciled with the
period of the title and introduction. The other difficulty lies in the text
itself. The first part of this speaks of the cighth-century Patriarch, Mi-
chael, and his bishops meeting to discuss problems of Orthodoxy. The
second part begins abruptly and has no mention of any ecclesiastical
figure. It is very curious that the Patriarch, if he were present, did not
sign the acts of the council. What we seem to have are two documents
rather than one, the title and résumé of a council held by the Kat‘ohkos
Michael of Alovania in the eighth century and, added to this, a completely
different compact entered into by the Atovanian nobility under the leader-
ship of their prince who was also Lord of Gardman. The early date of
the second part is supported by the information given in the seventh
century by John Mayragomeci: that the Lord of Gardman of his time
had pursued Iconoclastic heretics and surrendered them to the Armenians
for punishment.?® Hence, whatever may have been the subject discussed

3" Bart'ikyan, “Sources”, 96. Since the text has been preserved in two MSS., it is
curious that the same error should occur in both.

% See M. Brosset, Histoire de la Siounie, 1, 96, n. 2, and 11, 137, n. 2; also Grousset,
Histoire d' Arménie, 647 table 5.

3% John Mayragomesgi, Letter, 216. 5. Der Nersessian, “Apologie”, 73, dates the
deportation of Iconoclastic heretics ca. 633, so that it would already have taken place
at the time of the meeting of 639. One more difficulty remains. John Mayragome¢i
himself took refuge with the Lord of Gardman in 633, ibid., 73, and yet the text
of 639 condems those who follow the heresy of John, The only explanation which
may be hazarded at present is that the Lord of Gardman had changed his opinion.
We know that he was a recent convert. I[ndeed, the provision threatening that the
neobles may take the law into their own hands against a heretical prince whom no-cone
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by Michael and his bishops, the mention of Pailikeank® in our document
would seem to date from the beginning of the seventh rather than from
the cighth century.

The next reference to the Paulicians by name occurs in the first part of
the eighth century. About 719 the Kat‘olikos John of Ojun summoned a
council at Dvin to deal specifically with the problem of heresy. The
thirty-second canon of this synod is directed against the Paulicians.®
One chapter of John's Oratio Synodalis also originally dealt with the
Paulicians, but this portion of the work has been lost. Still another work
of John of Ojun, his Sermon against the Paulicians, has been preserved.*!
Runciman believes that John of Ojun was hopelessly confused on many
occasions and consequently knew not whereof he spoke,*® but an exam-
ination of John’s career and reputation does not support this assertion.

A few years after the Council of Dvin, John called a second council at
Manazkert to effect the reunion of the Armenian and Syrian Churches
which had separated as the result of the influence in Armenia of a sect
known as the Phantasiasts.*® These heretics, who were considered to be
the followers of Julian of Halicarnassus, denied the corruptibility of the
body of Christ. Their influence in Armenia was great in the early eighth
century and alarmed the Syrian prelates, but a doctrinal reconciliation
between the Churches was elaborated at Manazkert in 725-726, and the
doctrine of the Phantasiasts was rejected in Armenia. We see from his

may help, suggests that the Orthodoxy of some of the members was not above
suspicion.

Concerning the linking together of the two texts, it must be remembered that the
MSS. we have are not independent documents but quotations of the texts, in a late and
notoriously inaccurate chronicle (see my Appendix I1). In view of the fact that the
first half of the text deals with the Patriarch of Alovania and the Bishop of Gardman,
and the second with the Lords of Alovania and Gardman, we may have a careless and
inexpert compilation of documents dealing with the two regions, or else a later eccle-
siastical confirmation of what had originally been a purely secular covenant.

o John of Ojun (Yovhannés Qjnegi), "Canons”, Opera (Venice, 1834), 74-77. Some
of the other canons of the Council of Dvin are also pertinent to this study and will he
discussed subsequently, It must be noted that the heretics condemned in the thirty-
second Canon of Dvin are occasionally called Payl-i-keank® (see n. 36), but John of
QOjun’s other work, “Contra Paulicianos”, ibid., 78-107, is clearly addressed to
Paulicians. The date of the Council of Dvin is not absolutely certain, M, Ormanian,
Azgapaturm (Constantinople, 1912), I, 892, was of the opinjon that it took place in
720 after the kat*olikos had returned from Damascus.

4 John of Qjun, Contra Paulicianos, 78-107.

4  Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 33, 47.

4 ], B. Chabot, trans., Chronique de Michel le Syrien patriarche jacobite d’ Antioche
{1166-1199), (Paris, 1900-1905), 1I, 3, 498-500. Ter Minassianz, Die armenische
Kirehe, 53-55, 70-91.
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activity that John of Ojun gave particular attention to questions of
dogma and heresy. He wrote treatises against heresies other than the
Paulicians and was the first compiler of the corpus juris of the Armenian
Church. Commonly known as Imastaser (the philosopher), John is
honored as one of the greatest Armenian theologians.** The historical
information given by John in his Sermon against the Paulicians is sup-
ported in detail by the evidence of the Oath of the Council of Dvin and a
number of Armenian and Alovanian sources.®® It does not seem likely,
therefore, that John, by all accounts a great churchman and scholar,
should have been totally baffled and uninformed on the subject of con-
temporary heretics. He is not always guiltless of repeating old wives’
tales of the sectarians’ practices, though even here some of his informa-
tion may be more accurate than has been generally credited,*® but his
works must be considered on the whole to be reliable and informative
sources, as was recognized by the later Armenian writers who invariably
cited them as authorities on the Paulicians.

With the exception of the Catalogues of Heretics which will be dis-
cussed later, John of Ojun’s is the last Armenian work to speak specifi-
cally of the Paulicians. Thereafter the heretics are commonly known as
T‘ondrakegi or T*onrakeci, from the center of that name.*” The identity

#  John of Ojun, “Contra Phantasiasticos”, Opera (Venice, 1834), 109-179. “De
Officiis Ecclesiae Christi”, ibid., 180-223. On John of Ojun see John the Historian,
Histoire, 89, and L. Petit, “Arménie”, DTC, 1(1909), 1929, “Jean Otnetzi est le premier
compilateur du corpus juris de I'Eglise arménienne; tous les canons des péres et des
conciles antéricurs au VIIIe siécle furent réunis par Iui ¢n un seul volume”.

#  John of Qjun’s account of the development of Paulicianism and its relation to
the heretics of Alovania, Contra Paulicianos, 88/9, is supported throughout by other
sources: “Qath of Union™, BL, 73; John Gabelean, Alovanians, 81-84, particularly 83;
Vrt'angs K'ert'ol, Trearise, 67-68; Moses of Katankatuk, History, 97; etc. See my
Chapter I111.

4 Ter Mkritschian, Die Paulikianer, 61. The story of the admixture of a murdered
infant’s blood in the Host, John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 86/7, is one of the oldest
and most popular canards. However, it is quite possible that some of the Paulicians had
adopted certain other practices mentioned by John, such as exposure of the dead on
roof tops and reverence of the sun and moon, from the Persians or from another
Armenian sect, the Arewordik® or Sons of the Sun, with whom the Paulicians were
occasionally confused; see Daniel de Thaurizio, Responsio, 643, and Mas‘di, Le Livre
de I’avertissement et de la révision, trans. Carra de Vaux (Paris, 1896), 208. The
Arewordik*® should not be confused with the Paulicians, as was noted by Ter Mkrt-
tschian, Die Paulikianer, 103; they are specifically distinguished from the Paulicians.
The two sects may, however, have been in close relation with each other, since the
Paulicians were favoured by the Persian authorities (see my Chapter V).

¥ KT-I, lix-1x; Aristakés of Lastivert, Hisrory, 111; Gregory Magistros, *Letter to
the Teulaili*, Lerrers, ed. Kostanianz (Alexandropol, 1910), 164 (hereafter, T wlaili).
The comment by Gregory Magistros that T*ondrak was made to be burned, “the fire
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of the two heresies, however, is evident not only from the similarity of
their doctrines,** as will be shown subsequently, but also from the specific
identification of the T ondrakeci as Paulicians made in the eleventh
century by Gregory Magistros in a Letter to the Syrian Kat*olikos,1?

From the ninth century, which is generally considered to be the period
in which the sect of the T‘ondrakeci was developing in Armenia, we
unfortunately possess no sources except for the heretical treatise known
as the Key of Truth, if this work was composed in this period.® By the
end of the tenth century, however, the sect had become so powerful that
numerous Armenian ecclesiastics were accused of the heresy. Among
these may even have been St. Gregory of Narek, the author of a book of
devotions still in common use, and his uncle, the Abbot Ananias of Narek.
Both men wrote doctrinal admonitions to known heretics, Ananias’
Treatise against the T ondrakegi became the standard manual for all
subsequent writers on the subject, but it is probably no longer in exist-
ence. >t

The Letter written by St. Gregory of Marek to the heretical abbot of the
monastery of K&aw, which we find preserved in the Book of Letters,
contains a great deal of useful information concerning the doctrines and
practices of the T‘ondrakeci, mingled with the customary invectives and
perorations.®® In addition to this work, Gregory included in his book of
devotions a curious chapter describing the church entitled Discourse Con-

altar of T*ondrak”, in the “Letter to the Syrian Kat'olikos", ibid., 158, (hereafter, Syrian
Kat“olikos) would suit a volcanic region such as Apahunik®, the mountain range of the
Aladag, in which T*ondrak was situated.

#  See my Chapter IV.

% Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kar'olikos, 161.

82 See n. 102,

8t A presumed work of Ananias of Narek, Hfp Nevenjwbnf@bwi,, ed. Miaban
(ValarSapat, 1892) has been preserved; see also A. C. Anasian, Armenian Bibliagraphy
of the V-WIII Centuries (Erivan, 1959), I, 730. However, Ter Mkrttschian, Die
Paulikianer, 83-84, 99, and Conybeare, KT-1, Ixii and KT, appendix i, 126, n. 4, as well
as K. Iuzbashian, “The T‘ondrakian Movement™, 36, n. 5, and Thorossian, Littérature
arménienne, 115-116, do not consider this to be Ananias’ famous treatise against the
Paulicians written at the order of the Kat‘oclikos Ananias Mokagi and mentioned by
Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat“elikes, 153.

8 Gregory of Narek, “‘Letter of the Blessed Doctor Grigor Narekaci which he Wrote
to the Magnificent and Admirable Congregation of K&aw Concerning the Refutation
of the Accursed Trondrakeci”, BL, XCII, 498-502. Translation in KT, appendix [,
125-130. See Thorossian, Litrérarure arménienne, 118; Abegian, Armenian Literature,
449-450; and Peeters, “Saint¢ Sousanik™, 251-252. We have already seen that
Gregory's father, Xosrov Anjevaci, was also concerned with the problem of heresy;
see n. 15.
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cerning the Church against the Manichaeans who are Paulicians.® The
chapter itself is purely descriptive and as such uninformative, but the
identification of the Paulicians with the Manichaeans, which we have
already met in Byzantine sources such as Peter of Sicily, is curious. In
the Leiter to the Abbot of K¢aw this identification is not maintained except
for a passing remark concerning the sectarians: “What gifts of election
have they seen in the abominable Kumbrikios [Mani]”.*! Other heretics
such as Simon Magus and Nestorius are also mentioned in the Lerrer as
the forerunners of the Tondrakeci, so that no particular identification
with Mani seems intended at this point. Furthermore, the doctrine
described in the Letter has, as we shall see, very little which is consonant
with any form of Manichaeanism.*

The spread of the T*ondrakeci was not halted by the efforts of the two
Marekaci. In the eleventh century, Aristakés of Lastivert devoted two
chapters of his History to the manifestations of the heresy of the Ton-
drakeci, thus providing us, in the opinion of Conybeare, with what may
be eyewitness accounts.*® Unfortunately, on the subject of the heretical
doctrine, Aristak€s, a watchful prelate, announces:

But for their filthy observances, we deem it indecent to commit them to writing,
for they are too loathsome; and since it is not everyone who is proof against
what he hears, a recital of many sins might draw listeners into lust, or even lead
them to commit such things themselves. For this reason we have avoided them.%?

Far more valuable is the testimony of a contemporary of Aristakes. In
the middle of the eleventh century, an Armenian nobleman, Gregory,
was appointed Dux of Mesopotamia with the title of Magistros, by the
emperor Constantine IX Monomachus (1042-1055) in recompense for
what amounted to the betrayal of the last Armenian king of the Bagratid
dynasty, Gagik II, and the surrender to the Byzantines of several Arme-
nian fortresses of which he was the guardian. In this period Mesopo-

8 Gregory of Narek, “Discourse Concerning the Church Against the Manichaeans
who are Policians [sic]”, Book of Lameniations (Venice, 1926), 477-492. luzbashian,
“The Trondrakian Movement™, 34, notes that in certain MSS, e.g., Marenadaran
#1568, fol. 256v, the name T*ondrake¢i is substituted for Paulicians in the title of
the work,

M Gregory of Narek, Letter, 500, “Upqg qf°h; qupgbio pbgpmPlob mbobey [ gupily b0
bﬂdf"fl*ﬂﬂ".

%  See my Chapter 1V.

*%  Aristakés of Lastivert, History (Venice, 1901), xxii, xxiii, 111-125. Translation in
KT, appendix ii, 131-140. See Thorossian, Littérature arménienne, 127-129,

5 Aristakés of Lastivert, History, xuviii, 125, “Payy ghngw ddgi} qgopdh abgooyed
{whapbgup phy gpoy wphwbby, pubgh hoph agebgh {. b gp ng wibbogh op qhgwhegd § jubifogp
FH{I‘-’ .IH}IHSE' Iﬁ;}uuu#' ,‘l .u'uuguuﬂm ai’f iuumll.ﬁ. k f: #Bﬁ.‘lﬂtﬁ qnﬂbﬁ;ﬂ .'nrir .ﬂl. }"Il'll'ﬁ
wpanphly b bu funpe buane pogbdwb(™.
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tamia included the southern Armenian districts of Vaspurakan and Taron,
and Gregory Magistros, as he is usually known, carried on an active
persecution of the T*ondrakeci within his provinces.® His Lerrers, among
them one to the heretics themselves and another to the Kat‘olikos of
Syria to whom they had appealed for help, have been preserved.’® With
Gregory Magistros we have again a first-hand informant who claims that
his knowledge was derived from the confession of two recanting heretical
priests who had acquainted him with the writings of one of their here-
siarchs, Hesu.% Consequently, Gregory's Letters are of the greatest value
for the study of Paulicianism in this period.

In connection with the Armenian sources concerned with the Ton-
drakeci as opposed to the earlier texts dealing with Paulicians, it is in-
teresting to note in the later period the appearance of the accusation of
Manichaeanism found also in the Byzantine sources. Only late Armenian
sources make this charge and even then not uniformly.** No suggestion
of Manichaean identification is found in the accounts of Aristakés of
Lastivert, but the accusation is made by Gregory of Narek as well as
Gregory Magistros. In both these cases, however, an explanation of the
charge may be suggested.

Throughout the tenth century the Monastery of Narek, the home of
Ananias and his nephew, St. Gregory, was a center of philhellenic and
pro-Byzantine activities. The advance of the Emperor Basil II into north-
western Armenia in the year 1000 to gain the disputed heritage of the
Curopalate David of Tayk®, was celebrated by St. Gregory himself in
dithyrambic elegies which must have proved far from acceptable to Basil's

# ¥, Langlois, “*Mémoire sur la vie et les écrits du prince Grégoire Magistros”,
Journal Asiatique, 1, 6e série, 13 (1869), offprint, passim,

**  Gregory Magistros, T ulaili, 164-168, Syrian Kat‘olikos, translation in KT, 148-164,
appendix iii, 141-151. See Langlois, “Grégoire Magistros”, CHAMA, 1, 401-403, and
Conybeare, KT, 141.

&0 Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikos, 158, 161-162, “Pul bufvpwl guunufl yomn-
Gun wpnd fphwgapdnifhul bobl Eplow nduby p bngniig fhpywpobop pulubuyfy, furvenfw-
Séu[ .l-.ﬂﬁ-_;ﬁ q,fuplhp'blﬁ b qaup l'{[.’.ill’ 'lu'nﬁ.ﬂg. ell'ﬁ'!"l Loy !.l'ﬁ- danpr k -ﬂﬁuq..‘nla
i'l'lle qﬂ'ﬂ?ﬂl IIIIJINSJFTJE 5“’“. "F HJdIT {. qﬂna‘mgﬁﬁ JET.’“

¢ There is no mention of Manichaeanism in the “Oath™ of the Council of Dvin,
or for that matter in the official correspondence of the Book of Letters, except in the
formal listings of known heresies. Neither Vrt'anés K'ert'ol nor John Mayragomeci
raises the subject, though Vri‘anés, Treatise, 61, associates Iconoclasm and Manichaean-
ism. The single reference in John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 86(7, is not clear; it
may refer to the Arewordik® or to Persian practices in general rather than to the Pauli-
cians (see n. 46). The later writers who make the accusation in Armenia are Gregory
of Narek, Gregory Magistros, and Paul of Taron q.v. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer,
80, also noticed that the accusation of Manichaeanism appears late in Armenia.
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opponent, King Gagik 1 of Armenia.®® Gregory’s cultural and political
inclinations seem to have drawn him toward Byzantium. It is, therefore,
quite likely that Gregory, a renowned churchman, versed as he was in
Greek culture, was well acquainted with the great Byzantine ecclesiastical
writers such as St. John Damascene, the Patriarch Nicephorus, Theodore
of Studius, and Photius himself, and that he used the word Manichaean
in the same sense as it had been used by them, that is to say, as a synonym
for Iconoclast.®® The relevancy of Gregory's chapter, with its listing and
descriptions of all the features of the church building, becomes far more
intelligible if this section is intended as a refutation of Iconoclastic ideas
rather than of true Manichaean doctrine.

In the case of Gregory Magistros, the relation with Byzantium is even
clearer. Gregory had lived many years in Constantinople and was a
renowned Greek scholar who made numerous translations of Greek
classics into Armenian. He might well have been acquainted with the
Byzantine polemical writers on Paulicianism and, therefore, might occa-
sionally reflect the Byzantine point of view on the subject prevalent in
his peried.®* The punning explanation given by Gregory for the name of
each of the heretical centers, as for example T‘onrak (worthy of being
burned) and others,* may be only a stylistic mannerism, but it may also
have been suggested by the similar explanation for the name of the
original Paulician village of Episparis (from ’emoncipo— to sow with
seed) given by source P,% or by the pun on the name of the Koinochoritai
preserved by Peter of Sicily.®”

Gregory of Narek, "Bﬁzﬂl‘*fpﬂpnﬂ Uwinklifu r"r'ﬂl.Fi#l&", Book of Lamentations,
651-653; Peeters, “*Sainte Sousanik™, 251-253, and 253, n. 2.

¥ See my Chapter V.

“  Langlois, “Grégoire Magistros™, CHAMA, 1, 402-403; Conybeare, KT, 141.

**  Gregory Magistros, T ulaili, 164, Similar explanations are given for the names of
the other heretical centers: Tulay (fnywy) from T ulenel (Payadhbp), to weaken or
demoralize; Xnun (Mimb) from Xckel (fudféy), to obstruct; Xavarel (fuanmply), to
grow dark, or Xoramt'in (bapud@pi), to be in the dark. All these etymologies are
suggesied by Gregory himself.

% Petrus Higumenus, 1, 60, er al.

¢7  Spurce £ in Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXVI11, 1297/8B (see my Chapter I, n. 138).
Particularly interesting is a remark of Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikos, 162,
noted by both Ter Mkruischian, Die Paulikianer, and Iuzbashian, “Paulician Move-
ment”, 37-38. This refers to certain refugees: *. . phwlbuy p EpF f Ghuyubub”, Tuzbash-
ian translates " Gluyfwhp™ as “'the community of dogs”, rather than “*the dog monastery™,
and takes this to be a reference to “Kuvoyxdpioy, ... 1o0¢ xarowxolvrag Kivag thv
1ol Kuvdg xdpav”, Cf, Peter of Sicily, Historia, 1297/8B. Conybeare, KT, 148, n. 5,
doubts the relation, but it seems very clear. We have thus another indication that
Gregory Magistros was closely acquainted with the Byzantine sources. Gregory may
even have known source § directly, but it is more probable that he acquired his
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The acquaintance of Gregory Magistros with the Greek sources seems
even clearer in a passage from his Letrer to the Syrian Kat‘olikos:

To those who are more matured in wickedness, and are able to receive the
deadly poison, they preach a sort of utter despair and godlessness, such as we
find among the Epicureans. But others [are taught] after the manner of the
Manicheans, whom they anathematize at the same time as they pursue the same
practices. To others they make a show of teaching in conformity with the
Christian tradition, yet themselves make no confession at all except what is
repugnant to all Christian ordinances and beliefs.®®

The pretense of Orthodoxy and the rejection of Mani were noted by
source P and most particularly by Peter of Sicily.%* The accusation of
Epicureanism finds its counterpart exclusively in the Codex Scorialensis™
and is explicable only in terms of such dualistic doctrine as the one de-
scribed by source P, in which the Heavenly Father has no power in this
world, but only in the next.”? Furthermore, the mention of various heret-
ical groups betrays knowledge of a situation more characteristic of the
Empire, where the Greek sources indicate the presence of these various
heretical ramifications, than of Armenia.” A tripartite division within

knowledge at Constantinople from later compilers as was done by Euthymius Zigabenus
in much the same period.

8 Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikos, 158-159:“flpg b supl fwowpbjwgmiip Eb &
wdniflub pppm qbghloipbubigh. pul aduby biwbeBhwdp Fubfpbobugh, gape wipabh, pug
.’Eﬂ"r& g.n‘rféﬁﬁ. .hl.l'&‘ !llfl’:'l' .'iFF.& #ﬁﬂlﬂ&fﬂ#ﬂi ﬁt_ﬂ'ﬁp}.ﬁkﬂl}:ﬂ Fll.ﬂlll.yﬂﬁkﬁ wn b.ﬂ!'l! k *ﬁp&ﬂ&s
*  (On the claim of the Paulicians to be true Christians and their hypocrisy, see Petrus
Higumenus, 65, ef al.; on the Paulician anathematization of Mani, Petrus Siculus,
Historia, 1245/6B.

" Codex Scorialensis, 76, “xoei Ononintewg tff tdv "Emxovpeiov "ELLfvov xaxiot]
BOER abropdroe Aeyéviwv ouvestaval T mdv'. No other source mentions the
Epicureans, On the other hand, as we shall see, the Codex Scorialensis also seems to
have some knowledge of such Paulician doctrine as is found in the Key of Truth.
Might the Codex Scorialensis therefore be an elaboration of the Chronicle of George
the Monk made in the eastern provinces of the Empire, in the proximity of Armenia?
“ Petrus Higumenus, VI, 63, et al, “61t fipeic pév, paowy, Evepov Osdv Aéyouev
tndpey ov matépa tov Exovpdviov, 465 &v toltm wh woopom odk Exer fovaiav,
ail'év o péllovr”. The total impassibility of the Heavenly Father cannot be
maintained in the presence of a doctrine of redemption, but the Heavenly Father is
sufficiently far removed from the affairs of this world to permit his assimilation to the
Epicurean deity, especially in a polemical taxt.

" See my Chapter I. Also Photius, Sermo [, v, 89/90B, “Eita tof oxdtoug naliv,
£l xai pn mavreg abtdv Eviol 52 dpwg dvadivieg Aéyouo, 1ov ayabov Bedv Exsiv pév
i Eroupivia kai dnuiovpydv elvar 1ol obpavold kal yopnyov elvar tolg GvBpanoig
npaEemv, ... Tiveg 5& abrdv (rodvoxidig yap M mhavn) xai tov obpavov abrdv kal
T v péog ravee tetodpnkact iéyely moupata 1ol "ExBpov”. luzbashian, “The
T‘ondrakian Movement™, 37, is of the opinion that several groups were present in
Armenia as well.
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the heresy, such as the one indicated by Gregory Magistros, is specifically
mentioned by Theophylactus Lecapenus in his Letter to Tsar Peter of
Bulgaria.™ As a result, then, of a possible Byzantine influence on the
works of both Gregory of Narek and Gregory Magistros, these must be
vsed with some caution as they may occasionally reflect the situation
within the Empire rather than the one characteristic of Armenia.

From the twelfth century we possess the Letters of Paul of Taron and
the Kat‘otikos Nersés IV Snorhali (1166/7-1172/3).7 Nersés IV, although
he no longer lived in Greater Armenia but at Hromklay in Cilicia,? gives
us a good deal of information about the T‘ondrakeci in his Letters.
Furthermore, he wrote a Confession of Faith at the request of Alexis, the
son-in-law of the emperor, Manuel I Comnenus. This work is important
for the picture it gives of the later Armenian Church and, through its
anathemas, of the heresies of the period. Of equal interest for the differ-
entiation of the T*ondrakeci from the Armenian Manichaeans is a Letter
written by Nersés IV to the city of Samosata concerning the conversion of
heretics known as “Sons of the Sun™ (Arewordik®).”

The chronicler Matthew of Edessa (Matt‘eos Urhaeci), who likewise
belongs to this period, is not considered to be either accurate or well-
informed; he was a man of little culture. Nevertheless, he has preserved
for us in extenso a most valuable document—the Confession of Faith of
King Gagik II, who was murdered in the latter part of the eleventh cen-
tury.?? Matthew considered Gagik to be a great theologian, and indeed
the anathemas pronounced by the King are most informative for con-
temporary heretical doctrine. Dulaurier, the editor of the Chronicle of
Matthew, considers the Confession of Faith to be an authentic text,

" Theophylactus, Letrer, 362-363.

™ Paulof Taron, Lerrers (Constantinople, 1735), unobtainable, trans. in KT, appendix,
viil, 174-177. A particularly important characterization of the Paulicians by Paul of
Taron is found in one MS., Matenadaran #5787, fol. 294v, in loannisyan, “Smbat
Zarehavangi”, 15, n. 3.

Nersés Snorhali, Encyelical Letrers (Jerusalem, 1871), translated by Cappelletti,
Sancti Nersetis Clajensis Opera, 2 vols. (Venice, 1833). Nersés 1V is called Snorhali
{the graceful) in recognition of the inspiration and beauty of his religious poetry. He
is also called Clajensis because the seat of the Armenian kat‘clikosate during his period
of tenure was at Hromklay (Qalat-ar-Riim) on the Euphrates; see next note. He will
be refered to in this study as Nersés Snorhali.

7% The seat of the Armenian kat‘olikosate was shifted to Hromklay soon after 1147
but the sources disagree on the precise date.

" Nersés Snorhali, Lefters, 120-130.

**  Matthew of Edessa (Matt‘eos Urhaegi), History (Jerusalem, 1869), 195-214,
transl. and ed. E. Dulaurier, La Chronigue de Martthieu 4° Edesse (Paris, 1858), 135-150.
See Dulaurier, “Preface™, xiv-xv, xviii.
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a conclusion which there seems to be no reason for questioning,?®

In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, chronographers such as Samuel
of Ani, Kirakos of Ganjak, and Mxit‘ar of Ayrivank® are of some interest
insofar as they embody earlier lost sources, but generally speaking they
are too remote from the period which they describe and too inaccurate in
their chronology to be considered reliable.” The thirteenth-century
History of Siunik* by Stephen Orbelean is, however, of considerable value
not only because it has preserved the Letter of the Kat‘olikos John 11
confirming the calling of the Council of Dvin in 555, but also for the
additional light which it casts on the Orthodoxy of the Bagratid house in
the period of the appearance of the T ondrakeci.?°

Finally, among the manuscripts of the Matenadaran at Erevan are
to be found Catalogues of Heresies which have references to the Pauli-
cians.® Bart‘ikyan has shown that most of these collections are transla-
tions of the Compendium of Heresies of St. John Damascene and have
nothing to do with the Paulicians.®® Two manuscripts, however, #687
and #3681/, reproduce the same list which, in addition to the part taken
from St. John Damascene, has a section containing a very curious and
garbled legend as to the origin of the Paulicians. This account is not found
in any other source. The date of this list cannot be fixed with any degree
of precision (#3681 was copied in A.D. 1315 and #687 in 1621),% but

78 Dulaurier, “Preface™, xvii.

" Samuel of Ani, Collection. Kirakos of Ganjak, Universal History., Mxit'ar of
Ayrivank®, Histoire chronologique, trans. M. Brosset (St. Petersburg, 1869). See my
Appendix [l for the inaccuracy of Samuel of Ani. Kirakos not only considered
Kat‘olikos Moses II to be the successor of John III of Bagaran rather than John's
contemporary and opponent, but he also placed the death of Manaérhi-Grigor in the
pontificate of Moses, giving the date as A.D. 551. Moses II, however, ruled the
Armenian Church from 574 to 604, and the evidence of the “Oath™ makes it clear that
Manaérhi had died long before the Council of Dvin of 555. See P. J. Alexander, “An
Ascetic Sect of Iconoclasts in Seventh Century Armenia®, Lare Classical and Medieval
Studies in Honor of Albert Mathias Friend Jr. (Princeton, 1955), 153, 153-157.

#0  Stephen Orbelean, History of the Province of Siunik* (Paris, 1859), 2 vols.

. Matenadaran #687,1217, 1425, 1495, 1850, 2005, 2019, 2245, 2252, 3488, and 3681 as
referred to in Melik-Bashian, Paulician Movement, 18-19; and particularly Bart‘ikyan,
“Sources™ 92 fIl. Part of MS. #0687 was published by Miaban under the name,
“The Book of Heretics”, Ararar (1892). Most of the MSS. are late copies of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, with the exception of # 3687, for which see n. 84,
Because of the impossibility of studying the MSS. directly, all conclusions about them
must be considered provisional.

8 Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 92, considers that # 1495, which is a dictionary rather than
a catalogue, is of interest only to philologists and not to historians. As for # /217,
1850, 2019, 2245, 2252, and 3488, they are translations of the Iepi alpéoewv of
St. John of Damascus.

2 Matenadaran #687 and #3681, heresies # 153 and #154, Miaban, “The Book of
Heretics”, Araraf (1892), 113. See H. Bart‘ikyan, “The Legend of the Paulician Origin
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the obviously legendary setting of the account in which an anonymous
*“king of Greece” is linked with St. Ephrem, and the changing background
and names of the protagonists suggest a late period in which the Pauli-
cians were a confused memory rather than a present reality, %

in a Bulgarian Manuscript”, JANA (1957, #1), 92, and “Sources”, 93, for the dates
of the MSS. Bart'ikyan, “Sources”, 93-95, notes that the MSS. are almost identical.
Miaban used #687, as does Bart'ikyan, because of the poor state of preservation of
the earlier #3687, but he notes the variants throughout.

The parallel between the Armenian catalogue and the Compendium of St. John
Damascene is clearly established by Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 94, and had already been
observed by Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 36-37. Bart‘ikyan notes correctly that
heresy #62, listed as “Tegpwinup™ in the Armenian MSS., corresponds to #65,
“IMavdaviotui”, in the Compendium of St. John, and as such ostensibly deals with
Paulianists and not Paulicians. Indeed, even the list of the Compendium in this section
is taken from the earlier treatise of Epiphanius and is not the original work of 5t. John.
See F. Chase, trans., “St. John of Damascus™, The Fathers af the Church, XXXVIIL
{New York, 1958), “Introduction”, xxxi. Therefore Bart'ikyan rejects Melik-Bashian’s
use of heresy #62 in reference to the Paulicians; see Melik-Bashian, Paulician Move-
ment, 244, 251. There are, however, additions in the Armenian version not to be found
in heresy #65 of the Compendium (PG, XCIV, 716/T). Bart‘ikyan admits these to be
non-Greek because of their anti-Chalcedonian tone, “Sources”, 94. While it is im-
possible to come to a conclusion in the absense of the MSS. themselves, the rejection
of special prayers for the dead and of the intercession of the saints, which are not
part of the Paulianist tradition insofar as we know it, are quite suited to the doctrine
of the Paulicians. See my Chapter IV, n, 74.

Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 36-37, observed very interestingly that heresies
#1353 and 2154 of the Armenian list replace # 101, the “Xpiotiavokatiiyopor™, and
#102 the *"Arooyiorm™, of 5t. John Damascenes, “Compendium™, 773/4 and
T75/6-7T7/8. For the discussion of this point see my Chapter IV, n. 139. Bart‘ikyan,
“'Sources”, 95, is of the opinion that heresy # 154 is a continuation of # 153 and that
we have one heresy rather than two; see my Chapter 111
#  See my Chapter 1IT and Appendix 111 for the text and discussion of this legend.
The story shifts from Greece (i.c., the Byzantine Empire) to the Caucasus and Armenia,
The woman responsible for the heresy is said to come from the Turks {or the Arabs).
Her name changes from Maré to Set‘i.

Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 95, n. 9, notes that the “Turkish” origin of the woman is not
necessarily an indication of date. He suggests that “Turkish™ is a late version for
“Arabic” since the earlier M'S. #3687 has “wwépl”. However, the vague story of the
blood sacrifice in # 153 and the Manichacan suggestion in # 154 that “Christ is the
Sun”, which are not found in the other Armenian sources, suggest a poor knowledge
of Paulicianism on the part of the compiler of the catalogue. The slaughter of children
may be part of the tale reported by Daniel de Thaurizio, who is a contemporary of
MS. #3681 (see n. 95). The identification of Christ with the Sun may be part of the
Persian customs noted by John of Ojun or of the accusation of Manicha¢anism which
appears in the later Armenian sources,

See 1. Markwart, Siidarmenien und die Tigrisquellen (Vienna, 1930), 270-284,
particularly 279-280 and 280, n. 1; also Erdniahr nach dem Geographie des Ps. Moses
Xarenac'i (Berlin, 1901), 141-142, 161. Markwart, Siidarmenien, 274-279, notes that
by the ninth or tenth centuries the position and nature of the River Sit'it'ma was no
longer known to Arab historians, who speak of it as a mountain of shifting or even
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All of the sources considered so far have been the work of members of
the Armenian Apostolic Church. One more group of polemical sources,
however, exists. The creation of the Kingdom of Cilicia in the twelfth
century brought the Armenians into close contact with the crusading
states of the Holy Land and particularly the principality of Antioch. As
a result, extensive efforts were made to heal the dogmatic breach which
had followed the Council of Chalcedon and to bring the Armenian
Apostolic Church back into communion with Rome or Constantinople.??
The attempts at union were surrounded by an extensive polemical liter-
ature, as part of the Armenian clergy, supported by the ruling house,
favored a compromise, while the rest held to its intransigent dogmatic
isolation.

From this period we possess a curious work purporting to be an attack
on the Armenian Apostolic Church by an unknown partisan of the union,
who is called Isaac Kat‘olikos.* Some of the accusations which Isaac

legendary location. As we shall see, the River Sitfittma may be the origin of the
woman Set‘i in our legend (see my Chapter 11I). Such confusion would once again
argue for a late date for the legend and a composition far from the Armenian locale
of the Sit‘it'ma or Batmansuyu, one of the northern tributaries of the Tigris.

8 J. de Morgan, Histaire du peuple arménien (Paris, 1919), 161 f., M. Ormanian,
The Church of Armenia, trans. G. M. Gregory (London, n.d.), 65-70, e/ al.

#¢ Jsaac Kat'olikes, “S.P.N. Isaaci Magnae Armeniae catholici, Oratio invectiva
adversus Armenios”, Codex Parisinus Graecus # 900, 1, fols. 152b-173b; 11, 173b-180a,
published in PG, CXXXII (1864), 1155/6-1217/8, 1217/8-1237/8. The version in KT,
appendix vii, 171-173, is taken from Combefisius and does not always agree with that
of Migne, which I shall cite.

Mo kat'olikos named Isaac (Sahak) can be found in the Armenian ecclesiastical lists
anywhere near the twelfth century. The name of Isaac does not occur between Sahak
111 (677-703) and Sahak 1V (1624-1626)! See de Morgan, Histoire, 364-365. Never-
theless the Orations attributed to the “Kat‘olikos” Isaac must belong to the twelfth
century, since we have a reference to “eight hundred years after the baptism of
Constantine”, PG, CXXXII, 120018,

The entire problem of “‘1saac Kat'olikos™ is a most complicated one, since he has
been credited with works of widely differing epochs. Furthermore Migne, following
earlier editions, reproduces one of “Isaac's’ works, the Narratio de rebus Armeniae,
in two separate volumes of his collection: PG, CXXVII, 885/6-900(1, and PG, CXXXII,
1237/8-1253/4. To add to the confusion, the second of these editions is credited to
Isaac, but the first is attributed to Philip the Solitary. The Narrario has now received
a thorough treatment from G. Garitte, La Narratio de rebus Armeniae (Louvain, 1952),
who demonstrates that it is neither by “Isaac” nor to be associated with the Orationes
invectivae, since it was composed ca. 700 and not in the twelfth century.

As far as the Orationes invectivae are concerned, Garitte, while refusing to come to
a final conclusion, is of the opinion that their authorship is doubtful, but that they
are undoubtedly works of the twelfth century, La Narratio, 396-398. For the sake of
convenience [ shall continue to list the Orationes invectivae as the work of [saac
Kat‘olikos, but he must not be confused with the Armenian patriarch of the fifth
century, whom I refer to as St. Sahak 1.



THE ARMENIAN SOURCES 105

makes against the Armenian Church are not consonant with what we
know of its practices in this period. Particularly in his eighth chapter,
Isaac accuses the Armenians of rejecting the canons, the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, the church buildings, religious vestments, and the giving of
the eucharist at baptism, all of which, contrary to his view, were and still
are fully acceptable to the Apostolic Church.?? Furthermore, he accuses
the Armenians of being [conoclasts, but in this very period the Kat*otikos
Nersés 1V Snorhali wrote specifically in his Confession of Faith:

It has been said in a letter concerning the images of the saints that the Armenians
reject them altogether ... so among some of the common people of our nation
there is an aversion to the holy images. These men are berated by us, especially
those who dare to blaspheme. For we ... accept and adore images of our
incarnate Savior, and we honor likewise the images of the saints ... we paint
them also in our churches and on the sacrificial vestments, and those who are
ignorant and foolish and do not accept them, we reprove and castigate.

and again: “And whoever does not honor the cross or blasphemes
against it, he believes that he dishonors and blasphemes against Christ
and not against the visible object™.%® This is almost a direct answer to
the charge made by Isaac. Hence it is unlikely that Isaac’s accusation is
really directed against the Armenian Apostolic Church proper. On the
other hand, many of the beliefs and practices attacked by Isaac closely
resemble what we know of Paulician beliefs and customs. The conclusion
of Conybeare that Isaac, at least in the eighth chapter of his work, was
concerned with Paulicians rather than Orthodox Armenians, and that
he was

... a renegade Armenian who had gone over to the Greeks, and who, in his
anxiety to blacken his countrymen, ascribes to the Armenian church not only

¥ Isaac Kat‘olikos, “Oratio 1", PG, CXXXII, viii, 1179/80B-1181/2: “"0 Xpiotos, &l
kai Drdp Audv totavphln, alia oraupdv mpookuvelobal ob BietdEaro, dg paprupel
16 Ebayyéhov obxolv und’ abroi otavpdv rposkuvitasay. "0 otavpds Edrou v
obkolv pAte ypuoobv, pRte dpyopolv, phte aldnpodv. §i yalxodv, fi Alvow
otaupdv wpookuveitwaav™; ibid,, xiv, 1223/4BC.

*  Nersés Snorhali, “Confession of Faith™, Letters, 98: “Ip ' ghpu wowgbay b Jwab
Uppng qumlibpug’ P ny plqmifl 2upp wibibbehi: be ap pagunoph § SpdwpmmPJubh’ pupmip
guguibdp:

b lofuawm @il whmf® npp3E9 Ephnig wqququ §. pegeud juphe wbpfubbey samwbeg,
npybo we miwbe ' ogle dognfpgg dbpng quuelbpug Uppeg quipbgmbbp@pul, np & p
69 qupadls wylaghubpis, ke byndu | fbpuy gibip' ap jwhgghhs (agluby. pubgh dkp'ap
quenw Pinpgulwbl adipdp .!-n-un,‘ﬂ-ﬁ. fﬂqmwmﬁg b E{"S‘P‘T’i"“‘f 1:&@.&,9} wivopfhn @ bwk
Pplapl Sbpoy. wyy b qudbbegl Uppng qualbpy pua pepwpwiphsp qupgh soanddp. gops b
ibibqbgfu dbp blupblp (bhwpugpfip?) k' qoowpegudwoancgp {obpbpdu, b qunetlusbay
plpbpuwbkip gy plynchoqub f dbpag qugbes L qufudwpub:”. See also [bid., 270-278:
“ho mp whagmnact gfegh fws Guglagh, qRpfumny Cosupbugh Goylagy ke whwpgby k ny qbpbukyp
Bpe 5" (273).
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the errors of Eutychius and Dioscorus, etc. ... but also the characteristic errors
of the Paulicians®®

scems, therefore, altogether acceptable. Thus we find in the work of the
mysterious Isaac additional evidence for the study of Armenian Pauli-
cianism.

The controversy within the Armenian Church initiated in the days of
the so-called Isaac the Kat'olikos persisted into the fourteenth century.
In this period, Nersés Balientes, ex-Bishop of Urmiah and Archbishop
of Manazkert, deposed from his see and living at Avignon, drew up a list
of Armenian errors which Pope Benedict X1I forwarded to the Armenian
Kat‘olikosate at Sis with a request for their refutation.®® Daniel de
Thaurizio [ Tabriz], professor of theology at the Cathedral of Sis and subse-
quently Archbishop of Bostra,” was sent back to the papal court at
Avignon in 1340-1341, bearing the required refutation which he had com-
posed”™ and which became the basis for the profession of faith of the
Armenian council subsequently held at Sis.*® Both in the refutation of
Daniel and to a lesser degree in the profession of faith of the Council of Sis
we find mention of heretical practices in Armenia. The presence of dissi-
dent Iconoclastic groups among the Armenians is acknowledged in the
terms used two centuries earlier by Nersas Snorhali.® Even more interest-

8 KT-I, Ixxvi, Ixxxi, n. 2. lsaac Kat‘olikos, Oratic 11, 1219/20, tells us that he was
born and educated among heretics, and only subsequently recanted.

#0 (. Kohler, “Introduction” to Daniel de Thaurizio, RHC-DA, 11, covili-cexviii,
and ccx, n. 5, and 559, n.a. Also RHC-DA, 1, 608, n. 1, and 701-702. The libellum
of Nersés of Urmiah was first published by O. Rainaldi, Annales ecclesiastici, XXV
{Lueca, 1750), for A.D. 1341, 261-279. See also E. Marténe and V. Durand, Veterum
scriptorum et monumentorum ... amplissima collectip, V11 (Paris, 1733), 310-413, and
Mansi, XXV, 1185-1270, which is taken from Marténe and Durand.

" Kohler, “Introduction™, ccxiii, ccxvi. Daniel was created Archbishop of Bostra
on July 26, 1343 by a bull of Pope Clement V1.

#*  Daniel de Thaurizio [Tabriz], “Responsio ... ad errores impositos Hermenis”,
Codex Parisinus Latinus #3368, fols. 1-48, fifteenth century, printed in RHC-DA, 1I,
559-650.

¥ Mansi, XXV, 1185-1270 etc. The date of the Council of Sis shifts from 1342, given
by Mansi, XXV, 1185/6, to 1345, See Kohler, “Introduction”, cexii-cexiii and cexvi.
*  Daniel de Thaurizio, Errores, article lxxvi, 616: Accusatio [Nersetis Balientis]:
“Apud Armenos Majoris Armenie non fit ymago crucifixi, nec alic ymagines tenentur
sanctorum™,

Respondeo [Daniel]: *Aliquando, inter aliquos Armenos ignorantes et Grecos, fuit
controversitas de ymaginibus, sed prelati non respuerunt ymagines, ¢t in ecclesiis suis
habentur depicte... Modo quare non tenent in Armenia Majori, causa est timor
Sarracenorum, qui multum perseculi sunt et persecuntur ymagines et tenentes eas, et
non causa odii ymaginum quod non tenent, quia etiam Latini in Jerusalem non tenent...
sed causa quod non habentur ymagines communiter in Majoris Armenia, est persecutio
Sarracenorum, qui dominantur Armenis, et valde persequuntur ymagines et habentes™.

Responsio [of the Council of Sis]: “Quamvis quandogque aligui ignorantes de Armenis
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ing is the recollection of the Tondrakeci in the work of Daniel. The de-
scription of the heretics may be vague and inaccurate, but some knowledge
of the sectarians was still preserved by the Armenian ecclesiastical author-
ities.

After the fourteenth century however, the Armenian sources cease to
speak of either Tondrakeci or Paulicians; their names are no longer to
be found in the texts which have survived, The Armenian ecclesiastical
authorities struggling to preserve the very existence of their Church in the

contrarii fuerint (imaginibus), sicut supra in Ixxiii articulo diximus, tamen a prelatis
dictae ecclesiae numquam sunt abjectae, sed potius habentur in multis ecclesiis
depictae™. See n. 88 for the statement of Nersés Snorhali.

*  Daniel de Thaurizio, Errores, article cx, 643: “Respondeo quod juxta Manasguerd
civitatem ... sunt bene quatuor velcirca ville; unaillarum vocatur Tondray et habitatores
dictarum villarum clarissime et manifestissime sunt heretici, et vocantur filii solis, et
locuntur in lingua armenica; non sunt christiani, nec sarraceni, nec judei, sed colunt
solem et semel in anno colliguntur in una domo obscura, in nocte, sine aliquo lumine, et
tune miscentur carnaliter ad invicem, confusibiliter, secondum casum et venturam, sive
sit mater, sive filia, sive aliena, et proles que generatur in nocte dicta confusionis audivi
utrum quando moriuntur, vel studiose occiduntur, comburuntur et de pulvere dictorum
corporum prolum combustorum ponunt pro re sacra in omnibus comestibilibus suis.
Armeni christiani in nullo participant cum eis, sed abhorrent eos sicut diabolos. Dicti
filii solis non cognoscuntur quando vadunt ad alias partes, nisi per certa signa que habent
infra se, ed ipsimet tantum sciunt et nullus alius™.

Responsio: “In terra nostra, per gratiam Dei, tales haeretici non inveniuntur, sicut
ipsi dicunt; tamen, si in Majori Armenia inveniantur, ignoramus; et talia alia non
audivimus, excepto de quibusdam haereticis qui sunt in Majori Armenia, in contrata
Manasguer, et vocantur filii solis, et quamvis ipsi habitent in Majori Armenia et
loguantur armenice, tamen Armeni non sunt; sed colunt solem, et sunt infideles
manifesti ¢t operantur multas alias turpitudines, quas per prolixitatem, transimus”.

We have already seen that the Arewordik’, or Sons of the Sun, are probably not the
Armenian Paulicians; but the evidence of Daniel de Thaurizio supports that of John
of Ojun and Mas'Gdl that the Paulicians in Armenia had acquired some Persian
customs and were in close contact with the Arewordik® (see n. 46). It is interesting that
neither Daniel nor the Council accuses the heretics of Manichaeanism,

The accusation of indiscriminate intercourse without regard to relationship, if not a

malevolent fiction, suggests that Daniel might have known source P, where the same
accusation is found; see Petrus Higumenus, xviii, 67; Paulician Formula, anathema VII,
453-454; Manichaean Formula, 1469/70; etc.
*  In the fourteenth century, Gregory of Tat"ew devoted one chapter of his “Book of
Questions™ to the Manichaeans, Gregory of Tat‘ew, “Against the Manichees™, trans.
T. Poladian, Review of Religion, 1X (1945), 242-253. This section, however, consists
of a formal refutation of the doctrine of the two principles which is the basic dogma
of true Manichaeans. There is not the slightest reference to Paulicians or T*ondrake¢i
in the text of the work, or to any doctrine or practice which can be attributed to
them in the light of the Armenian sources. Furthermore, even though the T*ondrakegi
are occasionally called Manichaeans by Armenian writers, as we have seen, the
doctrine of the two principles is not attributed to them. Therefore it seems likely that
the work of Gregory of Tat‘ew relates to the classic Manichaeans and is not relevant
to a study of medieval Paulicianism.
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face of Turkish persecution tell us nothing of heretical movements. How-
ever, ong very curious document attests the survival of the Paulician
heresy in Armenia as late as the nineteenth century. In the vears 1837-

1845 an investigation was carried out at the order of the Armenian Kat*-
olikosate at Ejmiacin. The cause for this inquiry was the appearance in
the village of Ark‘weli in Russian Armenia of a group of heretics who had
migrated from the Armenian provinces dominated by the Turks. These
sectarians were known as T‘ondrakegi, and their confessions to the
ecclesiastical authorities confirmed the evidence of the medieval sources
on the doctrine of the Paulicians.*” On the basis of this remarkable simi-
larity of doctrine, the confessions of the nineteenth-century heretics should
at least be considered as evidence, despite the lateness of the date.

The Scriptures used by the heretics of Ark‘weli provide us with the
most important single document which we possess for the study of the
Paulician heresy. The manuscript of this treatise, known as the Key of
Trurh, was seized by the Armenian ecclesiastical authorities and preserved
in the library of the Holy Synod at Ejmiacin.”® The work, which is purely
dogmatic in nature, contains some seventeen chapters of explanation and
admonition on the faith, stressing in particular the significance and the
importance of baptism. This section is followed by an account of the
ritual to be used for baptism and ordination, some additional chapters of
explanation of various minor points, and a catechism.®® The sole re-
maining copy of the text has not reached us in its entirety, as thirty-eight
pages have been torn from the codex.'® Furthermore, the existing manu-
script is not the original version of the treatise, but a copy made in the
province of Taron in 1782, though the surviving fragment of the colophon
indicates that the actual composition of the work was much earlier in
date.'® Despite the lateness of the surviving copy, Conybeare, the editor,
has accepted the Key of Truth as an authentic Paulician work originally
composed in the period between the seventh and the ninth centuries, or
in part even earlier.!®?

Two objections might be made to the acceptance of the Key of Truth
87 KT-1, xxiii-xxviii,

8 fhid., xxix.
# F. C, Conybeare ed. and trans., The Key of Truth. A Manual of the Paulician
Church in Armenia (Oxford, 1898).

% Folios 30r-53r, 56-59, 66-67, 74-77, 126-127, and the beginning of the colophon
are missing, K7, 18(85), 19(86), 23(90), 27(92), 53(114), 64(124). The pages in paren-
theses refer to the translation. For the circumstances under which the manuscript was
injured, see KT-1, xxiii-xxix.

0 KT, 64-65(124), KT-J, xxix.
18 KTLT wi, XXX-XXXi.
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as a work of the Armenian Paulicians in the Middle Ages, the lateness of
the date of the existing manuscript and the discrepancies found between
it and the Greek sources on the Paulicians. The evidence as to the date
of composition of the Key of Truth is unfortunately still inconclusive.
Conybeare’s demonstration that the language and style of the Key are
most closely related to those of Armenian authors of the ninth and tenth
centuries has been questioned by critics who do not, however, challenge
the authenticity and value of the work.!® It is rather on a theological
basis that the medieval origin of the Key can be established. We know
that the Key of Truth was an Armenian heretical text because the existing
copy was still being used at the time of its seizure by the Armenian
authorities, by a sectarian group professing, as we shall see, a faith com-
parable to that of the medieval Paulicians.!® Without going into a de-

s RTf, xxix-xxx, 187-190. The Key of Truth is written in the classical form of
Armenian (Grabar). Thorossian, Littérature arménienne, 192-193, considers the sixth
century as the line of demarcation between the use of Grabar and the vulgar tongue
which rapidly predominated so that Grabar was a dead language by the tenth century.
On this basis the Key should be assigned to a period no later than the tenth century,
However, Abegian, Armenian Lirerature, 499, remarks on the occasional archaising
use of Grabar as late as the nineteenth century. This is particularly true of ecclesiastical
writers. Conybeare, in a systematic analysis of the vocabulary of the Key, 187-190,
shows that the post-classical words present in the Key were current in the tenth
century with only one or two exceptions, and that the stylistic forms are common to
early authors such as the pseudo Zenob of Glak and particularly the temth-century
authority on the Paulicians, Gregory of Narek.,

The main opposition to the ninth-century date assigned to the Key of Truth by
Conybeare has come from F. Macler, “Review", Revue d'histoire des religions, XL1V,
22e année (1901), 456, “... je crois que M. Conybeare s'est un peu avancé en datant
La Clef de la Verité du [Xe siécle. L'imprécision méme du style porterait a faire
descendre beaucoup plus bas la date de rédaction de ce précieux document des
Pauliciens™. This opinion is also shared by A. Meillet, “Review”, Revue crifique
d"histoire et de lintérarure, 32¢ année, 2e sem. nouv. sér., XLVI, 38-39 (19-26 sept.,
1898), 169: M. Conybeare fait remonter la composition jusqu'au milien du IXe
siécle, Sans vouloir diminuer la trés haute importance de la publication, il sera permis
d’exprimer des doutes 4 ce sujet, .. . les probabilités sont pour une époque plus récente™.
On the other hand, the Armenian reviewer, A. Haigazian, American Journal of Theology,
11 (April, 1899), 383, does not ohject to Conybeare’s date. For a collection of the
reviews of the Key of Truth, see L. Mariés, “Frederick Comwallis Conybeare™, REA,
VI, 2 (1926), 247-251.

‘There is obviously no question that the extant MS. of the Key of Truth is a late copy.
The obvious possibility of alteration of vocabulary and style in the course of many
copyings makes the linguistic evidence inconclusive at best for an estimate of the date
of the original composition of the Key. For this date, the most satisfactory evidence
lies in the theological similarity between the doctrine of the Key and that discussed by
medieval sources. This similarity must be considered in some detail.
1M KT-f, xxv-xxvii. See my Chapter [V for a discussion of the similarity between the
doctrine of the nineteenth-century heretics who used the Key of Truth and that of the
Paulicians in the Middle Ages.
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tailed analysis at this point, suffice it to say that the Armenian polemical
sources which we possess on the Paulicians and the T*ondrakeci corrobo-
rate the main points of doctrine found in the Key, and even support it in
detail 105

Still more interesting perhaps is a comparison of the doctrine of the
Key with some of the parallel material in the Byzantine sources. It is
true that some of the dogma found in the Key seems to contradict the evi-
dence of the Greek texts as they have been interpreted hitherto.'® How-
ever, the discrepancies, if they exist, have blinded scholars to a number of
interesting similarities.*®” Most significant of these is the presence in the
Key of Truth of some of the material whose appearance in the Byzantine
texts cannot be explained on the basis of existing Greek antecedents:
particularly the belief that Mary did not remain a virgin after the birth of
Jesus, also found in the History of Peter of Sicily,!°® and the heretical
interpretation of the Gospels to mean that Christ had transferred the
particular blessing of Mary, his mother, to all believers, a belief condemned
in the Codex Scorialensis.*® Both of these beliefs find their exact
counterparts in the Key of Truth.*® It is possible, therefore, that Peter of
Sicily and the unknown author of the additional parts of the Codex
Scorialensis had learned some of the heretical doctrine from the Key or a
similar source. In any case, there is no reason on doctrinal grounds to
doubt Conybeare’s identification or dating of the Key of Truth. Conse-
quently, the information given by the Key on the dogma and ritual of
the heretics must be considered as a source of major importance since it
has not been distorted by the enemies of the sect, and the evidence of the

108 See my Chapter IV.

198 Scheidweiler, *“Paulikianerprobleme™, 383.

197 The doctrine of the separate Heavenly Father and the Creator of the World found
in source P does not occur in the Key. However:

a) The rejection of Orthodox baptism in P, Petrus Higumenus, X11, 65, supporis
the Key’s insistence on a particular ritual to be used by the sectarians, KT, 6-7(75-76),
19(88), 25-38(21-101), 55(116), 57(118), et passim;

b) The opposition of the Paulicians to the cross, Petrus Higumenus, 1X, 64, KT,
53(115);

¢) The opposition to the Orthodox clergy, Petrus Higumenus, XIV, 66, KT, 59(119),
viii-ix, 16-17(83-85):

d) The rejection of marriage as a sacrament, X7, 59(119), may well be the basis for
the accusation of gross immorality, Petrus Higumenus, XVII, 67, ef al.

1% Petrus Siculus, Histeria, V, 1247/8BC. This belief is attributed to the Paulicians
by Glyeas also, “Annales”, 387,

1% Codex Scorialensis, XXI1, 78-80. The similarity of the two passages is remarkable.,
The disguise of Satan in 2 monk’s habit found in the interpolated passage on Christ’s
baptism in the Codex Scorialensis, X, 72-73, is also found in the Key of Truth, IX,
He KT, 51-52(113-114).
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Key of Truth may not be disregarded by any serious study of Paulician-
ismllll

In conclusion, as can be seen from the previous discussion, the Arme-
nian sources are both pertinent and extensive. Their chronelogical span
is much greater than that of the Greek sources. The contradictions which
have been observed by scholars between the information given by them
and the Greek material must indeed be considered in some detail ; how-
ever, the arbitrary rejection of the Armenian texts is unwarranted in any
investigation of Paulicianism, and their evidence must be given sufficient
consideration before any valid conclusion may be reached as to the his-
tory and dogma of the sect.

In addition to the two major series of documents which we have
discussed in these chapters, it is interesting to note the existence of still
further material. We have already seen that the presence of Paulicians in
the Holy Land was noted by most of the historians of the Crusades.}*? A
few Oriental sources are also pertinent to this study. The relations of the
Armenian and Syrian Churches in the early period of their development
and their reconciliation at the council of Manazkert in the eighth century
are discussed in the later Chronicle of Michael the Syrian.''* Occasional
brief but illuminating references to the Paulicians are to be found in the
works of Mas‘Gdi and Qudiama.'* Finally, the information given by the
Byzantine chroniclers as to the history of the campaigns of the Byzantine
emperors against the Paulicians, both in the Amorian and in the early
Macedonian dynasties, is supplemented by the evidence of the Muslim
historians, Tabari and Ibn-al-Athir. 115
1 The theory of Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme”, 383, of a late date for the
Key, based on a possible Socinian influence on the Paulicians in the Balkans, which
he considers apparent in certain portions of the Key, remains purely hypothetical and
unsupported. No work which might conceivably have been a version of the Key is
mentioned in the medieval centers of Balkan heresy: Bulgaria, Bosnia, ete.

12 For references to the Paulicians in the sources of the Crusades, see my Introduction.
Unfortunately these mentions are relatively uninformative and testify merely to the
presence of the Paulicians in the Holy Land.

13 Michael the Syrian, Chronigue.

14 Mas'lidi, Le Livre de I'avértissement. Particularly interesting is the reference to
the Persian practices of the Paulicians, ibid., 208, which supports the observations of
John of Ojun and Daniel de Thaurizio. Qudima, “The Book of the Revenue”, as
guoted in G. Le Strange, “Al-Abrik™, JRAS (1896), 735-736.

1&  H. Zotenberg, trans., Chronigue d° Abou-Djafar-Mo' hammed-ben-Dfarir-ben-Yezid,

Tabari (Paris, 1867-1874), 4 vols. Ibn-al-Athir, as quoted in Vasil'iev, Amerian Dynasty,
278-326, 349-369; Macedonian Dynasiy, 11, 133,



III

THE HISTORY OF THE PAULICIANS

Two medieval tales, one Greek and one Armenian, account for the ap-
pearance of the Paulician heresy. The Byzantine version is found in
source P, repeated and elaborated by Peter of Sicily and the Pseudo-
Photius:

The Paulicians who are also Manichaeans were called by a new name: Paulicians
instead of Manichaeans from a certain Paul of Samosata, the son of a Mani-
chacan woman named Kallinike who had two sons, this Paul and John. She
taught them the Manichaean heresy and sent them as missionaries of their
heresy from Samosata to Armeniakon; they, coming to a certain village of
Phanaroia, sowed their heresy in it. From this then the village changed its
name to Episparis and their followers were called Paulicians.*

The Armenian story appears in a Catalogue of Heresies of which the ear-
liest manuscript we possess dates from the year 1315. Numbers 153 and
154 of the list tell of a Paulician heresy arising under completely different
circumstances :*

153 The K<alert<akan [fwngbp[luwluwb] that is to say ‘bloodthirsty’. A certain king
from the land of the Greeks chanced on the filthy sect of the Polikeank*
[q]n.f_fn;tkﬁwg] and was not able to turn them from their heresy. He pursued them
beyond the mountain of Caucasus. And a woman [was] their leader, her name
Maré [Uupl], an evildoer and a witch. To evil deeds she gave a reward [good]
and to good deeds a punishment, and she taught that all women were common
[property], and the five appointed days—those which we call ordinary—she
called Satanic, and she said to them [that] to pour out the blood of a man [was]
good, and whoever eats and drinks the blood of a man, that [is] justice. And
by the operation of Satan she saw a vision and slaughtered children and said
that their souls appear in the vision to the witches.

154 Behold a certain woman named Seti [G4@}), this woman having come
after the Turks, came to the Armenians. And a certain Pol [Tlog] from the prov-

! See Petrus Higumenus, I, 60-61, and my Chapter I, n. 131, for the text,
' See my Chapter 11, nn, 83-84, For Bart‘ikyan's discussion of the relationship of
heresies %153 and # 154 as well as the historical content of the tale, see below.
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ince of Ayrarat, who was a disciple of St. Ephrem, seduced the woman and so
were confused [mingled] heresy with Christianity. Christ, the Sun, they say did
not die and was not resurrected, and because of this they fast on Sunday. And
St. Ephrem came and could not turn him away from his heresy and [so] he
cursed him and left.?

The total absence of relation between the two versions emphasizes the
basic problem in the attempt to retrace the history of the Paulicians. It
is only with great difficulty that it is possible to achieve a partial recon-
ciliation of the Greek and Armenian sources into a single coherent account
of the sect’s development. The two series of texts almost never coincide
geographically or chronologically. The Armenian sources cover a much
longer span of time than the Greek material, but their greatest concen-
tration is either carlier or later than that of the Greek sources. In the
ninth century, the period of Paulician political apogee in the Byzantine
empire, the Armenian sources fail completely. Therefore, it will be neces-

3 See Appendix 1II. The version given is taken from Marenadaran ;687 as quoted
in Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 94-95. The variants of the earlier MS. 4 368/ are given by
Bart‘ikyan, ibid., 94, nn. 2-4, and 95, nn. 1, 3, 4, 9; they are generally not significant.

A third legend concerning the origin of the Paulicians is to be found in Bulgaria;
see 1. Ivanov, “'The Origin of the Paulicians according to Two Bulgarian Manuscripls™,
Spisanie of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, XXV, 13 (Sofia, 1922), 20-31; I.
lavorski, *“The Legend of the Origin of the Paulicians”, Shornik of rhe Division of
Russian Language and Philology of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, CI, 3 (Lenin-
grad, 1928), 503-507; and H. Bart'ikyan, “The Legend of the Paulician Qrigin in a
Bulgarian Manuscript”, IANA (1957 #1), 84-92.

According to the Bulgarian legend, the devil, disguised as a scholar (grammaticus)
and taking the name of Pail, came to Saint Basil of Cappadocia to humiliate him and
was unmasked and driven away by Saint John Chrysostom. Two of the devil's
disciples named Subotin and Sutil came to Petrich in Bulgaria where, taking the
pastoral names of Paul and John, they spread the heresy until St. John Chrysostom
came to Bulgaria and had them fayed alive. (See Ivanov, “The Origin™, 21-22, for
the text of the earlier version of the story.)

This story has more to do with the coming of the Paulicians to Bulgaria, with which
we are not concerned, than with the origin of the sect. The anachronistic character of
the tale has been observed by all the scholars who have dealt with it. The autempt
made in the tale to establish a contact between Bulgarian Paulicianism and the Byzantine
tradition of the Paulician founders, Paul and John, found in source P, is quite evident,
but the origin of the heresy is traced to the ultimate source of all evil, Satan, who
is given the name of Payl or Paul. Bari‘ikyan's attempt to connect the tale with Armenia
seems unconvincing. The relation between the devil's disciple, Subotin, and the
Armenian Heresiarch of the ninth century, Smbat, half-heartedly suggested by Ivanov,
“The Origin", 30, and adopted by Bari‘ikyan, “The Legend”, 87, is unlikely. Even
more far-fetched is the identification of the second disciple, Sutil, with the woman
Set'i of heresy #154 in Matenadaran #687, 7 3681, ibid., 89. Aside from the dissim-
ilarity of the names, and the change of sex necessary for the identification, it is quite
evident that Subotin and Sutil are Slavic and not Armenian names. Subotin probably
means “the child of the Sabbath (Saturday)” and Sutil “the jester”, both fitting
disciples for the devil.
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sary to present the two series of evidence separately, before discussing
their relation.

The basic text for the history of the Paulician sect within the Byzantine
Empire is the historical account, source S, used by Peter of Sicily. Not
only is this account coherent and detailed, but, as we have seen, it was
partially based on a pro-Paulician history of the sect, source 4. The
other basic text on the Byzantine Paulicians, source P, is not of equal
historical value. The concern of the author of P is primarily with dogma,
so that his historical information is only perfunctorily included.

With two exceptions, the scanty information of P does not contradict
the far more detailed account of S.* The two points at which the accounts
of P and S disagree serve to emphasize the historical superiority of the
latter source. Grégoire observed that P erroncously locates the first
church founded by the Heresiarch Sergius. S, on the contrary, relying on
information obtained from Sergius himself, re-establishes the proper and
logical order of Sergius’ foundations.®

Far more important is the other discrepancy between the two accounts,
since it relates to the origin of the Paulician sect. As we have seen, accord-
ing to P, the sect was the creation of two brothers, Paul and John, the sons

¢ The list of Paulician heresiarchs and churches given by P generally coincides with
the account in S except as noted by me. There is an occasional omission of a here-
siarch’s name, e.g., Petrus Higumenus, 111, 61-62, where Zacharias is left out of the list
{see my Chapter 1, n. &4e), or a condensation or simplification of &, but these altera-
tions are never significant.

& Grégoire, “Sources™, 105. The churches are listed as follows:

Petrus Higumenus, 1V, 63 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXX VIII,
1297/8B

F s

a) Laodicaea-Argaous a) Laodicaea-Koinechorion

b) Ephesus-Mopsuestia b) Ephesus-Mopsuestia

c) Colosses-Koinochorion c) Colosses-Argaous

As Grégoire rightly points out, the list of 5 is based on the information given by
Sergius himsell and is the correct one. Sergius founded his first church, that of
Laodicaea, at Koinochorion or Kainocherion in the district of Meo-Caesarea, Grégoire,
“Eglises”, 513. This foundation preceded Sergius' flight to Muslim territory and was
logically still on imperial lands, while the two subsequent foundations, Ephesus-
Mopsuestia and Colosses-Argaous, lay in the lands of the Emir of Melitene where
Sergius had sought refuge. The acceptance of P's list would require a postulated
return of Sergius to imperial territory for the foundation of his last church of Colosses,
Not only is this hypothetical return not supported by evidence, but it is specifically
contradicted by the account of Sergius’ murder when he was still beyond the imperial
frontier; see Petrus Siculus, Historia, XLI, 1301/2B. Most texts, however, including
Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, V, 23/4AB, follow the incorrect listing of P (see my Chapter
I, nn, 153, 174). Unless otherwise specified all the texts based on P are assumed to
be in agreement,
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of a Manichaean woman from Samosata named Kallinike, who brought
their heresy to the village of Episparisin the theme of Armeniakon, whence
it spread to the neighboring provinces of the Empire. The name of the
Paulicians was derived from their founder, Paul, the son of Kallinike.®
The account of S is entirely different. Ignoring both Paul and John, the
author attributes the origin of the sect to an Armenian from Mananati
named Constantine who had learned the heretical doctrine from a Syrian
deacon in the mid-seventh century.?

The story of Paul and John seems to be a legendary fabrication. Nei-
ther the identity nor the date of the brothers from Samosata can be estab-
lished, and there is not the slightest explanation of their relation to Con-
stantine the Armenian, whom P accepts as their successor.® The author

% This is the account found in Peter of Sicily, Historia, XXI, 1273/4AB, who relies
on P for this section of his work, and in the Pscudo-Photius, Narratie, 11, 17/8AB, for
the same reason (see my Chapter I). It is interesting, however, that Pseudo-Photius at
this point differs from the other texts based on P. For the name of the sect he suggests the
awkward etymology—*‘Pauloioannai (IlavAoiwavvar)"—derived from the names of
both Paul and John of Samosata, Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, I1, 17/8B. More signifi-
cantly, both he and Peter of Sicily derive the name of the sect either from the brothers
from Samosata or from another, much later Paul the Armenian, a heresiarch of the
early eighth century, Narratie, X1X, 51/2C, and Historia, XXVI1I, 281/2DD-1283/4A.
See Loos, “Deux contributions i I'histoire des Pauliciens. 2. Origine du nom des
Pauliciens”, Byzamtinoslavica, XVIII, 2 (19257), 202-217 (hereafter “Contributions 1I").
1 shall return to the problem of the Paulicians’ name in Chapter V, but it must be
noted here that the explanation of P as to the origin of this name was not completely
satisfactory even to Byzantine writers.

7 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIII, 1275/6D-1277/8AB. It is true that Peter of Sicily,
Historia, XXVIII, 1281/2D-1283/4A, refers to Faul and John of Samosata in the
historical section based on source 5. However, it seems most likely that this reference
is drawn not from S but from P. The name Episparis, which occurs in a different
connection in the account of §, at this point brought back to Peter's mind the associa-
tion of the story of Paul and John whose headquarters, according to P, had been
Episparis. The reference back to the story of Paul and John found in the twenty-first
chapter of the History, which is specifically based on P, is acknowledged in Chapter
XXVIII, 1283/4A, with the words, * "Ernionapwy, thv npokexfeicay fiuiv &v tolg i
niatoug”, which are incidentally reminiscent of the very formula used by P, Petrus
Higumenus, XV, 66, “kabag nepl toltwv capéotepov &v 1ol [Gve] Sid nidtovg po
Aghextar”. Pseudo-Photius mentions Paul and John at the same point, only to reject
them, Narratio, XIX, 51/2C (see n. 6).

¥ Petrus Higumenus, I, 61, “Odro1 of Mavkikiavol petd ypdvous tivig tijg Sibayfic
1ob8e ol [Madkov ob moldob Erepov Eayov Sibdoxaiov, Kovotaviivov xalolpevov™.
The transition is very awkward, and the various readings suggested for this passage do
nothing to smooth it (see my Chapter I, n. 64b). The unconvinecing introduction to
the section based on S—"GAL'Gpwe xai odror nepl dv Sinynoopeda, £l kevopoviag
nviag talg wportalg Emovvijyav aipéoeot, ... dAla padnrai t@v mtponynoapéviov
alpemapyév Omfiplav yviiciol, xabbanep Aentouepds Snhobdfhoetar”, Petrus
Siculus, Historia, XXIII, 1275/6C—with its insistence on the relation between the
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of P admits that the Paulicians named Constantine, and not Paul, as the
founder of their sect.” Furthermore, all the Byzantine sources concede
that the Paulicians would willingly anathematize Mani and Paul of
Samosata, but not Constantine and his successors whom they acknowl-
edged and revered as their leaders.'® The story of Paul and John of
Samosata, together with the derivation of the name *‘Paulicians”, will
have to be considered subsequently in connection with the origin of the
sect both in Armenia and in the Empire. However, there is no reason to
reject at this point the conclusion of Gieseler and Grégoire that the story
of Paul and John is purely legendary in character, and that the historical
founder of Byzantine Paulicianism was Constantine the Armenian.!
Consequently, the historical account of source 5 must be considered both
fuller and more accurate than the references found in source P, and must,
therefore, constitute the basis of our historical information on the devel-
opment of Paulicianism on imperial territory.

The following detailed account can be obtained from § alone, with the
embodied 4. The founder of the Paulician sect was a certain Armenian
named Constantine from the district of Mananali, which Peter of Sicily
incorrectly describes as a village in the neighborhood of Samosata.!?

earlier and later heretics despite their doctrinal dissimilarity, does nothing to improve
the verisimilitude of the the earlier account. Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, 111, 17/8B,
XVI1, 45/6B, also points out an inexplicable lapse of time between Paul and John and
the later Constantine. In general the account of P, as well as that of S, presents a
coherent whole from Constantine on; the story of Paul and John, attached toitas a
preface in P, does not belong to it in any way and merely serves the purpose of explain-
ing the name of the Paulicians,

" Petrus Higumenus, 11, 61, “Tobtov [Kaveravtivov] odv Exouaiv dpynyov tdv
Sibaoxilav abtdv, xal obyi tov INablov". Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, 111, 17/8B,
19/20A, agrees.

v Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIV, 1277/8CD: *“"0O8ev Gravreg ol viv neplovees tdv
Maviyaiov naldes, ... npobiuwme dvabepotilovot Zkvbiavdv, Bovddav e wai
Mavevra, Tolg tie xakiag yeyovétag apxnyéras Kwovoraviivov 82 tolrov, ... kal
toig pet” abrdv avabeaiyrféviag @ drootdOhovs Xpiotob kai [ootipovg TMadhov
fryobvral™. Ihid., 1V, 1245/6AB: “Mdavevta xal Tobg ofv adrd mapod alpenikovg,
En 8¢ kol [Mubhov tov Zopooutée dvafepatilovor npodbuwg” Petrus Higumenus,
III, 62: “Mdvevia voivuv xal IMablov xal "lodvwnv, kal dhovg, ol Ehv tig elny
abrolg, npobipmg avabepatitovov: Kaovataviivov 88 ... kal Zupsdv, ... [k.1.4.] ok
avabBspartilovay, AL Exovaty abrols donep "Anoordiovg Xpiorol”. Pseudo-
Photius, Narratia, 1V, 21/2B, et al. The seven leaders acknowledged by the Paulicians
according to P are: Constantine, Symeon, Timothy, Joseph, Zacharias, Baanes, and
Sergius; see Petrus Higumenus, IV, V, 62-63, Paul and John are never mentioned in
this list.

1 See my Chapter V for this discussion. Gieseler, *Untersuchungen”, 82-85; Grégoire,
“Précisions”, 293-295,

1 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIII, 1275/6D-1277/8AB; Pscudo-Photius, Marratio
XV1, 45/6B-47/8B, er al. For the geography of Mananali, see my Chapter I, n. 164.



THE HISTORY OF THE PAULICIANS 117

Constantine lived in the reign of the “grandson of Heraclius”, that is to
say, Constans I1.»* He received his doctrine from a Syrian deacon whom
he had befriended, and moved with his disciples to Kibossa in the dis-
trict of Koloneia, where he founded the first Paulician church of Mace-
donia. Constantine assumed the name of Silvanus in honor of the
disciple whom St. Paul had sent to Macedonia, and directed the sect for
twenty-seven years. He was then killed at Koloneia by one of his disciples,
Justus, during a persecution carried out by an imperial official named
Symeon at the order of the Emperor Constantine IV.1®

Symeon, however, was soon won over by the heretics and became their
new leader. After three years’ hesitation in Constantinople, to which he
had returned after Constantine's death, he secretly went back to the
Paulician center of Kibossa and gathered together Constantine’s scat-
tered disciples. Following the example of Constantine-Silvanus, Symeon
assumed the name of another of St. Paul’s disciples, Titus. At Kibossa
his position was soon endangered by the opposition of Constantine’s
murderer, Justus, who had managed to maintain his position among some
of the remaining Paulicians. After three years, news of the dissension
reached the Bishop of Koloneia through Justus, and he, in turn, informed

13 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIIT, XX1V, 1275/6D-1279/80A, The date is supported
by the comment that the activity of Constantine came six hundred years after the
martyrdom of St. Paul. Grégoire, “Précisions”, 303, shifis the appearance of Constan-
tine the Heresiarch to the period 662-689, which would place the beginning of the sect
in the reign of Constantine IV. The main reason for this transfer is to synchronize the
appearance of Constantine the Heresiarch in the Empire with the hypothetical perse-
cution of the Paulicians in Armenia under the Kat*olikos Mersés 111 (641-661). This
synchronization, however, is impossible since the evidence of the “Qath™ of the Council
of Dvin clearly points to Mersés 11 (548-557) as the opponent of Paulicianism in
Armenia. There is a slight variation in the position of the Paulician chapter in the
Chronicle of George the Monk (see my Chapter I, n. 76). Also, though the Pseudo-
Photius, Narratio XVI, 45/6B, uses the indefinite term “andyovog (descendant) ...
‘Hpaxkieiou®™, Peter is guite definite in specifying the grandson of Heraclius: “&v
telg fpépug Kovotaviivov 1ol Pooiéwg, tod Eyyovog ‘Hpaxhelov™, Histeria.
XXIII, 1275/6D, and again XXIV, 1279/80A. The reign of Constans 11 (641-668)
therefore seems to be the correct date, It is interesting to note that the date of the
Heresiarch Constantine is given by George the Monk but not by source P, since the
opening sentence of the section giving the date is to be found in George the Monk but
not in Peter the Higumen; see my Chapter I, n. 66a.

" Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXII1, XXV, 1275/6A-1279/80A.,

Vo Ihid, XXIV, XXV, 1279/80. The emperor is not named in the text. If twenty-
seven vears are allowed for the rule of Constantine-Silvanus, his execution was most
probably in the reign of Constantine 1V (668-685) unless the Heresiarch began his
mission at the very end of the reign of Constans Il (641-668). The date given by
Cedrenus, Compendium, 1, 755-756, the thirteenth year of the rule of Constans I, would
put the death of Constantine-Silvanus in 681.
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the Emperor, now Justinian [I. Symeon-Titus and most of his followers
died in the ensuing persecution.!®

A hiatus in the succession scems to have occurred at this point, since
the new heresiarch was again an Armenian, the son of a certain Paul,
who is not included in the lists of Paulician leaders and whose position in
the sect is unclear.!” Paul fled from persecution to the village of Episparis
in Phanaroia. There his son Genesius (or Gegnesius), taking the Pauline
name of Timothy, succeeded him and soon became involved in a struggle
for power with his own brother, Theodore.® During the tenure of office
of Genesius-Timothy, the Emperor, Leo ITI the Isaurian, alarmed by
various reports about the sect, summoned the Heresiarch to Constanti-
nople and confronted him with the Patriarch. Timothy, however suc-
ceeded in clearing himself of heretical accusations and even obtained
an imperial safe-conduct back to Episparis.'* Gathering his disciples,
Timothy then moved back to Constantine-Silvanus’ home, Mananatli,
where he presumably founded the second Paulician church of Achaia.?®
After a long stay at Mananali, Timothy died there in the epidemic of
bubonic plague which occurred in 746, having directed the Paulicians for
a period of thirty years.®!

The successors of Timothy, his son Zacharias and a foundling named
Joseph, contended with each other for the leadership of the sect. Zacha-
rias abandoned his followers during a Muslim attack and was, therefore,
rejected by most Paulicians as unworthy of leadership. Joseph, however,
succeeded in hoodwinking the Muslims and brought his followers back in

18 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXVI-XXVII, 1279/80D-1281/2D.

17 fhid., XXVIII, 1281/2D-1283/4A. There is no mention of Paul the Armenian in
source P or the Paulician Formula. However, see Loos, “Contributions 11", and
below for the possibility of a mention of this Paul in the Armenian sources.

15 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXVIII, 1283/4A.

1% Jhid,, XXIX, 1283/4CD. Peter of Sicily, probably following §, presents Timothy
as hoodwinking the Patriarch through his lying answers. This, however, need not
have been the case; see my Chapter IV.

20 Jbid., 1283/4D, 1297/8A. Gieseler, “Untersuchungen”, 89, argued that Timothy
fled to Mananali because he did not feel safe in imperial lands. Hence, he concluded
that the Paulicians were in no way favored by the Iconoclastic emperors, though the
contrary is repeatedly asserted by the chroniclers. The implication in the History is
that Timothy fled because his safe-conduct had been obtained through a deceitful
confession of faith.

M Jbid, XXIX, 1285/6A, “ind tob PouPidvog tdv Piov xatéorpeyev”. Pseudo-
Photius, Narratio, XIX, 57/8A, does not mention the nature of Timothy's fatal illness
but says that it occurred during an epidemic. Grégoire, *“Précisions”, 299, noted that
the mention of the epidemic of bubonic plague in 746 in Theophanes® Chronography
gives us the first precise date of Paulician chronology: the rule of Timothy, spanning
the years 717-746.



THE HISTORY OF THE PAULICIANS 119

safety to the Paulician center of Episparis, where he was enthusiastically
received.? Denounced once again to the Orthodox authorities, Joseph
was forced to flee to Phrygia, where he settled for thirty years at Xorto-
kopeion, a suburb of Antioch of Pisidia. To Joseph, who had taken the
name of Epaphroditus, is attributed the founding of the third Paulician
church of Philippi, whose location, however, is never specified.®

With the successor of Joseph, Sergius-Tychicus, a man of great ability,
the activity of the sect appears to have been greatly intensified. Born in
a village near Tabia, in the theme of Armeniakon, Sergius was to rule the
Paulicians for thirty-four years, from the reign of the Empress Irene to that
of the Emperor Theophilus (801-835).%* The other successor of Epaphro-
ditus, a certain Armenian named Baanes (Vahan), seems to have been
quite overshadowed by his brilliant competitor. Yet the sect was splitin this
period between the followers of the two leaders.?® The writer of source §,
who abhors Sergius particularly, describes in detail his incessant mis-
sionary activity, his supervision of the various Paulician communities,
and his relations with contemporary heretical leaders, such as Leo the
Montanist.?® Following the example of his predecessors, Sergius-Tychi-
cus founded a number of new churches; the first of these, Laodicaea-
Koinochorion, was still established on imperial territory. Sergius’s
activity, however, awakened the concern of the Emperor, who ordered an
investigation by the authorities of the district of Koinochorion: Parakon-
dakes, the Exarch, and Thomas, Bishop of Neo-Caesarea.?” The per-

32 Petrus Siculus, Historia, X XX-XXXI, 1265/6. Peter confuses the issue by calling
Joseph rather than Zacharias the unworthy hireling, but this is probably a distortion
to blacken the name of the leader acknowledged by the majority of the Paulicians.
See my Chapter [, n. 150. Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XX, 57/8A-59/60, has a more
coherent account of Zacharias® defection.

2 Petrus Siculus, Histaria, XXXI, 1285/6D-1287/8A, XXXVIII, 1297/8A; Grégoire,
“Eglises™, 511, and “‘Précisions™, 303, is of the opinion that the Church of Philippi
was at Antioch of Pisidia. This seems likely, since it was founded by Joseph-Epa-
phroditus ca. 753,

2 Petrus Siculus, Histeria, XXXII, 1287/8, XXXVI, 1293/4. Peter gives the im-
possible date of A.O.C. 6303 (A.D. 795) for the death of Sergius, ibid., XLI, 1301/2B,
though he correctly dates Sergius’ activity as being 800 years after St. Paul, XXXVI,
1293/4B. Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXV, 79/80C, gives the correct date, A.Q.C, 6343
{A.D. 835), though he places Sergius® activity 700 years after that of St. Paul, ibid.,
XXII, 69/70C. See Honigmann, Ostgrenze, 51, and 51, n. 8, map I1, for the location
of Tabia (MNefeskie) ca. 39°50" = 34°30".

2 Petrus Siculus, Histeria, XXXI, 1287/8A, XL, 1299/1300,

3 Ibid., XXXVI, 1293/4. The letters of Sergius quoted by Peter indicate the breadth
of the Heresiarch’s activity: XXXVI, 1297/8B, XXXVII, 1295/6—to the church of
Koloneia: XXXVIII, 1297/8AB, XXXIX, 1297/8CD-1299/1300A—to Leo the
Montanist; XXXIX, 1299/1300A.

T Ihid.,, XLI, 1301/2A; Grégoire, “Précisions”, 297-298, locates Koinochorion
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secution provoked the murder of both imperial officials, and Sergins was
forced to take refuge in the domain of the Arab Emir of Melitene, who
settled him and his followers at Argaous, some thirty kilometers due
north of Melitene.?®* In this district Sergius founded the last Paulician
churches, Ephesus-Mopsuestia and Colosses-Argaous, and led raids on
imperial territory in conjunction with the Muslims until his murder in
835.29

At the death of Sergius, a major change seems to have taken place in
the government of the sect. Violence broke out between the followers of
Sergius and those of Baanes. The intervention of one of Sergius’ disciples,
Theodotus, prevented the total extermination of the Baaniotes, but the
sect remained leaderless. It was ruled jointly by a group of Sergius’
followers for a period of years, until the accession of Karbeas.*® With
the immediate succession to Sergius, however, source S comes to an end,
so that the accounts of Peter of Sicily and the Pseudo Photius become
unreliable.® P likewise knows nothing of the last Paulician leaders, for

(Kainochorion) in the district of Neo-Caesarea. Honigmann, Osigrenze, map 11, also
places Koloneia (Sebinkarahisar) ca. 38°35" » 40°10" in the general neighborhood
of Neo-Caesarea. The entire district was evidently riddled with Paulicianism.

*  Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XLI1, 1301/2B: Honigmann, Ostgrenze 56, map II:
Melitene (Malatya), ca. 38°27" = 38°15", Argaous (Argawa), 38°40° x 38°15"; see
also J. Anderson, “The Road System of Eastern Asia Minor™, JHS, XVII (1897), 27,
and 27, n. 5.

*0  Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXVI, 1293/4CD, XLI, 1301/2BC. See n. 5 for the
location of Sergius’ churches.

»  Jhid,, XL, 1299/1300CD, XLI, 1301/2C; see below for the date of Karbeas’
leadership.

H. Bart‘ikyan, "On the Organization of the Paulician Community”, Historico-
philological Journal of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR (1958 #3), 183-
187, attempts to reconstruct the structure of the sect. He postulates two leaders, one
religious, the other military. He further argues that the religious leader was elected
by his immediate disciples, the symekdemoi (ouvéxdnuor) or missionaries who also
appointed their own subordinates, the notaries (votapioi). The military leader, who
was probably independent of the religious one, was elected by the entire community.
Finally he considers that the Asiaroi ("Actatol) were a special group of military
missionaries. We have no evidence for the dual leadership postulated by Bart‘ikyan in
the medieval sources, and though spnekdemoi and notaries are mentioned by source P,
Petrus Higumenus, X1V, 66, and Petrus Siculus, Historia, XLI, 1301/2C, and the ag-
gressive qualities of the Astarei are demonstrated by the murder of the imperal
Exarch and of the Bishop of Neo-Caesarea, ibid., XLI, 1301/2A, we have no evidence
whatever for their functions beyond the fact that the first two groups were “priests”,
or of their relations to one another,

1 jbid., XLI1, XLII, 1301/2C-1303/4B, tells us merely that Karbeas appeared, without
any explanation of his origin or claim to the leadership of the sect. He further informs
us that Karbeas shifted the Paulician center from Argaous to Tephriké on the upper
Euphrates. Of Chrysocheir, he says no more than that he was Karbeas' son-in-law
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whose careers we must rely on the information provided by the chroni-
clers.

Before turning to the later history of the Paulician state under Karbeas
and Chrysocheir, we must, however, consider the extent to which the
account of § is supported by the evidence of the various other sources.
As we have seen, the names of the heresiarchs and churches given by §
coincide with those found in P and in the official Abjuration Fermulae
Most of the sites mentioned in the history of the Paulicians have been
identified by Grégoire, who has also demonstrated the accuracy of § on
the basis of these documents.®

Let us now consider the evidence of the Byzantine chroniclers. For
the period of Paulician history covered by source S, the information
found in the chronicles generally supports the more detailed narrative of
S, though the surviving references are not nearly as complete as we might
desire. The names of Sergius and his predecessors are unknown to the
chroniclers, who refer specifically only to Karbeas and Chrysocheir. Nor

and his own contemporary. Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXVI-XXVII, B1/2A-83/4C,
gives a more circumstantial but not a more informative account. Both authors,
writing almost a century after the events, were ill-informed of the actual facts (see my
Chapter I).

#  Petrus Higumenus, I[T1-1V, 62-63, and the Paulician Formula, 454, stop with Sergius.
Manichaean Formula, 1467/8, suggests a break after Sergius, Theophylactus, Leifer,
366-367, also stops with Sergius, anathematizing in addition to him those who associate
with or welcome the heretics; see my Chapter 1, n. 68.

¥ Petrus Higumenus, I1I, 61-62 (omitting Zacharias), [V, 62-63 (including Zacharias).
Paulician Formula, anathema IX, 454, lists the heresiarchs by their pastoral names, i.c.,
Silvanus, Titus, Timothy, Epaphroditus, Tychicus. The Manichaean Formula, 111,
1467/8A, gives the entire list, including Zacharias and the names of Sergius’ disciples
found in sourse 5. Theophylactus, Lerrer, 366-367, giving the same list, includes even
Paul the Armenian, the father of Genesius and Theodore. See n. 5 for the error in the
listing of the Paulician Churches.

3 Grégoire, “'Eglises™, 511-514, “Précisions™, 295-297, 301, 303-304. See nn. 13, 15,
21, for a discussion of Grégoire's early chronology. We do not know the length of the
rule of Paul the Armenian after the death of Tiws. The first definite date as shown
by Grégoire is the rule of Timothy. 717-746, which would coincide with the reign of
Leo IIl. The rule of Sergius, 801-833, is also correctly given as lying between the
reigns of Trene and Theophilus. All the synchronisms between Paulician history and
the reigns of the Byzanting emperors are quite correct:

654-681 Constantine-Silvanus Constans 11, Constantine 1V

684-687 Symeon-Titus Justinian 11

1 Paul the Armenian Philippicus? (see nn. 36, 78)

717-746 Genesius-Timothy Leo LI

ci. 747-783 Joseph Epaphroditus No emperor mentioned (Constantine V)
post 783 Baanes

801-835 Sergius Tychicus Irene—Theophilus
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are the persecutions of Constantine IV and Justinian II, in which Con-
stantine-Silvanus and Symeon-Titus lost their lives, recorded. However,
the sect may not have been of sufficient importance in this period to have
attracted the attention of official historians.?®

In the beginning of the ¢ighth century the Emperor Philippicus (711-
713) is said to have driven Armenians out of the Empire and forced them
to settle in Melitene and Armenia IV. It is quite possible that this passage
refers not to a deportation of Armenians, for which there is no evidence,
but to the persecution of Paulicians from which Paul the Armenian fled.
It is true that Paul is said to have gone to Episparis in Phanaroia, but,
as Bart‘ikyan observes, Melitene was a Paulician center in the mid-eighth
century, and the cooperation of the *“Armenians’’ from Melitene with the
Arabs, noted by the sources, is characteristic of Paulicians in both the
eighth and the ninth centuries.®

With the middle of the eighth century the silence of the chroniclers on
the Paulicians is definitely broken. The first reference, in the case of the
Emperor Leo III, is not clear; he may have been accused of favoring
Paulicians.®” In any case, such an accusation is clearly made concerning
his son and successor, Constantine. Not only does Theophanes relate
that in the year 747 Constantine V moved Paulicians from Armenia to
Thrace in order to strengthen the Bulgarian frontier with a reliable popu-

3 The period of development of Paulicianism in the Empire, the seventh and eighth
centuries, is one of particular poverty in Byzantine historiography. The first important
works, such as the histories of the Patriarch Nicephorus and Theophanes Confessor,
date from the beginning of the ninth century,

*  Bart‘ikyan, “Paulician Movement”, 127. It is true that Theophanes, Chronographia,
1, 382, does not mention heresy in connection with this deportation by Philippicus,
but he derives the spread of Paulicianism from the Armenians of the region of Melitene
in 747; ibid., 1, 429, “& 8& Baculels Kovotavrivos Zipovg 16 xai "Apusviovs, ol
fiyayev and Beodogioundiens Kai Melitnviig, Eig o v @paknv petdrioey, & bv Emha-
oviin i alpeoe v IMMavhikudvov'; see below. Further, as Bart‘ikvan also notes,
Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 11, 482, speaks of the alliance of the Anmenians from
Melitene with the Arabs. The cooperation of the Paulicians with the Arabs in the
early eighth century is confirmed by John of Ojun (see n. 99), and the protection given
to the heretics by the Emir of Melitene is attested by both source § (see p. 120) and the
chroniclers (see p. 128 nn. 50 and 60).

*  Stephanus Diaconus, “In vitam et martyrium beatissimi et sancti martyris Stephani
Junioris, qui martyrium subiit sub impio Iconocausta imperatore Constantino Copro-
nyma”, PG, C (1860), 1083/4, “6 viog oltog Baltaoup [Afwv] alpeciy dunvel )
"Exxinoig Mavigaisiy, taye, v eino 1, kai v "Agbaproborntiv doauilov”.
This may be no more than an accusation of Iconoclasm, though see my Chapter V
for the implications of the term **Manichaean™ at Constantinople in the eighth century;
George the Monk, Chronicon, 798, accuses Leo III and Constantine V of having
derived their heresy from the Manichaeans,
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lation,®® but Cedrenus says the heretics were even settled in the capital,®®
and George the Monk accuses the Emperor himself of being a Paulician.4®
This favor shown to the sectarians during the early period of Iconoclasm
would explain Genesius’ successful trip to Constantinople in the reign
of Leo III and his return to Episparis armed with the imperial safe-con-
duct. Source § mentions no imperial persecution during the long rules
of Genesius and Joseph, which coincide with the reigns of the Isaurian
emperors.!

In the second period of Iconoclasm at Constantinople, the situation
became more complicated. Nicephorus I was considered by Theophanes
to have shared the beliefs of the Paulicians. He restored them to full civil
rights, which they had presumably lost during the Orthodox reaction
under Irene, and allowed them to live peacefully within the Empire and to
spread their doctrine.** This period of peace coincides with the early

*  Theophanes Confessor, Chronographia, 1, 429. This movement of population was
noted by Nicephorus Patriarcha, Breviarium, 975/6B; George the Monk, Chrenicon,
752, etc. (see my Chapter I, nn. 21, 77, and IIl, n. 36). 1. Martin, A History of the
Teonaclastic Contraversy (London, n.d.), 277, suggests that the population transplanted
by Constantine V was merely Monophysite, since neither Nicephorus nor George the
Monk mentions Paulicians. There seems to be no doubt that some Paulicians were
included in the group, in view of Theophanes' specific assertion that, “2£ Gv énhativln
N aipeois vov Movkikidavov™,

There is no suggestion that this transfer of population was in any way punitive; the
Emperor, concerned with the Bulgarian war, wished merely to resettle and strengthen
the frontier; see next note. The Armenian historian, Lewond, History, 123, 126, tells
that the population of Theodosiopolis begged Constantine V to take them with him
and save them from the Muslims.

3 Cedrenus, Compendium 11, 10, *Td w’ Erel Koveotaviivog miv @eodosoimoliy
nupéhafev dua 1§ Melinv), alypolotioos maviog toig #keloe, koi mpopaoe Tob
Bavaticod npoolafopevos Tolg ouyyeveis abrol "Appevious kel Ebpoug alpetikoisg
elg 16 vd Bufdviiov petdxioe kal thv Opdkny ol péxpl tol viv thv alpecwy 10D
Tupdvvou Slakparoboiy. Op’ dv kai nhativin A aipeoig tév Mavkikaviv”. See
also the fifth vear of the reign, ibid., 7. The passage is obviously taken from Theophanes
(see n. 36) and is late in date, but the stress on Constantine’s favoring of the Paulicians
is unmistakable. The suggestion that the heretics were the relatives of the Emperor is
not found in Theophanes, but George the Monk goes still further; see next note.
4 Georgius Monachus, Chrenicon, 750; see my Chapter V, n. 92, for the text of this
passage.

41 The relation of Paulicianism to Iconoclasm will be discussed in my Chapters 1V
and V. See below, p. 138, nn. 111-115, for a possible explanation of the persecution
which drove Joseph-Epaphroditus from Episparis to Antioch of Pisidia.

2  Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 488, “1dv 8¢ Maviyaioy, tdv viv Tovkicidvey
wahoupbviov, Kai *Abyyavov thv katd Qpoyiav kal Avkaoviav, dyyiysitovay aitob,
pikog fiv Sidmupos, xpnouois kal tedstals abtdv Emxaipav, ... ottol yopav Elafov
£ni tii Booukeiog abrol dpdPes moliteteodm xal modldol thv woupotépuv talg
aBepitorg abrdv Siepbapnoav 86Eag™; Cedrenus, Compendium, 11, 39, repeats this
passage.
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missionary activity of Sergius-Tychicus and his founding of the church of
Laodicaea-Koinochorion in the district of Meo-Caesarea.

With the accession of Michael I Rangabe, however, the benevolent
policy of the preceding period was sharply reversed. The Emperor was
persuaded by the Patriarch Nicephorus to institute a violent persecution:

... moved by divine zeal, the most pious emperor decreed the death penalty
against the Manichaeans now called Paulicians ...**

Leo, general of Anatolikon, the future Emperor Leo V, was sent to carry
out the imperial decree whereby many Paulicians were executed.®* The
part played by Leo in the persecution of Michael I explains the assertion
of § that both Michael and Leo had persecuted Paulicians, as we have
no evidence of any anti-Paulician activity during the actual reign of Leo
V.45 The persecution itself, which resulted in the murder of the Exarch
and the Bishop of Neo-Caesarea and the subsequent flight of Sergius to
the Emir of Melitene, is duly recorded by S.

The settlement of Sergius at Argaous and his raiding activitics on the
border districts of the Empire noted by S mark the beginning of a serious
Paulician threat. It is also the first step in the establishment of the
Paulician state on the upper Euphrates. The disaffection of the Paulicians
was caused by Michael I's persecution and apparently continued unceas-
ingly. S tells that Sergius continued his warlike activities to his death,
and the chroniclers, while accusing Michael 11 of favoring the heretics,6
record the presence of Paulicians in the rebellious army of Thomas the
Slav.*” The position of Paulicians in the early ninth century remained

2 Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 493, " Cnke 6& Beod moldd xivnBsic 6 shosféotatog
Paouhetc watd Maviyaioy, tdv viv NMoviakwavoy, Kol "Afyyavoy 1@y év Spuoyig
kal Avkoovig, Kepoiiknyv Tipwpiav aropnvapevog taly Nikngodpov, tol ayiwtaton
ratpidprov, xal dilov ebosPov slonynosawv ..." I Alexander, The Patriarch
Nicephorus of Constantinople (Oxford, 1958), 227, says that the Patriarch was forced
by the Studites to back down in this matter and cease to urge the death penalty.

4 Theophanes, Chronographia, |, 497, “toiug 8& “Abuyydvous dnuetoag &Soply
repabédurey Sia Atovrog, Tol otpatnyod T@v dvatohk®y". Though the Paulicians
are not specifically mentioned, they are associated with the Athinganoi in this period;
see the two preceding notes, Ihid, 1, 495, ... & cboefng Pacideds Miyafid odk
OMlyous abrdv dnttepev'.

i Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XLI1, 1299/1300-1301/2A, “"18@v & Mupand o eboefng
Pocidels, & "APolag, kai Afmy & pst’ abrov Pooidedoag, Gt1 mokd pEPOg TV
Xpionaviv i towden alpesis flumivero, dxnépyavies katd maveds tomow e
"Popaikiig dpxfic, tobc ebpioxopévous év tahty tff puoapl alpéoel dnéxtevov™.

4 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 42-44; Genesius, Repum, 31-32;
Cedrenus, Compendium, 11,69-71: Ephracm, “Chronologi Caesares”™, PG, CXLIII (1865),
93/4A.

7 Genesius, Regum, 33, “nowelta tolvuv onovbdg pet’ "Ayapnvidy ... kal doo g
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precarious. The Abbot Macarius of Pelecletes, thrown into prison at the
accession of Theophilus (829) on account of his Iconodule beliefs, found
there a number of Paulicians condemned to death, though we cannot tell
whether the condemnation stemmed from the Paulicians’ religious beliefs
or simply from their rebellious activities.®

The description given by the chroniclers of Paulician activity in the
reigns of Michael IT and Theophilusis the last Greek information pertinent
to our evaluation of source S, which ends in this period. Tt is regrettable,
though understandable, that the chroniclers ignored the obscure begin-
nings of the Paulicians in the Empire. However, the corroboration of
the official documents of the lists of heresiarchs and the general agreement
between § and the chroniclers from the reign of Leo III on, all support the
authenticity of S§'s account.

It seems clear from all sources that the Paulician sect, founded on
imperial territory in the mid-seventh century by an Armenian refugee,
survived early persecution and flourished under the Isaurian emperors.
The persecution by Michael I in the early ninth century, however, threw
the sect into open rebellion. The return of Iconoclasm under Leo V and
the early emperors of the Amorian dynasty, Michael II and Theophilus,
could not undo the harm of their predecessor. The Paulicians continued
to cooperate with the enemies of Byzantium, both internal ones such
as Thomas the Slav, and external ones such as the Emir of Melitene. By
the second quarter of the century a threatening Paulician state was estab-
lished on the eastern frontier of the Empire.

The history of the Paulician state in the mid-ninth century under the
leadership of Karbeas and Chrysocheir is amply recorded by the chroni-
clers, though we no longer possess sources specifically concerned with
the Paulicians for this period.*® The date of Karbeas" assumption of

Mdavevtog [[Taviukiavdy] Béelupiag peteizov’’; Theophanes Continuatus, Chrono-
graphia, 55., Lipshits, “Paulician Movement”, 58, and luzbashian,"Paulician Move-
ment”, 260, make much of this fact as evidence of the proletarian nature of the
Paulician movement, but Thomas had a number of Oriental allies of varied character.
4% Delahaye, “Macarius of Pelecletes™, 159, 14; Vasil'ev, dmorian Dynasty, 230,
but in appendix viii, 433, the episode is incorrectly put into the reign of Michael 111 and
Theodora by Germaine Louillet. The latest possible date for Macarius’ conversion
of the condemned Paulicians would be the very beginning of Theophilus® reign, since
the conversion preceded Macarius® own exile, which occurred very soon after Theo-
philus’ accession.

4 Both sources P and § end before Karbeas' accession. The Paulician Formula also
ignores him, as for the accounts of Peter of Sicily and Pseudo-Photius, they agree
generally with the information of the chroniclers, but are much too vague to be of
any value.
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leadership, however, still remains problematical. Theophanes Continua-
tus gives a detailed account of Karbeas® early career. According to him,
the re-cstablishment of Orthodoxy in 843 under the Emperor Michael II1
and his mother, Theodora, was followed by intensified repressive meas-
ures against the Paulicians. A violent persecution in the eastern provin-
ces under the supervision of Sudalis, Argyros, and Dukas, resulted in
some hundred thousand deaths and confiscations.®® One of the results of
this persecution was the flight of a Paulician staff officer of the general of
Anatolikon, Theodotus Melissenus, one Karbeas. This Karbeas, whose
father had been crucified, took refuge with five thousand of his coreligion-
ists in the lands of the Emir of Melitene, who received him with honor and
granted him sufficient land on the upper Euphrates to build the cities of
Argaous, Amara and subsequently Tephriké.®* It would scem then that
the flight of Karbeas to Muslim territory immediately followed the re-
establishment of Orthodoxy in 843. The existence of a seemingly con-
tradictory document has, however, led Bury, followed by Vasil'ev, to
question the date of Karbeas” defection.®®

One version of the Fita af the Forty-two Martyrs of Amorium, composed
ca. 845-846, tells us that Callistus, the governor of Koloneia appointed by
Theophilus, tried to convert some of his soldiers who were Paulicians.
These betrayed him to their coreligionist Karbeas, who then sent Callis-
tus to the Muslims at Samarra to die with the Amorian martyrs on March
6, 845.5% Since Callistus had been appointed by Theophilus, and Amo-
rium had fallen on August 12/13, 838, Bury and Vasil’ev concluded that

# Theophanes Continuatus, Chronagraphia, 165, *. .. xai 1o0¢ xatd v dvatoliv
MNavhikiavods drneipdto petdyeiv dc fotiowto mpdg evctfaiav ff EEaipeiv wal drn’
dvBpdmmyv rowelv: & kol modlév xoxdv Thy fuetépay EvErinaey. i pév yap népyaad
Tvag v &’ EEovaing (& Tol "Apyupod kal tob Aovkdg kal & Zoubalng ol aroota-
Aévteg Eéyovto) tong pév EDL avijprav, toig §¢ Eiper napedidouvy, tobg 8¢ v thg
Bardoone Pude. docl déxa pupradeg & obrwg droilipevos fipdueito Aads, xai f
TmapEic adrhv 16 Pachikd Tameio . . . fiveto xai eloexopileto”. See also Cedrenus,
Compendium, 11, 154,

#  Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 163-166; Hiinigmann, Ostgrenze, 55-56,
map U, Tephriké (Abrik), 38°5° x 39°20°; Le Strange, “Al-Abnk", 733 fl.

5 1. B. Bury, A History of the Eastern Roman Empire (London, 1912), 277, n. 5.
Vasil'ev, Amorian Dynasty, 229-230, and 229, n. 4. Grégoire, “Précisions", 303, dates
Karbeas® flight ca. 838.

8 Martyrs af Amorium, 29 ff., Leo Grammaticus, Chronographia, 224, Georgius
Monachus Continuatus, Firae, 805, Symeon Magister, Chronographia, 638-639, all
know of the martyrdom of Callistus together with the martyrs of Amorium, but they
do not mention the intervention of Karbeas. See Bury, The Eastern Roman Empire,
271, for the date of the martyrdom. It is interesting to see that in the ninth century
Koloneia was still a Paulician center, as had been observed by source S in an earlier
period.
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Karbeas’ flight was to be dated in the reign of Theophilus (829-842).%
This conclusion is not, however, beyond challenge. The account of
Theophanes Continuatus is both coherent and detailed. He specifies the
names and places of the personages in question. Karbeas is identified as
the protomandator of the general of Anatolikon, whose name is also
specifically given as Theodotus Melissenus. The betrayal of Karbeas
cannot have taken place during the Amorian campaign at the end of
Theophilus’ reign, since the general of Anatolikon on this expedition was
not Theodotus Melissenus, but the Patrician Aetius, who was to be one
of the forty-two martyrs.® More particularly, we know that Callistus was
to die in 845 with the Amorian martyrs, but there is no indication that he
was an original member of that group. On the contrary, as Vasil’ev
himself acknowledges, Callistus was added to the Amorian captives
already at Samarra at a later date and shared their martyrdom only
because he was equally steadfast in his faith.®® Finally, a later date for
Karbeas' flight can best be reconciled with the evidence of source S.
We know from this text that Sergius died in 835 and that the sect was
ruled for some time by his successors. The names of these successors are
listed in full by S, but Karbeas is not among them, nor had he become the
leader of the Paulicians by the time the author of S composed his narra-
tive. Therefore, a date before 835 for Karbeas’ leadership would con-
tradict the evidence of & as to Sergius’ rule, and the period 835-838, be-
fore the fall of Amorium, seems too short for the quarrels of the succes-
sors of Sergius and their reconciliation, their reorganization of the sect,
and the composition of source 5.57 Consequently, the chronology of
Theophanes seems the most reasonable. The frightful persecution by
Theodora drove Karbeas from the Empire, probably late in 843 or early
in 844, so that he would have been in a position to send Callistus to
Samarra before the beginning of 845,%%

The establishment of the Paulicians on the upper Euphrates was a

M Seen. 52. For the date of the capture of Amorium, see Bury, The Easternr Rowan
Empire, 267, n. 1, and Vasil’ev, Amorian Dynasty, 170, n. 3.

*  Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 126, et al. Vasil'ev, Amarian Dynasty,
147, 147, n. 1, 170-171. The account of Theophanes is corroborated by Cedrenus,
Compendium, 11, 153 ff.

b Vasil'ev, Amorian Dynasiy, 171; Leo Grammaticus, Chrenographia, 224; Georgius
Monachus Continuatus, Fifae, 805; Symeon Magister, Chronographia, 639,

T The absence of any mention of Karbeas in source P, which stops with Sergius, also
argues against an early date for his appearance.

*  The persecution by Theodora is confirmed by George the Monk, Chronicon, 802.
We know that the Zelikians, a sect with beliefs similar to those of the Paulicians, were
converted to Orthodoxy under Theodora; see Micetas Choniates, Thesaurus, 281/2-
283/4.
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direct threat to the imperial power. Though Karbeas shifted his capital
from Argaous to Tephriké further north, he still cooperated with the
Muslims in their raids, and a continuous state of war existed between the
Paulicians and the Empire. A punitive expedition conducted by the
Domestic Petronas successfully reached the district of Tephriké, which was
devastated in 856.%* The first campaign of the young Michael 11 against
Samosata in 859 may possibly have had a favorable outcome, though the
Byzantine sources speak of the outstanding success of Karbeas and of
Michael’s narrow escape from capture at the hands of the Paulicians.®®
In the following year, however, Karbeas led a successful raid against the
Byzantine Empire, and he probably accompanied his ally, Omar of
Melitene, on the great expedition which captured Amisus on the Black
Sea.ol

The outstanding victory of Poson in 863 temporarily re-established
Byzantine military prestige in the East, and Karbeas was probably killed
during the campaign, since we know that he died in 863-864.%° However,
the period of respite for the Empire was brief. Karbeas was succeeded by
another ex-officer of the imperial army, Chrysocheir, sometimes identi-
fied as his nephew and son-in-law.®® The war between the Paulicians of
Tephriké and the Empire entered into its final phase. At the beginning
of the reign of Basil I, the Macedonian, the Paulician military power
seems to have reached its apogee. Emboldened by Basil's difficulties in
the West, Chrysocheir in a major raid reached across Asia Minor to the
cities of Nicaea and Nicomedia, sacked the coastal city of Ephesus,® and
returned an insulting message to the conciliatory embassy sent by Basil,
probably in 869-870.% The first retaliatory campaign in 871, led by the
Emperor in person, ended in disaster. Though the district of Tephrike-

*  Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 166-167; Tabari, **Annals”, in Vasil'ev,
Amorian Dynasty, 318-319; also Vasil'ev, ibid., 231-234.

S Genesius, Regum, 91-93; Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 176-177.
Vasil'iev, Amorian Dynasiy, 235-236, and 235, n. 3, is, however, of the opinion that this
campaign was successful for the Empire and that the accounts of the chroniclers are
distorted as a part of the propaganda to blacken Michael’s name during the Macedonian
dynasty.

*  Tabari, “Annals™, Amorian Dynasty, 320; Vasil'ev, ibid., 246, 250, and 250, n. 2;
also Qudima in Vasilev, ibid., 232, n. 2.

* Mas‘adi, Les Prairies d'or, ed. and transl. Barbier de Maypard (Paris, 1861-1877),
viii, 75. Karbeas died A.H. 249 (A.D. 863-864); see Vasil'ev, Amorian Dvnasty, 256,
and 256, n. 2.

®  Mas'Odi, Prairies d'or, viii, 75; Genesius, Regum, 121.

*  Genesius, Regum, 121; Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 25-26.

8 Genesius, Regum, 121-122, puts the embassy two years before Chrysocheir's last
campaign of 872. Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasiy, 26-29; this is Peter of Sicily's
presumed mission (see my Chapter I).
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Argaous was devastated by the imperial army—Genesius tells us that
Chrysocheir was terrified and many Paulicians fled to Syria—the Pauli-
cian capital could not be taken, and Basil himself narrowly escaped
capture by the enemy.®® Chrysocheir, losing no time, launched a second
raid the same year and apparently reached Ancyra in the Charsinian
theme.®” Nevertheless, he seems to have underestimated the power of
the Empire at this point. Basil had decided to achieve a final solution of
the Paulician problem. A second campaign, led by the Emperor’s son-in-
law, the Domestic Christophorus, brought about a total rout of the
Paulician military might. Tephrike fell to the imperial troops, and Chry-
socheir, identified by a renegade named Pullades, was murdered in flight.®
Basil returned in triumph to the capital to receive the victor’s crown from
the Patriarch. The effective control by the Paulicians on the upper
Euphrates was at an end.®

... Such an ending had the affair of Chrysocheir and the flourishing power of
Tephriké, with the assistance of God, who had been propriated by the numer-
ous prayers of the blessed emperor Basil.”

®  Georgius Menachus Continuatus, Vitae, 841, Leo Grammaticus, Chronographia,
255, Symeon Magister, Chronographia, 690, give the date as the fifth year of Basil's
reign, i.e., §71. Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 266-267, tries to minimize
the defeat of Basil by running the two campaigns together, See Genesius, Regum, 121;
Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 30; also J. Anderson, “The Campaign of Basil I against
the Paulicians in 872 A.D.”, Classical Review, X, (1876), 137,

% Genesius, Regum, 122; Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 271-272; Vasil'ev,
Macedanian Dynasty, 31.

“  Georgius Monachus Continuatus, Fitge, 841, is the only source which names
Christophorus; all the other speak merely of the Domestic. Theophanes Continuatus,
Chronographia, 272-276; Cedrenus, Compendium I1, 209-212. Genesius, Regum, 122-
126, erroneously attributes the leadership of the expedition to Basil I rather than to his
son-in-law and ascribes the destruction of Tephriké to an earthquake, The date of
the second expedition is given by Georgius Monachus Continuatus, Virae, 841, as the
year after the first one, i.¢., 872, Tabari, “Annals”, Macedonian Dynasty, 6, gives the
year of Chrysocheir's death as A H, 258 (A.D. 871-872).

Anderson, “The Campaign of Basil [”, 137-139, suggests that the campaign of 872
merely devastated the district of Tephriké and failed to take the capital, This would
necessitate a third expedition to end the Paulician War. Such a campaign is not
indicated by the sources and would push the death of Chrysocheir beyond the date
given by Tabari, Also the triumphal coronation of Basil by the Patriarch seems more
suited to the end of the war than to the completion of a successful campaign, luzbashian,
“Paulician Movement™, 266, n. 79, is of the opinion that Chrysocheir died before the
destruction of Tephriké. The exact details of Basil’s Paulician Wars are still by no
means clear; see Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 31-34, also 42-43,

#  Theophanes Continuatus, Chrorographia, 271, 267-268. For the surrender of the
other fartresses of the Paulicians, see Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dynasty, 31-32.

™ Theophanes Continuates, Chronographia, 276, “woi ta pév kotd 1ov Xpuagdyeipa
kel v avloboav tote Sivapy tfjg Teppikfis totobrov 1o télog E8iEato auvepyeig
feol, toig molials ikeciaig xopplivios Baoiisiov 1ol sboePds Pamisbovios™.
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The Paulician survivors appear to have fled to the south-east, where they
were to harass the Empire in the region of Tarsus in Cilicia.”™ In the late
tenth century they were still numerous in Syria so that the Patriarch of
Antioch urged the Emperor John I Tsimisces to deport them to Philip-
popolis in Bulgaria,”™ where they continued to be centered in the days of
Anna Comnena.” The memory of Karbeas and Chrysocheir, and their
association with the Muslims, passed into folklore. They appear in the
national epic, Digenes Akrites, but their historical réle was completely
forgotten.™ With the destruction of Tephriké the history of the Pauli-
cians within the imperial provinces of the East comes to an end, and
the subsequent history of the sect must be sought in the Balkans or beyond
the Euphrates in its homeland of Armenia.?

The information of the Armenian sources is by no means as explicit
as that of the Greek authorities. The scant historical information which
is to be obtained from the Armenian legend quoted at the beginning of
this chapter has in the main been extracted by Bart‘ikyan. Analyzing the
name of the sect, “K*alert'akan or bloodthirsty”, of heresy #153 and the
name of the heretic woman, Set', of heresy #154, he noted their re-
semblance to the name of the river Kalirt’, called Sidma or Sitit‘ma
in Arabic (now the Batmansuyu, a tributary of the Tigris).?® Particularly
interesting is Bart‘ikyan's observation of a passage from the Geography
formerly attributed to Moses of Xoren in which all of the elements of the
legend are brought together:

The Ktatirt®, which comes out of the mountains of Salin and Sasun, separates

Npfrkert and K<timar ; therefore, it separates the Romans and the Persians and
it is now called Sit¢ittma which is bloodthirsty.”

1 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronagraphia, 283, 284.
2 Zonaras, Annales, 133-136. E. Tachella, *Les Anciens Pauliciens et les modernes
Bulgares catholiques de la Philippopolitaine”, Le Muséon, XVI (1897), 71.
**  Anna Comnena, Alexfade, xiv, Vol. IIl, 177-185; Tachella, “Les Anciens Pauli-
ciens™, §1-83.
" Digenes Akrites, I, vv. 283-288, 18:

"Eyéh xahol vedrepoy, 'O Gunpis aviégn,

“KpuooPépyou vidg elp, untpds && tijc Mavliag:

"AuBpov Onfipxe pov manrobs, Oelog pov & Kapong:

téfvmre yap pov & mamip En viriov Svrog

nmapl pntpodg E660ny 6t elg ovyyevels "Apdfous,

olrvic pe dvéBpeyay elg 1o €0 perd ndBoy
7% The problem of the hereties in the Balkans lies outside the scope of this study.
7 Bart'ikvan, “Sources’, 95, and 95, nn. 2-8.
" Ps. Moses of Xoren, Geography(Venice, 1881), 37-38 (50): “bufu Ruqfqf2, ap pyfuf "p
phpwhy Voybwy & Uwbwobny, & 06w Gopt tbpkpwg gudplbpm b gRypdwp, npof podwbbgek
zmrn.ﬁ'p I Qwinullrg'p_ b QEa'l ujdlf C,"bPlh‘B.ﬁu. np ¢ spﬁlﬁnppm" ibid., 30 (41): “gt.#dr-,
qlledl, pliy npng SE% pIubl ghmb Rughqfd, qup GpPdw fnpki Sméhlp, wpuflph wppubmppar”.
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He concludes, therefore, that the foundation of the legend is the presence
of Paulician heretics along the banks of K‘alirt*-Sit‘it‘ma, thatis to say,
along the eastern frontier of the Byzantine Empire. Bart‘ikyan’s geograph-
ical interpretation of the legend attributes to the heretics a territory
which corresponds to the Paulician region known to Byzantine sources.
Two other pieces of information may be obtained from this text. The
K'atert‘akan, according to heresy 153, had been driven “beyond the
Caucasus” by a king of the Greeks. Here also the Byzantine polemicists
and chroniclers speak of the imperial persecutions which drove the Pauli-
cians out of the Empire.” Finally, in the Armenian version of the Geor-
gian Chronicle, the origin of the Muslims is attributed to the K alrt‘akank®
who were descended from a mythical eponymous prince, K airt."® The
association of the Paulicians with the Arabs is attested, as we have seen,
by all the Greek sources whether historical, polemical or epic. Thus,
despite its sadly confused content, the Armenian legend provides us not
only with geographical information but also with some general historical
corroborationof Paulician historyas it is reported by the Byzantine sources.

If we turn from legendary to historical material, the value of the
Armenian documents becomes far more obvious and is enhanced par-
ticularly by their antiquity. It is true that the references to heresy in the
early Christian period of Armenia are not altogether clear and will have
to be considered later in relation to the question of the origin of Pauli-
cianism in Armenia, and that the mention of the sect in little known work
of the Kat‘olikos John I Mandakuni in the fifth century is not above dis-
cussion.®® With the middle of the sixth century, however, we find our

The Geography is usually considered to be incorrectly attributed to Moses of
Xoren; according to Bart‘ikyan, “Sources”, 95, it is the work of Ananias of Sirak.
The author of the Geography knows the locality of the K atirt*-Sit‘it'ma and identifies
it correctly as a river. See Markwart, Erdansahr, 141-2, 161, and Siidarmenien, 274-279,
for the Sitit‘ma (Batmansuyu) en the eastern frontier of the Byzantine Empire and for
the confusion of some Arab geographers on this subject. Markwart further argues that
K'ahbrt® was a pre-Armenian word which also meant “bloodthirsty”, Sidarmenien,
282-284, Bart‘ikyan does not séem to be acquainted with these studies.
" See above, nn. 18, 28, 43-44, 50-51. We cannot, of course, date the particular
persecution intended. It is tempting to identify “' P&t from ... Ayrarat™, with Paul the
Armenian of the Greek sources. This would give us a date for P&l in the very beginning
of the eighth century and coincide with the persecution of Philippicus (see nn. 34 and
36). Also, as we shall see (n. 99), the early eighth century is a period of Paulician-Arab
cooperation. It is also possible that the period of the flight of Sergius or Karbeas was
intended. In connection with Arab-Paulician relations, it is interesting to observe that
in the earlier MS. #3681 the heretic woman Set'i is called Arab (ww8ph) rather then
Turkish; Bart‘ikyan, “Sources™, 95, n. 9.
" Markwart, Sidarmenien, 280-282, and 281, n, 1.
8  See my Chapter II, nn. 23-24, and Chapter V.
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first specific mention of the Paulicians by name in the Qath of Union of
the Council of Dvin. This mention indicates the presence of Paulicians
in Armenia a full century before the presumed organization of the sect by
Constantine-Silvanus and their condemnation by the ecclesiastical au-
thorities. Also by identifying Nestorian practices and pointing out their
similarity to those of the Paulicians it implies that the Paulicians, far
from being a newly created sect, had existed in Armenia long enough
before the middle of the sixth century to be familiar to the Armenian
clergy and therefore make such an explanation meaningful.®!

The development of Paulicianism during the century and a half which
followed the Council of Dvin is briefly related by the Kat‘olikos John of
Ojun, whose precise information is corroborated by a number of earlier
SOUrces:

At first the incestuous and filthy remnants of the Paulician herd endured a
thorough rebuke from MNersés the Kat*olikos, but by no means mindful of it,
they fled after his death and hid somewhere in our land. Certain lconoclasts
who had been castigated by the Kat‘ohkoi of the Atovanians united with them
—for any wanderer from the truth wishes to join with his own kind. Before
these precursors of the Antichrist had found their reinforcement, however,
trembling, they feared the true and excellent religion of the Christians.®®

Conybeare expressed some doubt as to the identity of the Kat‘olikos
Nersés to whom John of Ojun alludes, since three katolikoi of that name
had ruled the Armenian Church before John. He was inclined to identify
him with St. Nersgs I, the Great (3407-374), since this pontiff was respon-
sible for the reform of the Armenian Church in the fourth century.®* On
the other hand, Grégoire, following the theory of Runciman, identifies
Nersés as the seventh-century Kat‘otikos, Ners€s IlI, the Builder (641-
661),% thereby explaining the appearance of Constantine-Silvanus on
imperial territory as the result of the persecution of Paulicians in Armenia
at the urging of the Kat'olikos. This identification would then provide

#  See my Chapter II and Appendix III. - -

#  John of Ojun, Contra Faulicianos, 88/9, ** Luwfuftb ddgbln @b seuyqwibimk fulbybpwisp.
app thuﬂl‘wie, L ng ﬁfnu-ﬁus&-hq. ‘ﬁ- '(_,n';pnlht {lupnq..‘l;-nuf. q#ﬁ,‘i Snpm.ﬁ' Jarlniwhb
ﬁﬂlﬂl’al’l# eﬂ'?'s qﬂukyﬁi’ Jﬂlﬂpﬂ" I'II.F-&! nafuupﬂw IF#FNJ: bﬁ ‘.I" ’;NU. {wnmmﬂ-u\q_g 5'[}5
sopbyet fuuipbey gh 'p juPag)irongh Ugoaily quohbpodopng aiubp. gh oppf an
Lwdubdubpuls pop Lovwbly fphubogs b Gdupmnfli: b 5Pyl bp Bogu qopudpyh gmbuy
gfjmpusboy pbpwpphuaoupl, bplhmgboy p b vupubugp fuifli gmegfy b °p gbpmywid fpobg
prfumnswfwbog.

8 KT-I, lvii-lviii.

™  Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 37-38; Grégoire, **Précisions™, 300, 303; Stder-
berg, Les Carthares, 27.
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a point of chronological synchronization between the Greek and the
Armenian accounts. Unfortunately, not only is Kat‘olikos Nersés III not
famous for any outstanding anti-heretical activity, but the evidence of
the Qath of Union is absolutely clear. The Kat‘olikos to whom John of
Ojun is referring must be Nersés II (548-557), as had already been ob-
served by Ter Mkrttschian,®

The information given by John of Ojun on the reinforcement of the
Paulicians by Alovanian Iconoclasts is also substantiated by the earlier
sources. We learn from Vrt®angs K'ert‘ol that a certain group of Icono-
clasts existed in his time under the leadership of Thaddeus and Isaiah.%
Tn the Letter to David, Bishop of Mec Kolmank*, by John Mayragomeci,
who lived a few decades after Vrt*anés, we are told that an Iconoclastic
party had existed in Alovania from apostolic times. This group apparently
held doctrines very similar to the ones which we shall see among the Pauli-
cians.®” John Mayragomeci ascribes the origin of the heresy to the Greeks,
but this is probably no more than a manifestation of his anti-Chalcedo-
nian prejudice, since he cites non-existent councils.®® The heresy appar-
ently disappeared until the period of the schism between Armenia and
Georgia (Iberia) in the time of Vrtangs K'ert‘ol and the Kat‘olikos Abra-
ham I (607-615).%* In this period, we learn from John Mayragomegi,
three monks, Thaddeus, Hesu or Joshua, and Grigor, began to preach
Iconoclasm in Armenia. Persecuted by the Armenian ecclesiastical
authorities, they fled to Alovania, where they also stirred up heretical
manifestations. Sent back to Armenia by the Lord of Gardman, they
were finally persuaded into reconciliation with the Armenian Apostolic
Church.?°

The similarity of the accounts of Vrt‘angs K'ert‘ol and John Mayrago-

*  Alexander, “An Ascetic Sect”, 159, n. 35; Der Nersessian, ““Apologie™, 70-71,
and n. 131; Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 51.

5% Vri'anés K'ert‘ol, Treatise, 67-68, “Aucun d’eux ne fit rien concernant les images ...
des églises, mais seulement 'impie et 1'égaré Thadée et lsafe et leurs companions qui
entrainérent & leur suite un grand nombre de personnes, tels vous mémes''.

*  John Mayragomegi, Letter, 213-214; Der Nersessian, “Apologie”, 71. Alexander,
“An Ascetic Sect”, 158-160, is of the opinion that the Iconoclastic party was not
heretical on theological grounds, a point of view which is not shared by S. Der
MNersessian, “Apclogie”, 85-87, and nn. 130-131. See also Der Nersessian, “Image Wor-
ship in Armenia and its Opponents”, Armenian Quarteriy, I, 1 (Spring, 1946), 71, n. 16a.
" John Mayragomegi, Letfer, 213-214; Der Nersessian, “Apologie™, 71, n. 57.

** The presence of Nestorians in Alovania and the concern of the Armenian eccle-
siastical authorities in the sixth century are attested by the Letter of John 11, Alovanians,
81-84. For the relation of Nestorians and Paulicians emphasized by the “QOath™ of
the Council of Dvin, see my Chapter V.

* John Mayragomesi, Lefter, 214-216; Der Nersessian, “Apologie™, T1-72.
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megi was observed by Sirapie Der Nersessian in her publication of the
treatise of Vrt*anés:

According to John Mayragomegi the leaders of the Iconoclasts are Hesu,
Thaddeus and Grigor; now Thaddeus is likewise mentioned in the treatise (of
Vrt‘anés) and the Isaiah of the treatise could be identified with Hesu, for the
two names are often confused in Armenian texts. We, therefore, have here the
same movement directed by the same leaders.®

This identification is also made by Paul Alexander. In his opinion, the
sectarians were primarily ascetics protesting against the corruption of
the Armenian clergy and its undue involvement in the power struggle
between Byzantium and Persia over the control of Armenia, and were
only subsequently Iconoclasts whose doctrinal similarities allied them to
the Paulicians.®® In a Letter written by Vrt*anés K'ert‘ol to Kyrion, Kat‘-
otikos of Georgia, at the time of the schism, there are references to the
presence of heresy in Georgia and the close relations between that country
and Armenia, though there is no direct mention of the heretical leaders or
of Iconoclasm.

The interference of the Lord of Gardman in matters of heresy noted by
John Mayragomegi is witnessed by the Compacr of 639 at which the Lord
of Gardman, Prince of Alovania, and the Alovanian nobles swore to
reject heretics and particularly Paulicians. The relationship of the Pauli-
cians to the Atovanian Iconoclasts is thus underlined by this document.®
The Atovanian council held in the early eighth century, whose association
with the earlier compact perhaps indicates that the council was the
ecclesiastical confirmation of the earlier decision, may be the condemna-
tion of the Iconoclasts in Alovania mentioned by John of Ojun.?”* From
the preceding account it is evident that the Paulicians were present in
Armenia throughout the seventh century and indeed that their ranks had
been strengthened in this period by their union with Iconoclastic heretics
driven from Alovania, where they had long been active.

*t  John Mayragomegi, Letrer, 73, 79, “D’aprés Jean Mayragometsi les chefs des
iconoclastes sont Hesu, Thaddée et Grigor; or Thaddée est également nommé dans le
traité [de Vrt‘anés) ¢t I'Tsaic du traité pourrait étre identifié avec Hesu, car les deux
noms sont souvent confondus dans les textes arméniens. Il s"agit done du méme mouve-
ment, dirigé par les mémes chefs”. John Mayragomeci seems to have been interested in
Iconoclasm, as we learn from Mxit‘ar of Ayrivank®, History, 76; see also my Chapter
II, n, 33,

" Alexander, “An Ascetic Sect™, 157, 159-160, and 160, n. 37.

%3 Uxtands of Urha, Histoire en trois parties, trans. M. Brosset (St. Petersburg, 1870),
283 ff.

*  See my Chapter 11, n. 35.

*  Ihid., and nn, 37, 39,



THE HISTORY OF THE PAULICIANS 135

The importance of the Paulicians in the period of John of Ojun is

emphasized by his own particular attack on this sect as well as by the
Canons of the council held at Dvin in 719 during his Kat‘olikosate.
Singling out the Paulicians from other heretics,* the thirty-second canon
of the council enjoins:
It is not fitting for anyone to be found in the places of that most wicked sect
of obscene men who are called Paulicians, nor to adhere to them, nor speak
to them, nor visit them, but one should retreat from them altogether, to execrate
them and pursue them with hatred, for they are the sons of Satan, fuel for the
eternal fires, and alienated from the love of the Creator’s will.

This on pain of severe punishment and eventual excommunication.®?

Concerning his own times, John of Ojun gives two interesting pieces
of historical information: The heretics had originally been centered in a
district known as Jrkay whence they had spread,?® and, “being deceivers,
they found a weapon for their evil [to] kill the souls of lovers of Christ [in]
being allies of the circumcised tyrants [Arabs]”.#* If we accept In&i¢ean’s
identification of Jrkay as the district of the Bitlis River, we find the Pauli-
cians in the early eighth century located on a northern tributary of the
Tigris adjoining the K‘alirt*-5it‘it*ma and in alliance with the Arabs as
was implied by the Armenian legend.10®

One more tentative suggestion may be made. From source § we know
of a mysterious Paul the Armenian who had fled from imperial persecu-
tion at the very beginning of the eighth century and whose son, Genesius,
assumed the leadership of the sect in 716/7. Could this Paul, so little
known to Greek writers, be Pol from Ayrarat, anachronistically described
in the Armenian legend as both the student of St. Ephrem and the com-
panion of an Arab woman? Such an identification is not impossible, The
** John of Ojun, Canons, XXIX, 74/5, deals with heretics in general, but XXXII,
74/5-76/7, refers specifically to Paulicians.
o Jbid., XXXII, 74/5-76{7,“N; 't qupm p swpaqein ddqblpol abype ap faghl Uap g plbuwlip,
ﬂFE{ ﬂuﬂ‘p. Lk .ﬁlmf .-‘“f"ii iﬁmum.hij !ﬁﬁﬁb & Erpulgupl‘uﬁ» wn.ﬁ!"l_.» Wy nﬁﬁﬁ"l& {kmﬁw{ ".'l
Ens-l-fﬁf. qumby b wobuy ghavw. gh applip vwowbagh Lo b pmgbpp joipolbofub {pmb. &
omwpugbay bl ' appay fudwy wpwphb™.
¥  John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 88/9. -
bl -fbfd., 73[9, Uy b fespedobibog Pﬂﬁﬁ (..nmﬁ&ﬂ .'np&nﬂry r.l_ffr ﬁmg_ﬁmq.ﬁe pﬁ‘uu‘m‘!n-
ol-'lfulg whiwhy, pusbwlpy ;pibngd pabwlupmg fpéwmbmgh™; see Bart'ikyan, “Paulician
Movement”, 127-128.
1we ¥ Intilean, Geagraphy of Armenia (Venice, 1822); see, KT-I, lix. Conybeare notes
that Jrkay might be located near Bayezit. The region of the Tigris, however, is more
suited to the territory of the Paulicians near the Armeno-Byzantine frontier such as
we know it from all the sources, The Bitlis River is the next imporiant affluent of the
Tigris on the northern side after the Batmansuyu. The name 2pjwy, meaning *“watery™,
also suits the district of the great tributaries of the Tigris, and it is phonetically closer
to the province of 8ppwh or 2pgwh than to the Zppw;p district of Bayezit*.
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legend tells us that the K‘alert‘akan had been driven by a Greek ruler
beyond the Caucasus; however, no proof of it can be offered at present.19

From the generation following John of Ojun, that is to say the middle
of the eighth century, hitherto unnoticed information has been uncovered
by Bart‘ikyan in the contemporary History of Lewond.'*® Writing of the
great revolt of the Armenian nobility under Grigor Mamikonean against
the weakened Umayyad Caliphate in 748, Lewond says of the rebels:

... they particularly counted on the help of the army of the king of the GreekS
which was in the province of Pontus because there was a treaty of alliance
between them by the decree of the emperor Constantine, And all the sons of
sinfulness came and joined the army of the rebels, they who know neither the
fear of God nor awe of the princes nor respect of the elders. Just like for-
cigners and strangers, spreading their raids, they seized their brothers and their
compatriots [clansmen] and pillaged greatly, bringing suffering on their brothers
through beatings and tortures.

On account of this the mercy of God was angered [and] He destroyed their
unity, 102

In the opinion of Bart‘ikyan these nameless “sons of sinfulness” who fear
neither God nor earthly lords and who are found in the region of Pontus,
can be none other than the Paulicians. Indeed £ewond’s characterization
of them as compatriots of the Armenians coincides with the description
of Paulicians found in John of Ojun and corroborated by the later his-
torian, Aristak8s of Lastivert:

Now these enemies of ours, had they been foreign-speaking races, no matter
what, could have easily been guarded against; but as the blessed John writes:
‘They went out from among us, but they were not all of us and therefore it is
difficult to know them’. They are of our tongue and nation, and have issued
from one same spring, like sweet water and bitter }™

Their treatment of these compatriots, however, is cruel in the extreme,

101 See nn. 17 and 78.
12 Bart‘ikyan, “Paulician Movement”, 128-131; “Sources”, 88-92. Lewond, History,
118 ff., particularly 122-123. The precise date of Lewond is not known, but the one
usually given is the mid-eighth century (720-7907); see Thorossian, Lirtérature armé-
nienne, 108-109.
1 ptewond, History, 123, b wyevmwbbe) p woenky i gope oppwfil 8acbwg app EE fr
#nqﬁwiw w!ﬁﬂ'nﬂﬁ. ‘puﬂqfr hﬂ .ﬁ Eﬁ? fm,ﬂ J'H...!u-ﬂ Ibu{m{nlpl'uﬁ {,-umf.ﬁ.l. &H’Jhﬁpﬂ Tlmulllﬁq[r.'!.‘
be wibbuylb npyfp jwhgwiwg Epfbay p fowabtph i grby wyveedpa@Enbb, npp ns Glﬁr-'eflﬁr
qbplfieqh Unmaiday b ng qui fipfomiimg b ny quymnfer dbpng, wyy pppk wjjmqgh b omupogbu’
wuywinwl wgnbuy gbpbfil qhqpepy b quagulfnu fupbebg, b pogod awepannfebe wnbtfil,
funpmmbgwbue b qubpp wwlfobe wdbsy b by bgpupg fupbwby:

Buwnugu apny wapPwygbuy bbprgm @bt Hummdn' pulboy gifupwbn @ bngu®.
194 Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 112, “.-- wpy unpuw @ joymwibgos gbgfg Lhb, apil &
A, Sbg qumpwlany ghepue bp. posyq npagbu gpt bbby (s Goglubbbu, PL* Un b FELD by i, g np
!frﬁ wibbkpbwl bnpuw fi (69", b wyud ghoack ik gommphl f: 2wduwlbomp b fwaugﬁqg. I
Spay yuhwbl pyfoboyp pegap Jaep b qunk’.
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as was also observed by source 5.1% Indeed, it is from the information
of the Greek sources that Bart‘ikyan finds his best evidence for the
identification of the “‘sons of sinfulness™ with the Paulicians and inciden-
tally for the synchronization of Byzantine and Armenian sources on the
history of the Paulicians. The region of Pontus where the Armenian
rebels found the “sons of sinfulness” undoubtedly was Paulician territory
in this period.'® Even more specifically, we know from source S that
Joseph-Epaphroditus and Zacharias, the successors of the Heresiarch
Genesius (who had died in 746/7), fled from the Arabs back to Episparis
of Phanaroia on imperial territory.!®” The only reason for this flight
of the Paulicians from the Muslims, with whom, on the evidence of John
of Ojun, they had cooperated at the beginning of the century, would be
participation in the abortive revolt of Grigor Mamikonean in 748, The
dates of the two accounts coincide precisely.'%®

The cause for the change of attitude of the Paulicians was the parallel
change in the position of the imperial authorities in relation to them. The
favor shown to Paulicians by the Isaurian emperors in this period would
logically turn them toward Byzantium and against the traditional ene-
mies of the empire.'?*

In connection with the story of Joseph-Epaphroditus, Bart‘ikyan sug-
gests a further explanation for the persecution which destroyed the Pauli-
cians of Episparis and forced Joseph himself to flee to Antioch of Pisidia.
According to source §:

A certain pious man from the local nobility [apy6vtwv] whose name was Kri-
koraches [K picopdiyng), having learned of this [the heresy in Episparis], sur-
rounded with many soldiers the house in which lodged the disciple of Mani,
and he seized his [Joseph's] disciples, but he himself [Joseph] escaped and going
as a fugitive to Phrygia settled in Antioch of Pisidia. ¢

ws - Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1293/4BC,

1% We know from source S that the Paulicians were to be found both at Episparis
and across the Euphrates frontier in Mananali. The exact location of Episparis in not
known, but it was unquestionably in the region of Pontus: see Grégoire, “Eglises”,
513-514, and Bart‘ikyan, “Paulician Movement™, 130-131. For the location of
Mananati, see my Chapter I, n. 164.

T See pp. 118-119, on. 18-20, 22.

108 See n. 21 for the death of Genesius-Timothy according to Grégoire, also Bart‘ikyan,
“Paulician Movement™, 129,

% See pp. 122-123, nn. 37-41. 1t is to be noted that Lewond says that the rebels coun-
ted on the assistance of the imperial army stationed in Pontus.

1% Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXI, 1285/6CD, “yvoig todro Beogidng tig avip
thv Exeloe dpyxoviov Kmkophyng Asydpevod, petd misiotov otpatiotdv thv
olkiav Exixhooev, v ) xarélvoey & pabnehg tob Mavevrog: xai rolg piv pabnrag
aitol cuvEoyev, abtog 68 Swadpds Quydc dyeto mpoc v puyiav: xai drehbav
xatiknoev eig "Avndyewav v Modiag™,
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Bart‘ikyan rightly observes that this persecution runs counter to the
avowed protection extended to the Paulicians by the Iconoclastic em-
perors.!!! Indeed, Joseph flees in the direction of the capital rather than
away from the Empire, and we are told by source 5 that he subsequently
lived undisturbed at Antioch of Pisidia for some thirty years.?** Bart‘ikyan
therefore suggests that “the pious nobleman Krikoraches™ who started the
persecution may be none other than Grigor Mamikonean, the leader of
the rebellion, carrying out a personal vengeance against those who had
ruined his revolt rather than acting as an agent of the imperial policy.113
This identification is possible. There is no doubt that Joseph, reversing
the normal direction of the Paulicians, fled away from Armenia rather than
toward it. Furthermore we know from Eevond that Grigor Mamikonean,
after the failure of the revolt, “went in haste to the city of Karin [Theodo-
siopolis-Erzurum]”.’ He was, therefore in the neighborhood of Epis-
paris and could be described as *‘a local nobleman™. However, tempting
though it is, such an identification is not beyond question,5

Despite the difficulty of some of the material, we find that the broad
lines of the history of the Paulicians can be reconstituted from the Arme-
nian sources and that they even dovetail occasionally with the Greek
evidence. The Paulicians identified in Armenia since before the mid-sixth
century received a setback at the time of the council of Dvin of 555.

m - Rart'ikyan, “‘Paulician Movement™, 130, “Sources™, 91,

12 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXI, 1285/6. At this point § is probably particularly
reliable since he is very close to the original source A; see my Chapter I, n. 151.

3 Bart‘ikyan, “Sources™, 91.

s ¥ewond, History, 124, “huly pupbgpnidi Qpfignp 'P‘fh' f dbd wppm PGl gupdbop’
whiymlifp f pwquwplh Yuwphn™, The hostility of Lewond, the accredited historian of the
Bagratids, to Grigor Mamikonean never fails to manifest itself.

13 The argument of Bartfikyan that “Krikoraches” is the Occidental Armenian
pronunciation of Grigor, “Sources™, 91, is probable but not proven. The mutation
of g to k is indeed characteristic of western Armenian dialects, but we have no informa-
tion as to the Armenian pronunciation in Pontus in the eighth century, Bart‘ikyan is
quite right in rejecting as a chronological impossibility the suggestion of Ter Mkrt-
tschian that Krikoraches is to be identified with Gregory Magistros; see “Paulician
Movement”, 130, n. 5.

The weakest point of Bart‘ikyan's thesis is the explanation of the reason for which
Grigor Mamikonean turned against his former allies. Using a purely social inter-
pretation, Bart‘ikyan argues that no alliance between the “heretical™ proletariat and
the exploiting feudal classes could survive, and the revolt fell apart for this reason.
We know from Lewond, History, 123-124, that the revolt was ruined by the withdrawal
of Grigor’s traditional opponent, Prince ASot Bagratuni, and his followers, who made
their peace with the Arabs. The continuous rivalry between Grigor and Afot (ibid.,
118 ff.) flared again, and Grigor succeeded in having Afot blinded. After this deed,
Grigor fled to Karin (Erzurum) and soon died there. We know nothing of his feelings
toward the “Sons of Sinfulness™.
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Quiescent for a period after this check, they were reinforced by Alovanian
Iconoclasts in the seventh century and perhaps by refugees from Byzantium
at the beginning of the eighth. In any case they were dangerous enough
to alarm the Kat‘olikos John of Ojun and the Council of Dvin of 719.
Not only were they a religious problem, but through their alliance with
the Arabs a political menace as well. The benevolent policy of the Isau-
rian emperors brought a change in the traditional enmity of the Paulicians
to the Empire and apparently also led to their support of the Armenian
nobles against their former Arab allies. Probably as a result of this new
Paulician policy we hear no more of the Paulicians in Armenia. At first
pursued by the Arabs and Armenian clergy alike, they would logically
seck the hospirtality of the Isaurian emperors in western Asia Minor or
even in Thrace, By the time that Paulician power, once again thrown back
to the Euphrates by the persecution of the Orthodox emperors, began to
grow in the ninth century, the Armenian sources fail altogether. We
have no source whatsoever for this period, and the later documents never
speak of Tephriké, which was destroyed long since, and no longer speak
of Paulicians but of T*ondrakeci, to whom we must now turn.

The relation of the Paulicians to the T‘ondrakeci is no longer seriously
questioned.}¢ The basic reason for the identification is the resemblance
in doctrine between the Paulicians, as described in the Oath of Union
and the writings of John of Ojun, and the Tondrakeci, as seen in the
Key of Truth and the works of later authors. I will discuss the question
of dogma in the following chapter; therefore let it suffice to say here that
a striking similarity of doctrine and practice is observable between the
sects. Reproaches for identical practices were made to the heretics by
John of Ojun in the eighth century and by Nersés Snorhali in the twelfth.
The resemblance was noted by Gregory Magistros in the eleventh cen-
tury, and he identified the two sects in his Lerter to the Kat‘olikos of Syria.
Speaking of the Tondrakeci, of whom he had first-hand information, he
characterizes them as follows: “Here you see the Paulicians, who got
their poison from Paul of Samosata.”''? On two other occasions we hear
from Gregory that the T ondrakeci had been condemned in the writings
of the “Lord John™.1® To the best of our knowledge, the two kat‘olikoi

118 See Juzbashian, “T‘ondrakian Movement”, 31-32, er passim, though ¢f. nn, 41-42,
See also Ioannisyan, “T‘ondrakian Movement™, 106 ., and “Smbat Zarchavanci”,
passim.

7 Grigor Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikes, 161, “weaghl Toghhbwipq, app f Nogaut
Vwdnwamgeny ghgbey ... Numerous translations have been suggested for this
passage without succeeding in altering its obvious meaning.

nue - fhid., 153, 160,
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nearest the epoch of Gregory Magistros: John VI the Historian (899-931)
and John V of Ovayk® (833-855), did not concern themselves with the
heretics; we know of no work of theirs on this subject. On the other
hand, John IV of Ojun was renowned for his attacks on heretics and
on Paulicians in particular. Furthermore, Gregory refers to the pontiff as
“the holy John™,"® an appellation more accurately applied to John of
Qjun, who was the only saint among the three kat‘olikoi under discus-
sion. Finally, the punishment decreed for the heretics condemned at the
Council of S8ahapivan, who are probably Paulicians,’?® namely the brand-
ing of the heretic on the face with the sign of a fox, is the specific punish-
ment used for the T ondrakeci; it is mentioned as such by both Aristakés
of Lastivert and Gregory Magistros.'® Thus the Tondrake¢i may be
identified with the Paulicians in spite of the difficulties noted by Runci-
m“llﬂ

Concerning the origin of the T*ondrakeci, the consensus of Armenian
sources attributes the founding of the sect to a certain Smbat of Zareha-
wan.'?® The identity of this Smbat has led to a good deal of speculation.
Gregory Magistros states that the beginning of the sect of the T*ondrakeci
was to be dated one hundred and seventy years before his own time, that is
tosay, in the first part of the ninth century.*® Of Smbat himself he writes:
“This accursed one appeared in the days of the Lord John and of Smbat
Bagratuni’”.’® These dates coincide, since the Kat‘olikos John V of
Ovayk® (833-855) and the sparapet (generalissimo), Smbat the Confessor
(826-855), the second son of Prince ASot Bagratuni, lived in the period

us  Grigor Magistros, Syrian Kat®elikos, 160, also Ormanian, The Church of Armenia,
list of kat‘olikoi at the back. Mgr. Ormanian rejects John 111 of Bagaran as an anti-
patriarch and therefore lists the three kat‘olikoi as John 111, IV, V. Aristakés of
Lastivert, Hisrory, 112, also refers to John of Ojun as “the blessed John"; see n. 104.
120 Cae my Chapter V for a discussion of the heretics condemned at Sahapivan.

181 KT-J, cviii; Aristakés of Lastivert, Hisfory, 116, 121; Gregory Magistros, Syrian
Kar“olikos, 162,

132 The alteration of the sect’s name and the tradition of the founding of a new sect
by Smbat seem to indicate that the association of the T‘ondrakeci with the earlier
Paulicians is based on identity of dogma rather than necessarily on historical continuity.
This may be the case, but the remarkable similarity of dogma and practice supports
Conybeare’s thesis that Smbat’s activity was one of reform and organization rather
than the creation of a new movement. See my Chapter 1V.

¥ Gregory of Narek, Lerrer, 498, 500. Gregory Magistros, T ulaili, 164; Syrian
Kar‘olikos, 153-154, 160; Nersés Snorhali, “Epistola 1", Leiters, 269; Stephen of
Taron, History, 11, 12,

I Gregory Magisiros, T ulaili, 167, Syrian Kat*elikos, 154.

138 Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat*olikos, 153, “gpqdh Udpwe whbfdbub wib Ephbgu
Jourenepu whwab Gmflwbifofy b Uipwmna; Pogpuonebng™.
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which Gregory assigns to the inception of the sect.’® Asolik, however,
writing a few vears before Gregory (ca. 991-1019), suggests a different
possibility:

After him in the year 346 of our era [April 16, 887-April 15, 898] the patriarchal
throne was occupied by the Lord John of Dwvin, the orator and historian [John
V1] who held it for twenty-two years. It was under his pontificate that Smbat,
the leader of the T*ondrakegi, the enemy of all institutions, made his appear-
ance. He came from the village of Zarehawan, in the district of Calkotn.®

Contemporary with the Kat'olikos John VI the Historian (§898-931) there
is another Smbat Bagratuni, King Smbat I, known as Smbat Nahadak
(the martyr, 890-914). The earlier alternative for the appearance of the
Trondrakeci seems more likely since Gregory insists upon his date, one
hundred and seventy to two hundred years earlier, and further writes that
from thirteen to fifteen kat‘olikoi had anathematized the heretics up to
his own time. Conybeare counts thirteen patriarchs from the period of
John V of Ovayk® to that of Gregory Magistros.!*® The coincidence of the
two Smbats and the two Johns easily explains the confusion of Asolik,
especially since Armenian chroniclers have often failed to distinguish
the Sparapet Smbat the Confessor from his grandson, King Smbat the
Martyr.

Conybeare makes the suggestion that the Heresiarch Smbat and the
sparapet of the same name were actually one and the same person, and
that heresy was rife in the Bagratid royal house.**® This identification
seems very doubtful. It is true that both Samuel of Ani and Mxit‘ar of
Ayrivank® attribute the foundation of the T*ondrakeci to “Smbat called

128 Groussel, Histoire, 349 fT., and genealogical table at back ; Ormanian, The Church
af Armenia, list of katolikoi.
127 Stephen of Taron, History, 11, 12, “Aprés lui, occupa le trone patriarcal en 346
de1'ére [arménienne] le seigneur Jean, de Dwin, orateur et historien, et y demeura 22 ans.
C'est spus son pontificat que parut Smbat, chef des Thondrak, ennemi de toutes
institutions chrétiennes, originaire du village de Zarehawan, dans le district de Dzalkotn™.
Conybeare makes the further suggestion that the Lord John in question may have
been John of Ojun, K7-{, Ixii, n. 1. To be sure, we have a Smbat Bagratuni, albeit
an obscure one, in this period also—the Bagratuni had at least one Smbat in every
generation—yet the suggestion does not seem likely. Three hundred thirty years
separate John of Ojun from Gregory Magistros, and we should expect some reference
to Smbat the Heresiarch in the works of John of Qjun if they were contemporaries.
1% Gregory Magistros, Tulaili, 165, 167, Syrian Kait‘olikes, 154, The calculations
of Gregory Magistros seem to be borne out by the facts, Peter Getadare (1019-1036,
1038-1054) the kat'olikos contemporary with Gregory Magistros (990-1058), was
indeed the thirteenth patriarch after John of Ovayk® (835-855) and was separated from
him by some 170 to 200 years; see de Morgan, Histoire du peuple arménien, 364, col. 2.
The early ninth century, therefore, seems the most likely period for the activity of
Smbat of Zarehawan.
128 K71, Ixi-Ixvii.
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Abulabas, the son of ASot”, and date this in 824.1%% This is undoubtedly
a reference to the Sparapet Smbat, the son of Asot Msaker, who received
the name of Abii’l-“‘Abbas during his stay as a hostage at the court of the
Caliph al-Ma‘miin.?® These two references, however, are late and not
unimpeachable; no earlier source attempts the identification. Further-
more the feud, presumably on religious grounds, between the Kat‘olikos
John V and the Sparapet Smbat, postulated by Conybeare, cannot be
substantiated. The quarrel lay between the kat‘olikos and Smbat’s
elder brother, Bagarat Bagratuni, who bore the title of Prince of Princes.
We also know that when Bagarat sueceeded in having John of Ovayk®
replaced by a kat‘olikos of his own choosing, Smbat called a synod which,
in opposition to Bagarat, set John V once more on the pontifical throne. %
Finally, the accusation of sodomy which the historian Thomas Arcruni
lays against the Bagratid court, and in which Conybeare sees a hidden
reference to heresy, cannot be taken too seriously. Thomas, the official
historian of his kinsmen, the Arcruni, the greatest rivals of the Bagratuni,
takes every opportunity of blackening the reputation of the ruling
house.***

Two more identifications of Smbat the Heresiarch have been attempted.
Conybeare suggests the possibility that he was that Smbat Bagratuni who
was known as “Xosrov Snum”. This identification is based on the in-
formation given by Gregory Magistros that Smbat the Heresiarch had
learned his doctrine from a Persian physician.”® We know that Smbat
“Xosrov Snum™ lived in the period of the anti-patriarch, John III of
Bagaran (590-611), and that he was co-president with the chief physician
of the Persian court of a doctrinal assembly called at the order of Xosrov
IT Parviz. Stephen Orbelean accuses yet another Smbat Bagratuni,
sparapet in 691, of being a diphysite and an enemy of the Orthodox
clergy.’® These identifications, which completely disagree with the pre-
cise chronology of Gregory Magistros, seem altogether implausible,
especially since no Smbat is known to Vrt‘angs K%rt‘ol or to John of
Ojun, who would hardly have ignored such an important heresiarch

#  Samuel of Ani, Collecrions, 91; Muxit‘ar of Ayrivank®, Hisiory, 83.

1w Grousset, Histoire, 349-350,

12 KT-1, Ixiii-1xiv; Grousset, Histoire, 350-351; John the Historian, History, 147-148;
Toannisyan, “T*ondrakian Movement”, 102.

3 Thomas Arcruni, “History of the Arcruni”, trans. M. Brosset, CHA, 1, 101-102,
KT-I, Ixiii,

13 Ibid., Ixvii; Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikos, 153,

185 S&bios, History, 114, Stephen Orbelean, History of Siunik*, 1, 177, also transl
by M. Brosset, Histoire de la Siounie, (St. Petersburg, 1884-1886), 82, n. 2.
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had he lived in a period preceding or contemporary with their own.

In conclusion, [oannisyan observed the mention in the Lerter of Gre-
gory of Narek that the T ondrakeci, and particularly Smbat, had been
massacred by the Emir Aplvard (Uwypfwpg).’*® This personage can now
be identified as Abd’'l-Bard, Muslim Lord of Manazkert in Apahunik*
in the middle of the ninth century.’® We must, therefore, accept the
period of John of Ovayk® and the Sparapet Smbat the Confessor, that is
to say, the early part of the ninth century, as the most likely epoch for the
appearance of the T*ondrake¢i and of Smbat the Heresiarch, whom we
may not otherwise identify with the royal Bagratid house.

In addition to Smbat, Gregory Magistros lists as heresiarchs of the
T ondrakeci: T odoros, Ananés, Ark‘ay, Sargis, Kiurel (Cyril), Yesu,
and in his own time Lazar.1®® The heresy flourished in the tenth and the
eleventh centuries. By the end of the tenth century it was so widespread
that eminent ecclesiastics could be accused of it, and the Abbot of Kaw
was an acknowledged heretic.®® We hear from Aristakés of Lastivert,
a contemporary, as well as from later sources (Kirakos of Ganjak and
Stephen Orbelean), that a certain Bishop Jacob of Hark® was condemned
by the Kat'olikos in the mid-tenth century for practices akin to those of
the T‘ondrakeci.’*® The high nobility was apparently also touched by
the heresy. In about the year 1000 a certain Prince Vrver of 8iri, whose
brother was said to be of royal rank, became a member of the T ondra-
keci, and his district of Mananali was said to be a hotbed of heresy.!®

13 Gregory of Narek, Lerter, 498, also 500: “k [ownbfy wpbwh phy Gemapboph f
upny® fpficdufubghp (ERwine wifpoghl Uypfepgey, ap wpgoph gueogeb opedng@bwl f 2ok
Stwnl Bfunenf’; loannisyan, “T‘ondrakian Movement”, 102.

137 fbid., 103, and nn. 16-20. loannisyan notes that Manazkert is only some three
hours’ ride from T*ondrak, which is also in Apahunik®, See also Ioannisyan, “Smbat
Zarehawan¢i”, 13 fi. Conybeare, KT, appendix 1, 126, n. 3, cannot identify the emir,
but the demonstration of loannisyan seems convincing.

The reason why a Muslim should have attacked the T*ondrakeci in the mid-ninth
century is not known. The implication in the Letter of Gregory of Marek, 500, is that
Smbat’s claim to be a “Christ" had been the cause of the attack.

" Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘elikos, 154.

% The revolts in which Ioannisyan sees manifestations of T'ondrakian activity, see
“T'ondrakian Movement”, 105, and nn. 33, 38, do not seem to have any particular
relation to the sect. Ioannisyan’s conclusions here stem probably from his thesis that
the Tondrakegi are a social movement in revolt against feudal oppression and as such
related to all other movements directed against the existing social structure,

9 Aristakés of Lastivert, History, xxii, 111-117; Kirakos of Ganjak, History, 47-48;
Stephen Orbelean, History, 1, 140, 11, 9-17; Thomas Arcruni, Histery, 198 (this is
perhaps a reference to the same heresy).

W Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 117-125. The evidence of Aristakés on the
heretical leanings of Prince Vrver of Siri contradicts the thesis of contemporary Soviet
historians that the Paulicians were an exclusively lower-class movement,
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The spread of the T ondrakeci did not pass unnoticed by the authori-
ties. Gregory Magistros informs us that:

Prior to ourselves, many generals and magistrates have given them over to the
sword, and without pity, have spared neither old men nor children; and quite
rightly. What is more, our patriarchs have branded their foreheads, and burned
into them the image of a fox ... Others again have put their eyves out... But
for all that they have not been able to check the growth of their lust, nor to
direct back into the bounds of legality their imbecile undisciplined mode of
living. ..}

According to Aristakés of Lastivert, the Byzantine authorities cooperated
in putting down the heresy in Mananali at the beginning of the eleventh
century.!*? By the middle of the same century the persecution was being
carried out by the Duke of Mesopotamia and Vaspurakan, Gregory
Magistros:

So we ordered their roof-trees to be thrown down and burned, and the tenants
of them to be hunted out of our marches. To none of them, however, did we do
any bodily harm, although the law prescribes that they should suffer the ex-
treme of punishment.'*®

The violent persecutions instituted by Gregory Magistros do not seem to
have had the successful results of which he boasted ;** the T ondrakeci,
far from being extirpated, fled in part to Syria, but were still sufficiently
flourishing one century later to arouse the indignation of Paul of Taron
and the Kat‘olikos Nersés Snorhali.** We also hear from Nersés of the
existence in this period of a Paulician church at Hamayk® in Syrian
Mesopotamia.™? It is interesting to note that the sect’s association with
Alovania persisted. Gregory Magistros emphasizes the fact that the

1t Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat'olikos, 162, “apyle b bwfupwh gdby pwgecd gopuw-
fupp b ybop fr voep varaboh Swabbghl ghwvw b whoprpSupup ny fobugbohle p bbpe b f
dFebilpmba, n‘ﬂq.fu n‘ﬂdmﬁﬁ bp, Bul GEp eu{,'u&ajaq.ﬁu.@ 1 hbu!m-'ﬁ q,‘ii]'ng ] lHIIIz.!F L
buwlbpay, .- & godwby {pudobghl paply qupe. - & ng popoghl glbymmfumm @b {n[m{rus
g Slwﬂlvlr‘g-&; b my 121:3.«0!.3 b qudblh ghibwbs fepbwby rﬁ-up{ﬁmpﬁwﬁpﬁ ;;w,-a&ni pum
opflioph qupagpby”.
143 Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 123-124,

The imperial armies were pushing east of the Euphrates as Basil 11 claimed the
inheritance of the Curopalate David of Tayk®; see Grousset, Histoire, 529-536.
" Gregory Magtroiss, Syrian Kat‘olikos, 162, “be phwlbup p [pE b Ghufubul --- apag
fpwlubqup owguky glpdmbel jupluwgh b {pdpg wnbly b qpbplwbe lwbl f ow{fwlog
dbpng, wy nf gug flwebyup fopiiofel gowondwefp, Platel joplisi {pudugl qfbpOf
q.mﬂ({-mﬂ- bply Sﬂja“; also T wlaili, 167-168.
He  Gregory Magistros, T*wlaili, 167-168, Syrian Kat*olikos, 157-158, 162. He himself
accuses King Gagik II of failing to put down the sect, Lerters, 212,
148 Payl of Taron, in KT, 175; Nersés Snorhali, Lerrers, 269.
17 Nersés Snorhali, Lerrers, 240-289,
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T'ondrakeci had been anathematized by the kat‘olikoi of Atovania as
well as Armenia,"*® while Aristakés of Lastivert traces the heresy of
Prince Vrver of Siri back to an Atovanian monk.14%

On the later survival of the sect, we do not possess sufficient evidence.
Conybeare considers all references to the Paulicians after 1166 as doubtful
though some survival of the sect must be recognized, and the T*ondrakeci
were still known to Daniel de Thaurizio in the fourteenth century, Our
manuscript of the Key of Truth dates from 1782, and we hear of an hereti-
cal Abbot John in this period.**® As late as 1833-1847, the investigation
carried out at Ark*weli revealed certain heretics still known as T*ondrakeci
whose doctrine bore a remarkable resemblance to that of their namesakes
one millenium earlier.’® However, the continuous pressure exerted by
the Muslim authorities on the Armenian Church from the twelfth century
onward left little room for the discussion of heresy in the texts of the
period.

If we now consider the total information on the history of the Pauli-
cians, it is apparent that much of the evidence can be reconciled. There
seems to be no doubt that the sect was present in Armenia before its
appearance in Asia Minor. The origin of the heresy outside the imperial
frontier is conceded by all the Greek sources as is its Armenian character.
We know that Constantine-Silvanus and also Paul, the father of Genesius
and Theodore, were specifically singled out as Armenians. Futhermore,
Ter Mkrttschian observed that the name of Sergius’ opponent, Baanes,
is the Greek version of a purcly Armenian name, Vahan (4 wdwf) 152
Indeed, it has been pointed out that the very form of the name “Pauli-
cians” is not Greek but Armenian in origin, containing as it does the
characteristic Armenian pejorative diminutive syllable “ik™ (fi§).’** On
the Armenian side, Stephen Orbelean accuses the Georgian Kat‘olikos,
Kyrion, of having learned the MNestorian heresy from a priest at Kolonia
(Yngnitpw).?* Now Koloneia seems to have been a Greek Paulician center
since, according to source S, the bishop of this city, in which Constantine-

W Gregory Magistros, T ulaili, 167, Syrian Kat*olikos, 154,

ue - Aristakés of Lastivert, Hisfory, 117,

e KT-1, Dxxi-laxii.

161 fhid. xxiii-xxviii. It is interesting that the refugees from the Turkish provinces
still scolded their children with the term “Satana-Pulik (vwwwbe-Ray f§)", See G, Ter
Mkrttschian, Armenigca (ValarSapat, 1903), 73; this is noted by Melik-Bashian
Paulician Movement, 238, and Bart‘ikyan, “'Legend”, 92.

12 K, Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 21.

18 KT-1, ev; Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 47; Obolensky, Bagomils, 55, etc.

184 Stephen Orbelean, History, I, 146, “k qbwgbuy fp b vephuiwgr@bubh fr Yagnbf
b phufbuy wn bpluwpbul bpfigne Of & Blphbuoy jwpoingh™.
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Silvanus had been executed, warned the Emperor of the presence of the
heresy in his see and thus provoked the persecution in which Symeon-
Titus was killed, )% At least two of the Paulician churches, Macedonia-
Kibossa and Laodicaea-Koinochorion, were located in the neighbor-
hood. As we have seen from the Qath of Union, Nestorianism was asso-
ciated with Paulicianism from the earliest period, so that we may have
here Armenian corroboration of Paulician activity in the district of
Koloneia. However, it must be remembered that the evidence of Stephen
Orbelean is late and imprecise, and we may have nothing more here than
a reference to the Orthodox Byzantine Church, Nestorian by Armenian
standards, rather than to heresy.

Even more satisfactory, despite the inaccuracy of the Greek sources,
is the evidence as to the geographical location of the sect. Both series of
sources agree that the region on either side of the Armeno-Byzantine
frontier was Paulician territory. Even more specifically, though Mananati,
the home of Constantine-Silvanus, is incorrectly placed by Peter of Sicily
in the neighborhood of Samosata, it is always referred to as being in
Armenian lands and a center of Paulicianism ; Genesius-Timothy returned
to it to found the second heretic church of Achaia. Mananali is also the
home district of the heretical Prince Vrver of Siri accused of Paulicianism
in the early eleventh century by Aristakés of Lastivert.'® Furthermore,
the name of a district in Mananali given by Aristakés of Lastivert, “the
mountain which is called the fortress of Smbat”, may well commemorate
the name of the founder of the Tondrakeci.’®” Similarly, Pontus and
the theme of Armeniakon, the home of Byzantine Paulicianism, is also
the region in which the “sons of sinfulness’ were to be found, according
to Lewond.!%®

In the sphere of politics also, the two series of texts can be brought into
agreement. The usual alliance of the Paulicians with the Muslims is
noted by writers on both sides of the frontier, as is the change in this
policy occasioned by the favor shown to the heretics by the Iconoclastic
emperors. The shift of Armenians away from Theodosiopolis by Con-
stantine V is noted by Lewond, who adds that the local population was
only too happy to follow the Byzantine emperor.’® The development of
the T*ondrakeci during the ninth century coincides with the apogee of
1% See pp. 117-118, nn. 16 and 27.

18 See n. 141.
17 Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 61, *p quiani Vwbubuniay i jbwnb “ap fogh Udpu-

=y plpy”.
158 Spp nn. 103, 106.
18} ewond, History, 129; cf. Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 429; see n. 38,
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Paulician power on the Euphrates. The success of the Paulician move-
ment in Armenia during the tenth century is probably due to the influx
of refugees after the fall of Tephriké in 872.'%° Finally, we must note that
both the Greek and the Armenian sources agree as to the presence of
Paulicians in Syria in the period following the fall of Tephriké. The
Greek chroniclers report the deportation of Paulicians from Syria by
John I Tsimisces in the late tenth century, and Gregory Magistros, in his
Letter to the Syrian kat‘olikos almost one century later, notes that they
were still present in the region.1®!

It is tempting to go farther and attempt to reconcile the two lists of
heresiarchs provided by the Greek sources and Gregory Magistros.
Here, however, no conclusive relation can as yet be established. Cony-
beare attempted to relate the Paulician Heresiarch Sergius-Tychicus to
the fourth leader mentioned by Gregory Magistros, Sargis, since they
bear the same name.'** It is not, however, possible to make the dates
coincide. Tychicus lived in 801-835, which is the period of Smbat who
was a contemporary of John V of Ovayk® but by no calculations can
Sargis be brought into this period. Some memory of a Sargis did linger
in Armenia, nevertheless. King Gagik I1, in the latter part of the eleventh
century, includes the following anathema in the Confession of Faith he
makes to the Emperor Constantine X Dukas:

We also anathematize ... Sargis who has an Armenian name, and who went
accompanied by a dog and an ass, may he share on the last day the lot of dogs
and asses.'™

One century later, Nersés Snorhali in his Confession of Faith in turn pro-
tests concerning:

... certain apostates of our faith preserved fables about various things for you ...
of a certain soothsayer Sargis who had a dog and an ass. But the memory of
this Sargis survives among us even less than the Chimera, for the latter, even
if it did not exist, at least had a name, while this Sargis has among our people
neither name nor existence; and if he should have existed any place, albeit
unknown to us, the Catholic Church anathematizes him, his ass, his dog and
whoever acknowledged or received him, for no one of our people heard his name,
except the Greeks, who tell this to calumniate us.!®*

18 Juzbashian, “T‘ondrakian Movement”, 41, considers the inhabitants of Glwjwip
mentioned by Gregory Magistros to be refugees from Kowoygdpov; see n. 144,

%1 This observation is also supported by the chroniclers of the Crusades,

w2 KT, Ixviii-Ixix,

183 Gﬂ,g.lk II in Matthew of Edessa, Chmnic{e, lm, "Eimtﬁlff.. L 12.1 whel Ullliqulll
{whgbpd pwhb b fpndl fupmf, b pudwiwhhy boguw Eqpgh pwenepl jbabauf, ywbg & pyng gpldp™.
14 Nersés Snorhali, “Confession of Faith”, Letters, 105, “Uswsgnip $inpp iy b
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The protestations of Nersés are more violent than coherent. It is evident
that the story of Sargis was still current. Nersés, living as he did in Cilicia
rather than in Armenia proper, may have ignored the basis of the story,
which was becoming vaguer with time, Matthew of Edessa, even though
he preserved for us the credo of Gagik II, includes in it a completely
garbled version of the story in which Sergius, a mule-driver, compels
men to worship his dog.® A still more fantastic version of the story can
be found in the Panoplia of Euthymius Zigabenus,%®

It has often been suggested by Armenian scholars that Sergius-Tychicus
is none other than Smbat the Tondrakeci.’®” The hypothesis is very
tempting; the dates of the two heresiarchs coincide; Tychicus and Smbat
were both active leaders and missionaries. Conybeare, however, objects
that the spheres of their activities were not identical and that the places
of origin of the two heresiarchs do not coincide; Sergius, according to
source S, came from the region of Tabia in the imperial theme of Arme-
niakon, whereas Smbat’s home, the village of Zarehawan, lay much fur-
ther east in the Armenian district of Calkotn, that is to say in the neigh-
borhood of T ondrak at the foot of Aladag.'*® Far more probable is
the hypothesis that Smbat was influenced by the ideas of his contempo-
rary, Sergius, who as we know had been driven eastward by persecution.
And it was the legendary memory of this missionary Sergius which sur-
vived in Byzantium and Armenia as late as the twelfth century.1?

fuwal Unwfwinpugh ' L) whoebbay gquing’ gop lalnylp oghucpup, Ywpqul g
I!mk{r'f ‘9".""'1'"31!' !z k vlnibig ui-mu'i. '!‘l,r-rqnnm]':e&ingﬁv V. ﬂun-nnjn Jb,m; uu-ungﬁl[npuﬁlln!'
'.!v Tuﬁl&wﬁ h-m l!lnrfl vnlnfnﬁ_ k qwa-fblm[ o Pmﬁ,‘! lulm&'l Ji.p.- ijg win :ﬂ:{ Jf:zlﬂﬂt#
wyuyhuned Uwpguf wigny ¢ wawely pwi gbyg Mepocwpunh whacwbbuy gf o Pl qopneBful oy
.l&fl. bl qna-ln-ﬂglu. fm@ Uqullmv wrjs ag qv_pn*Pfuﬂ n([rl‘r Jugqu -rf-i.fl k i whinid, qnp Ff I3
np mpkp, Plgte b fby wijape b bgoft ghw fuw@aghht bhbgkah b gty bmpw L quipnibg b
gfung bopw & qpbgeciog, gf quined Brpw pf np prboy jwqgu 0kp, puyg i 2oandng’ gf wekl
apqupmbgrd goby”,

198 Matthew of Edessa, Chronicle, 213-214.

it Futhymius Zigabenus, “Adversus Armenios”, PG, CXXX, 1189/90BC.

187 KT-1, Ixviii n. i.

18 Perrus Siculus, Historia, XXXII, 1287/8; Stephen of Taron, History, 11, 12, and
n. 7; Gregory Magistros, Syrign Kat“elikos, 153-154; see also KT, 144, n. 5.

1#*  The one difficulty here is that Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kair‘elikes, 153, says
that Smbat had learned his heresy from a Persian physician named Mjusik (Ifpfawfi).
In the present state of our knowledge of Armenian Paulicianism in the ninth century
it is not possible to solve the problem of the origin of Smbat's ideas. It is possible
that he may have been influenced by the messianic concept of a mahdi which recurs
periodically in Shi*ite Persia, though Toannisyan, “Smbat Zarehawangi”, 24, denies
this and rejects the thesis that Smbat’s ideas had come from Persia. On the other hand,
in view of the doctrinal similarity and the possibility of geographical and historical
contact between them, there seems to be no reason for doubting that the development
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In conclusion, the broad lines of Paulician history are now tolerably
clear as are the moves of the heretics back and forth across the imperial
frontier. The first recognized manifestation of Paulicianism comes from
Armenia, In the mid-sixth century the Council of Dvin associated it with
Nestorianism and condemned it. As a result, the activity of Armenian
Paulicians seems to have been temporarily checked, though not destroyed.
Almost exactly a century after the Council of Dvin, Paulicianism made
its first appearance in imperial lands. The reason for this move toward
the West is not known to us, but the humble beginnings of Constan-
tine-Silvanus suggest a minor, almost personal undertaking rather than
a mass movement of population.

The seventh century was a period of obscurity for the sect. Persecuted
by the Emperors Constantine IV and Justinian II, Byzantine Paulicians
struggled to survive and may even have fled back to Armenia during the
reign of Philippicus in the first years of the next century. In Armenia,
the sect was steadily gaining strength through its union with Alovanian
Iconoclasts but was yet to present a serious problem to the ecclesiastical
authorities.

With the beginning of the eighth century major changes took place. In
the first decades of the century the Paulicians began to present a political
as well as a religious problem. Alienated from the Empire by persecu-
tion, they sought alliance with the Arabs. Alarmed by the growing power
of the sect in Armenia, the Kat‘olikos John of Ojun had it condemned
anew by the Council of Dvin of 719. Meanwhile the new policy of the
Isaurian emperors altered the allegiance of the Paulicians. Turningagainst
their Muslim allies, the sectarians now supported the revolt of the Arme-
nian nobility, and, on its failure, crossed back over the frontier to seek
haven on Byzantine territory where they prospered until the re-establish-
ment of Orthodoxy. Some were even settled in Thrace by Constantine
V as bulwarks of the precarious Bulgarian frontier.

Persecution by the Armenian ecclesiastical authorities, as well as
Muslim reprisals for the rebellion of 748, seem to have broken the power
of the Paulicians in Armenia, at least for a time. In the late eighth and
early ninth eenturies the sect sinks out of sight. Very different was the
reaction of Byzantine Paulicianism to the renewal of persecution in-
augurated with the return of Orthodoxy to the Empire. Far from sub-
mitting, the heretics were driven into open rebellion and the renewal of

of the Tondrakegi in Armenia during the tenth century, after the partial eclipse of
Armenian Paulicianism in the preceding period, was the result, at least in part, of the
influence of heretical refugees from the Empire.
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their Muslim alliance. The ninth century marks the zenith of Paulician
political power and of its threat to Byzantium. The full strength of the
Empire had to be marshalled by Basil I to conquer Tephriké and remove
the perpetual danger to his realm constituted by the Paulician state on
the Euphrates.

With the destruction of their capital, the history of the Paulicians in
the eastern provinces of the Empire comes to an end. Some made their
submission,!™ others survived in the Balkans to create trouble in the
future, most fled toward the Arabs and their original home of Armenia.
The presence of the refugees from Tephriké reinforced the Paulicianism
of Armenia recreated by Smbat of Zarehawan. By the tenth century the
sect had become sufficiently powerful to embrace an important segment
of the population, mostly in the western provinces of Armenia, and to
spread southward into Syria. The growth of the new Paulicianism—the
T ondrakeci—brought about the expected reaction. The religious and
secular authorities turned to the repression of the sect. The Byzantine
and Armenian powers collaborated in this work. The deportation of
Paulicians from Syria by John Tsimisces in 970 strengthened the sect in
the Balkans. The armies of Basil II helped the Armenian clergy against
the heretics in Mananali in the first years of the eleventh century. In
the middle of the century the persecutions of the imperial viceroy of
Vaspurakan and Mesopotamia, Gregory Magistros, drove the heretics
still farther to the east.

The repressive measures of the eleventh century brought about the final
weakening of Paulicianism—no further revival was to give it power—yet
the authorities did not succeed in extirpating it. Long after the Paulicians
had died out in Asia Minor proper, they persisted in the East where,
still allied to the Muslims in stubborn opposition to the Empire, they were
met by the Crusaders. In the Balkans the descendants of the Paulicians
were to provide both military power and numerous difficulties for Alexis I
Comnenus and his successors.!” In Armenia they may have lingered in
obscurity to a peried close to our time.

110 We hear of a certain Diakonitzes who had been a lieutenant of Chrysocheir and
had tried to save his leader at the final battle. After the destruction of Tephrikg, we
find him as an officer in the army takén by Nicephorus Phocas, the elder, to Italy in
885; see Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 275, 313, and my Introduction, n. 3.
- Anna Comnena, Alexiade, 11, 44, 111, 179-180.



THE PAULICIAN DOCTRINE

All attempts to reconstruct the doctrine of the Paulician heresy have been
faced with two basic difficulties: 1) Most of our knowledge on the subject
must be derived from hostile Orthodox sources, which may be misin-
formed or which may deliberately distort the dogma of the sect. 2) The
apparently irreconcilable disagreement between the Armenian and Greek
sources permits no conclusive synthesis of Paulician doctrine.

The first difficulty, common to most studies of heretical dogma, can
be obviated by the study of the one Paulician document surviving in
Armenia, the Key of Truth, and the comparison of its doctrine with the
one described by Orthodox writers. The second problem, though far
more complicated, can also be solved. The fundamental difficulty in this
case has been created by the assumption that Paulician doctrine remained
static throughout the sect’s existence and showed no variation with time
or place. It is the purpose of this chapter to demonstrate the fallacy of
this assumption on the basis of the analysis of the Greek sources already
presented in Chapter [. Once the alteration of Paulician doctrine in
Byzantium has been shown, a possibility of reconciling the seemingly
contradictory evidence of the Greek and Armenian material can be found.
Some conclusions as to the character of Paulician dogma may then be
formulated.

Before any such conclusions are attempted, the following aspects of
the problem must be considered:

1) The information of the Key of Truth and its relation to the Orthodox
Armenian material;

2) The nature of the doctrine presented in the tenth-century Greek
sources—in Peter of Sicily and the Pseudo-Photius; in the ninth-century
source P; and finally in sources S and 4 as well as other sources on early
Byzantine Paulicianism;

3) The evidence of a modification of Paulician doctrine within the
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Empire and the dogmatic relation of Armenian and Byzantine Paulician-
ism.

From the Key of Truth a comprehensive picture of Paulician doctrine
in Armenia can be obtained. The confession of faith found in this docu-
ment begins as follows:

We confess and believe that there is one true God, of whom our Lord Christ
speaketh. ... Again we confess and believe in Jesus Christ (a new creature and
not) creator.!

This “one true God™ is the creator of both the heavens and the earth.®
Jesus does not seem to have been born the Son of God, but rather to have
been recognized by the Father as a reward for the virtuousness of his
life and the quality of his faith:

Forasmuch as the (created) man Jesus became very faithful to his Father, for
this reason, the Father bestowed upon him a name of praise which is above
every name.®

Jesus was, therefore, *‘created™ and not “begotten”:
... out of thy divine compassion thou didst create the new man Jesus.!

The recognition of Jesus as Son of God came only at his baptism, which
was the most important sacrament for the Paulicians:

But the (created) man Jesus knew his Father, and by the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit came to St. John in all gentleness and humility to be baptized by [him.
And at the same time he was crowned by the almighty Father, who said:
“Yonder is my well-loved son in whom I am well pleased.™

Such significance is given throughout the Key to the question of baptism
that it seems worth while to reproduce an extensive section of the text
listing the attributes and virtues acquired by Jesus with this sacrament:

1 KT, 28-29 (93-94), “Wanmnwifdp b {ucmmudp quemnimd dp -t‘-’z-\fnﬁ"u! gaf, gap H-EPE' dkp
ppfumns wal - Twpdbay "vnuuﬂfds.lufe bk {u1un§£a w.ﬁnmur ppfumas [bap wpwpwd b i-a]
wpuwphs”. Ihid., 94, n. 2, the words in parentheses in the translation were erased in the
MS. and restored by Conybeare. Alexander Eretzean, working independently,
confirmed the reconstruction. Unless otherwise noted, 1 shall quote from the transla-
tion of Conybeare.

5 Ibid., 29 (94), also 52 (114,

* Ibid., 12 (80), “‘{.IL’HFNJ Jnpe {'ilr.u-um'uf 'E‘['E’j'_ IIB,’I?IF Bﬁumn {a‘ﬂr .!u,m'r,- o ke
wyunphly slinp{bwy bfw whnuk gmfbp b np b ofbp § puwb quibbogh whocke™.

¢ Ibid., 45 (108), “Upy gRunfy pay wumaiwde@bwby wpupbp glnp dupglh jfums™.

t Ibid., 11 (79), “hel --- fuwpnh Gpuncs dwhbus qluiplh fup b bjbw) wuadwip vnpp {nquagl
wn onpplh Gelwhbfe, (bgm@bulp b funbwplo@balp Oipapy f biwbt: be bmb dwieh
qeellye. p lopl witbahuyl Pt Vuy | opap pd oppkyfp pig np Gusbyuy, spale b flph gpbyud’.
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First was our Lord Jesus Christ baptized by the command of the heavenly
Father, when thirty years old, as St. Luke has declared his years, iii, 23: *And
Jesus himself was of years about thirty, beginning with which as he was sup-
posed son of Joseph’. So then it was in the season of his maturity that he
received baptism; then it was that he received authority, received the high-
priesthood, received the kingdom and the office of chief shepherd. Moreover,
he was then chosen, then won lordship ... Nay more, It was then he became
chief of beings heavenly and earthly, then he became light of the world, then he
became the way, the truth, and the life; ... Then he became the foundation of
our faith; then he became Saviour of us sinners; then he was filled with the
Godhead ; then he was sealed, then anointed; then he was called by the voice,
then he became the loved one, then he came to be guarded by angels, then to be
the lamb without blemish. Furthermore he then put on that primal raiment of
light which Adam lost in the garden. Then accordingly it was that he was in-
vited by the Spirit of God to converse with the heavenly Father; yea, then also
he was ordained king of beings in heaven and on earth and under the earth;
and all else (besides) all this in due order the Father gave to his only born Son.*

Since Jesus had received baptism only at the age of thirty as a reward
for his past life, the Paulicians of the Key were firmly opposed to infant
baptism. On the eighth day after birth the child was named,? but baptism
was granted only to adults after long entreaty on the part of the catechu-
men, and after instruction, confession, and repentance:

Thus also the Lord, having learned from the Father, proceeded to teach us to
perform holy baptism and all his other commands at an age of full growth (or
lit. in a complete or mature season) and at no other time... So must we also
perform baptism when they are of full age like our Lord; so that they may seek
it in faith from us, and that we may give them baptism and perfect blessing. ..
He who does not believe and repent cannot be baptized and be justified, be pur-
ified of sin and be freed from the fetters of Satan... Therefore according to the
word of the Lord, we must first bring them into the faith, induce them to repent,
and then give it unto them.*

4 KT, 5-6 (74-75), “Yufe mbp fbp G’mnm 'ﬂﬂh-mx Jhn-lsuu {runfwﬂuu {o'ﬂﬁ .ﬁfg.i-rmm‘l
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7 Ibid., 20-21 (87-88).
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The consequence of the importance attributed to the baptism of Jesus
was the belief that every man who made himself worthy of this sacrament
could be filled with the Holy Spirit as Jesus had been. In the ritual con-
tained in the Key we find the following prayer:

Bestow thy holy grace on this one, who now is come and asks of thee the grace of
thy holy authority, and that he may be ranked along with thy holy Son, according
to that which is said that ‘wherever I shall be, there also shall be my worshipper”.?

and likewise:

... make them a temple and dwelling-place of the Father increate, of the Son
our intercessor, now and ever and unto eternity of eternities. Amen.*®

Thus the elect could indeed reach the same plane as Christ as a result of
his baptism:

Now therefore it is necessary for the baptizer to be elect according to the words
of the heavenly Father to his beloved Son, Luke ix, 35: He is my Son Elect."!

As we can sce from the preceding quotations, Christ is considered to be
the intercessor for mankind, and indeed is referred to throughout as the
Savior, the Lamb of God; there appears to be no denial of the Passion
and the Redemption.!? Because of the doctrine of Jesus’ reception of the
Holy Spirit at his baptism, the Virgin Mary plays only a small part in
the Key: She is not considered to have remained a virgin after the birth
of Jesus.™ Finally, in imitation of the passion of Christ, the catechumen
took upon himself all sorrows, temptations and suffering.!*

The Paulicians of the Key definitely claimed to be the heirs of the
apostolic tradition, which in their opinion had been perverted by the
Christian Churches.!> Consequently, they rejected the Orthodox sacra-
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u--nﬂ.ﬂ'l"; 8 {77}, "H{rf' v Pqﬂflﬁ whwal {gp;t !‘ .ﬂr! ili'ml.ru IID..‘I.F !! Lurewomer .F'['f“';f_‘ Jumnpm—
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* KT 46 (108), “mmip udu qaiiapln pay uncpp, qop wydi bjbwy { & fubgpl 'p pth golinpla
gupmolibwl fif byfgh™.

o Ihid., 36 (100), “Hﬂrlu" gfﬂﬁw gefrene wagu [ lfllf-' mwduwp & phulmpeb {opk uﬂ}ﬁ.ﬁ,
apqeah pupkfooupl puydd b dfpen b jucpombwbo gupubiby. LS. Also (109, 111, ete.).

W Ibid., 30 (95), “Uy wpy' Lupl b Sypamnghh | ik phapbay pom wohy loph bpbbanpl =n
apghle o wppby . Lock. gg. 9 {p. 35, e § opgh pF phepbey™.

1 Ibid., 2-3 (72), 44 (106-107), also (101, 103, 112, 122, 124, etc.).

3 Ibid., 51-52 (113-114),

M fbid., 44 (106-107).

1¢ Ibid., (73-74, 76, 80, 86-87, 91,).
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ments as polluted and inoperative and likewise did not recognize the
Orthodox clergy.’®* Within the sect two grades of members seem to have
existed, the elect who had received the Holy Spirit at baptism, and the
simple faithful. A hierarchy of sorts was present, since there are refer-
ences to elect, priests, bishops, rulers, archrulers, and a president. How-
ever, it is stated that:

... all these are one and the same thing; nor are they one greater or lesser than
another ... authority is one, and is not greater or less.'?

Hence these offices do not seem to have carried any special authority or
privileges. Asceticism was not favored, and monks are specifically men-
tioned as one of the disguises of Satan.'® There is also a condemnation
of auricular confession and absolution, fasts, and the intercession of
saints, since the remission of sins belongs to God alone.!®

In contradiction to a statement found in Peter of Sicily, we do not find
any particular disrespect paid to the Apostle Peter. It is true that the Key
of Truth points out that the Church is founded on the twelve apostles and
not Peter alone, but in another passage we find the reference, “*St. Peter,
a member of the universal and apostolic holy Church, saith in his catholic
Epistle...”"%® which can scarcely be interpreted as a rejection of the Apos-
tle. Similarly, there is no rejection of the Old Testament in the Key of
Truth. The story of Adam and Eve is told in its traditional form, and
Enoch, Elias, Abraham, and Moses are treated with respect, so that we
must conclude that the Old Testament was acceptable to the Paulicians,
who used the Key as part of the Scriptures.®!

One more point is of great interest and importance to us—namely, the

i KT (84-86, 118-119).

W fbid., 42-43 (105), also (103, 106), “n'lt umpu -lﬂ-ﬁlpﬁwjr 4- A .EnJ-ﬁ qupd i & ng ki
unpaij wkd .I;mlf qin,ﬂw f {é.llu_; nfraﬂ‘llirs. afp Eii (&FP {utuuu.n‘ e {@ .l_.hﬁl.i_il ﬁ?ﬁrnﬁmpéuﬁ &
ny dbd fwd fmpp™.

W jbid., chapter ix, 17 (84-85). also 62(122).

W Ibid., (86, 120).

*® Ibid, 50 (112), “qep dweb pholwbpwbhul b wowpbpwhwb vopp CfEgbguml’ wnipplh
qﬁn.tmll wuf™; also (82-83, 92-93, 110, 115, 124).

. Ibid., (78-81, 104-105, 118 etc). Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 378,
objects to the account of the fall of Adam and Eve and considers non-Orthodox the
words; “... and they beheld each other’s nakedness and were not ashamed, b whufb
Iw‘;ﬁdnrf Tﬁip{lmpjlﬁu :Flﬁwilg ke np .§H‘Efﬁ5“. KT, 10 (79). The important point,
however, is that both here and on page 81, the fall of man is attributed to the deceit
of Satan in the Orthodox manner, whereas the Gnostic interpretation would make the
serpent the messenger of God sent to reveal to Adam and Eve the evil intentions of the
Demiurge who is the creator of this world. There is no trace of such an interpretation
anywhere in the Key so that the questionable passage may well be due to an accidental
error in copying.
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specific rejection of images and of the reverence of them as idolatry:

Ye [the unbelievers)... are followers of your father, the evil one, who gave you
his law, namely, to baptize unbelievers, to worship images, to make silver and
gold in the form of an image ... and to adore the same,**

Another passage speaks of:

(testimonies) Concerning the mediation of our Lord Jesus Christ, and not any
other hely ones, either of the dead, or of stones, or of crosses and images.
In this matter some have denied the precious mediation and intercession of
the beloved Son of God, and have followed after dead (things) and in especial
after images, stones, crosses, waters, trees, fountains, and all other vain things;
as they admit, and worship them, so they offer incense and candles, and present
victims, all of which are contrary to the Godhead.**

Such, then, is the doctrine of the Key of Truth. Its main points are the
unity of God; the humanity and adoption of Jesus; the overwhelming
importance of baptism whereby Jesus was adopted as the Son of God
and whereby the believer could become the equal of Christ; the apostolic
claim, with the rejection of all sacraments and of the hierarchy of the
other churches; and a rejection of both asceticism and image worship.

We must now see whether the Armenian sources which we possess
from Orthodox authors give a similar account of the Paulician-T*ondra-
keci doctrine. In the earliest period, our information is not decisive. The
doctrine of the heretics condemned at Sahapivan is not given, and Lazar
of Parpi, writing ca. 480, is none too helpful in his characterization of the
contemporary heresy :

But the heresy of the land of the Armenians is not named according to a teacher
[vardapet] and is not written down in words. They are ignorant in faith and
learning, and in their deeds lazy and incontinent and thus flourish into heresy
[become blooming as heretics]; of them according to the words of the fable
[proverb] may be said ‘for the bridal of the swine a bath of manure.’®*

* KT 19 (86), v & [p lbmboq Goph dbpay yupfi, qop bm dbg qoplh pup, wpuflph
qublwwmy  Shpoky, qyoalbps wwyoby, qupdw@ b goulli b A6 gwelbph - webly &
bplppyuwgelb)”.
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#  Lazar of P'arpi, Letter, 49, “huf 2wy wyfwplf wquwhy, qap wobb® whebmb § pos
fupqugbnf b whghn pom pabp: b {ecwany b pnodwif mglop bplph, b 'p qopde dag g &
whdnyd g, pnpag* pum whopwa@bwii ap § *p bnuw b wilwpy pee Jupoeg, wyqyhup ol wpgupk
wiuhqog ok fp priwwhiby’ pue joqouwdey eawnybjupobn@bebb, @ Qo fuegh (upsbughn’
ynpu oy puqubfe®™; Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 31.
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Conybeare sees the hint of a baptismal tenet in the quoted proverb,
though this seems to strain the evidence unduly.*® We can, however, de-
duce from this passage that the heresy described had already existed for
some time. It is specifically distinguished from the great traditional here-
sies to which Lazar referred in a passage immediately preceding the above
quotation.*® What is more important is the moral criterion which Lazar
employs to differentiate between the Armenian heretics, who are “in
their deeds lazy and incontinent”, and the other heretics who, although
they are to be censured and pitied for their doctrinal errors:

... yet nonetheless they [limp] in words not in deeds because they have accom-
plished one by one the mortifications according to chastity of the flesh and
especially food, drink and the abstention from vice.?”

This characterization of the Armenian heretics as “incontinent™ may well
be a distortion of the rejection of excessive asceticism and fasts which
we have already met in the Key of Trurh,?® so that these unnamed heretics
of Lazar of P‘arpi may perhaps be early Paulicians. In any case we see
that the opposition to extreme asceticism found in the Key of Truth was
already a characteristic of Armenian heretics as early as the end of the
fifth century.

In the Qath of Union of the Council of Dvin, the similarity between
the Nestorians and the Paulicians is stressed. The separation of the two
natures of Christ and the consequent refusal of the name Mother of God
(Theotokos) to Mary in the Nestorian doctrine does indeed show a
similarity to the belief found in the Key that Jesus was born a man from
Mary, that she did not remain a virgin, and that only at his baptism was
he adopted as Son of God.?®

From the end of the sixth century onward, we have such a plenitude of
information that it will be necessary for the sake of clarity to discuss it

® KT-1, eviii.

*  Lazar of Parpi, Lerrer, 48.
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#  The description of MNestorian doctrine found in the official Armenian ecclesiastical
documents bears the closest ressemblance to the dogma of the Key. Jesus was born
a mere man of mortal nature; he was the son of God only in name and not truly the
Son of God. Through the help of the Holy Spirit he became worthy of grace and the
temple of the Divine Logos, BL, 145. The baptism in the Jordan did not provide for
the baptism of a divine nature but of a human, weak, and corruptible nature, ibid., 47.
These Mestorian beliefs are repeated again and again in the Book of Letters; see
Poladian, Thesis, 31 fi.
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topically rather than chronologically. We will, therefore, take in order
the dogmas and practices found in the Key of Truth and compare them
with the remainder of the existing evidence.

The first question to be considered is the belief in the unity of God.
Unfortunately, on this particular point we possess nothing but negative
information. The Orthodox sources in general are more apt to concern
themselves with heretical practices which are readily observable than
with abstruse points of doctrine which the heretics guarded jealously and
which could be ferreted out only by detailed investigation. INevertheless
the absence, with a single exception, of any mention of dualism ascribed
to the heretics in any period, early or late, is significant. Ecclesiastical
authorities would certainly have noted a tenet so completely contradictory
to the basic premise of the Orthodox creed, had it come to their attention,
It does not seem unwarranted to deduce from this silence that no dualism
existed among the Paulicians.

The one exception mentioned above is to be found in a Letter of
Gregory Magistros, who accused the T*ondrakeci at one point of saying
that Moses saw not God, but the devil, and that Satan was the creator of
the world.®® It must be remembered in this connection that Gregory
Magistros is not always an entirely reliable source. He is the only one
of the Armenian writers who is not a churchman, and while his observa-
tions on the practices as well as the history of the sectarians appear reli-
able, his theology may perhaps be open to question. Moreover, as has
already been observed in the discussion of the sources, Gregory was also
the only Armenian who had lived a long time in Constantinople. His
allegiance to the Byzantine government is proclaimed by him throughout,
and his outlook on the T‘ondrakeci is definitely in accord with imperial
policy. He is well aware of the legislation promulgated by the Byzantine
emperors to counteract heresy in imperial lands.* We know him to have
been a cultivated man, and it is possible that he was acquainted with the
Greek writers’ accounts of the Paulicians and reproduced one of their
accusations in his Lerrer. “We shall return later in this chapter to a dis-
cussion of the relation between the Paulician doctrine found in the Letters
of Gregory Magistros and that of the Byzantine authorities; let it suffice
to note here that the accusation of dualism made by Gregory is not found
in his contemporaries and, for that matter, is not supported by any other

3®  Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikos, 161.

N Jhid., 157-158, 162. The reference on 162 seems to be to the laws promulgated by
the Byzantine emperors against the “Manichaeans™. See my Chapter V. These laws
are also familiar to Peter of Sicily, see my Chapter 1, n., 121.
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Armenian source. This should lessen the importance of his assertion. In
the absence of a positive statement on the subject, however, we must
consider the evidence on this first point of dogma as inconclusive.

On the second point of the creed, namely the belief that Jesus was born
a man and subsequently was adopted as the Son of God at baptism, the
sources are far from numerous. On the other hand, we never find the
belief quoted by Peter of Sicily that Christ only seemed to be incarnated.
When John of Ojun lists in his Sermons against the Phantasiasts, the
heretics who held this belief he does not include the Paulicians.®® Gregory
of Narek accuses the Trondrakegi of “‘anthropolatrous apostasy™*
which may be a reference to their refusal to recognize divinity as a part
of Christ’s nature rather than as a manifestation of God's grace. More
specifically, King Gagik 1I anathematizes those who believe that first
man was created and that then God entered into him, who deny the divin-
ity of Christ’s birth and the Incarnation, and who therefore admit two
sons, one born of God and the other of a mother.*® This specific anathema
shows that the belief so characteristic of the Key of Truth existed in Gagik’s
time. Even closer to the Key is the following statement of dogma:

If anyone pretend that only after baptism or his resurrection from the dead, he
(Jesus) became worthy of adoption as the Son of God, may he be anathe-
matized,®*

We know of no sect in this period and region other than the Tondrakeci
which would have supported such a doctrine. We must, therefore, assume
that the anathemas of Gagik are directed against them. Conybeare also
sees a definite reference to the same point of dogma in the accusation of
Isaac Kat‘olikos that the Armenians deny the perfection of Christ’s
Incarnation, but the text seems too ambiguous for any conclusion.®®
Finally, Paul of Taron in the twelfth century condemned the T*ondrakeci
who *‘say that Christ was a mere man' .37

The sacrament of baptism, which played such an important part in

3 John of Qjun, Conrra Phantasiasticos, 134(5.

3 Gregory of Narek, Lerrer, 499, “giwppwywym oupwgn@fbi®,

3 Gagik II in Matthew of Edessa, Chronicle, 204. See my Chapter V, n. 140, for text.
* fhid., 205, “bEE np jbe SjpamPlwih’ jwi e dbnbing pepn@bwbh appbgpm Bhok
wpdwiwiap fhuy wafgt (§Fpfomon). Squibey bopof™.

#  Isaac Kat‘olikos, Oratio I, 1181/2CD, “Obdév yap Etepov ol doefele, fi td télelov
tfis Xprotol dvavBponnoens apveioclm fovdkopevon, taiita mavio gluvapoior kai
npopaciovia, dllotpiovs xai Evoug Toll Xmotob, kai t@v dyiov adtobs Seixviov-
1e¢™. See Conybeare, KT, 172, n. 4, KT-1, Ixxvii.

' Paul of Taron, Matenadaran #5787, fol. 294b, as quoted in loannisyan, “Smbat
Za:c'hawant;i“, ]5, n. 3' Yokl “Pf In’# ITI.U.I'!? ff:r em‘m-nu“.
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the Key, and which stems directly from the doctrine of Christ’s adoption,
is amply referred to in the sources. In the Letter of John Mayragomegi we
learn that the Alovanian heretics who were in contact with the Paulicians
in Armenia rejected the Orthodox sacrament of baptism.?*® John of Ojun
in his Oratio Synodalis discusses the baptismal practices of the heretics—
their grant of baptism without the usual preliminary questions of the
Orthodox ritual and the formal renunciation of the devil, as well as with-
out the required profession of belief in the Trinity.?® Moreover, he relates
the belief current among them in his day, that “It is fitting to baptize at
the age of thirty and to circumcise on the eighth day”,*® according to
the example of Christ. Conybeare believes that the mention of circum-
cision on the eighth day is a reference to the Paulician ceremony of name-
giving usually performed on that day, as we are told in the Key."* The
belief in the delay of baptism to the age of thirty in imitation of Christ is
specifically insisted upon in many passages of the Key. Gregory of Narek
complains that “We know the font is denied by them, in which Christ
himself was baptized” ** Aristakés of Lastivert, though he has stated that
he would not discuss the doctrine of the heretics, remarks that the fol-
lowers of Vrver of Siri rejected baptism.®* Gregory Magistros refers to
the heretics” “graceless baptism”* and, more importantly, relates the
following statement made by the heretics:

... when we [the Orthodox] ask: *Why do you not allow yourselves to be bap-
tized as Christ and the Apostles enjoined?" they answer: ‘You do not know the
mystery of baptism; we are in no hurry to be baptized, for baptism is death’.*®

This passage emphasized both the importance of baptism and its delay,
as does the Key. Finally, Gregory Magistros admonishes the heretics to
allow their children to receive baptism, a practice which they consequently
could not have been following.*® Nersés Snorhali, in his Pastoral Epistle
to “the country folk and the poor people”, warns them not to reject
baptism. It is clear from his condemnation of those who “scorn baptism

*  John Mayragomegi, Letrer, xliv, 213; Der Nersessian, “Apologie”, 71.

3 John of Qjun, Oratio Synodalis, 24/5.
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and the baptizing priest”,%” that it was not baptism in general, but rather
the Orthodox sacrament which was spurned, together with the authority
of the Orthodox clergy. In the same century, Isaac Kat‘olikos corrobora-
tes the earlier evidence of John of Ojun:

Christ was thirty years old when he was baptized. Therefore, let them not bap-
tize anyone until he be thirty years of age.**

Such is the heretical admonition. Isaac also tells us that the catechumen
neither rejected the devil nor made a pact with God before baptism.1?

Thus the Orthodox Armenian sources show that the heretics, whether
Paulicians or T‘ondrakeci, regarded baptism as an all-important sacra-
ment, which in imitation of Jesus was to be given only to adults and not
to children, and that they rejected the Orthodox sacrament as worthless.
One more point can be observed from the sources. The heretics, probably
again in memory of Jesus’ baptism in the Jordan, rejected the use of the
baptismal font. John of Ojun notes this practice:

... they do not build altars and baptistries according to the precepts and tradi-
tions of our blessed fathers ... and they are accustomed to perform the rite of
baptism according to the need and time and place in whatever vessel comes to
hand.*?

This point is corroborated by Gregory of Narek and Isaac Kat‘olikos.5
The emphasis laid by Gregory Magistros on the font which he built in
Tondrak implies that such an action ran counter to local practices.®®

The claim that each man could be accepted as the Son of God, the
equal of Christ, created much scandal among Orthodox Armenian eccle-
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The injunction of the thirteenth canon of the Council of Dvin that a baptistry is not
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siastics. Apparently the belief dated from the earliest period, for Vrt‘angs
Kfert‘ol accuses the [conoclasts of his period of this pretension:* For you,
made proud by the devil, call yourselves holy, and you resemble whitened
sepulchres™. 5 In the tenth century Xosrov Anjevaci condemns contem-
porary South Armenian heretics for the undue reverence which they gave
to their leaders:

They pray wherever they find it convenient, and, what is worse, they worship
not God but a man created in his image, since for prayer they gather in the
houses of the elders of the village in order to pray not to God but to them [the
elders) as though they were putting them above God; and scorning the houses
of God, they prefer to pray in their houses.®

Xosrov's son, Gregory of Narek, likewise says that ... they dared to call
the head of their abominable sect a Christ™.?* He tells us further that
Smbat was killed because of his claim to be a Christ, for his murderer
challenged him to rise again, and that Smbat had allowed himself to be
worshipped by his followers.®® In the twelfth century, Paul of Taron
compared a certain Proteron, who had said that he was in his own person
the Church, to the T*ondrakeci.®” This belief is also noted by Nersés
Snorhali, according to whom the heretics were accustomed to say: “‘The
church is not the one which is built by men, but we ourselves™.%® The
consequent rejection of church buildings is remarked by Paul of Taron
and Isaac Kat‘olikos.®® Gregory of Narek’s Discourse on the Church
against the Manichaeans whe are Paulicians®® enumerates the function of
each part of the church building, possibly in opposition to the T ondra-
keci doctrine that the church was merely the gathering of the faithful,
though the Discourse may also be a refutation of Paulician Iconoclasm.®
A number of other beliefs and practices contained in the Key are like-
wise recorded by the Orthodox sources. The practice whereby the cate-
chumen at baptism takes upon himself suffering and sorrow in memory
* Wriangs K'ert'ol, Treatise, 69, “Mais vous enorgueillis par le démon, vous appelez
saintes vos propres personnes, et vous ressemblez aux sépulcres blanchis™.
8 Xosrov Anjevagi, Matenadaran #8073, fol. 159, as quoted in Ioannisyan,
“*Tondrakian Movement”, 105, n. 42; Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 119-120, also
noted the abandonment of church buildings in the region overrun by the hereties.
3% Gregory of Narek, Letter, 500, "} ap qqfuwinp wquhghl fupbaby qupym @bwbi
Jnrﬂ'qqﬁ&ui 'ﬁpﬁuuau whaoubbie®,
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¥ Paul of Taron, in KT, 175.
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5 Paul of Taron, in K7, 174-175; Isaac Kat‘olikos, Oratio 1, 1179/80C, 1181/2A.
See also Xosrov Anjevaci, n, 54,
°*  Gregory of Narek, Discourse, 417-492,
1 See my Chapter V.,
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of the passion of Christ, seen in the Key, seems to be echoed in the refer-
ence of Gregory Magistros to ... their strange and horrible and loath-
some bearing of suffering” % Concerning the position atributed to the
Virgin Mary by the heretics, we also have a passing mention in Gregory
Magistros,® but since the belief in her identification with the Heavenly
Jerusalem was considered Orthodox by Aristakés of Lastivert,® this
question may well have failed to attract the attention of the Armenian
ecclesiastical authorities.

The claim of the T*ondrakeci to be the true Christians is observed and
rejected by their contemporaries. Gregory of Narek says that the heretics
called themselves “... the people who have not swerved in faith™.%
We also learn from him that the T*ondrakegi had satisfied the Abbot of
K&aw that they were not alien to the apostolic tradition, though Gregory
himself considered them to have abandoned it completely.®® Gregory
Magistros also takes exception to the heretics’ calling themselves Chris-
tians.®7

The rejection of the Orthodox sacraments and practices, which resulted
from the heretics’ claim that they alone possessed the true faith, is
mentioned by various sources. Our authorities show that the T ondrakeci
entirely rejected the authority of the Armenian Orthodox clergy and had
themselves no recognizable hierarchy, though the identification within
the sect of a caste of elect seems to be referred to by Aristakés of Lasti-
vert.®® We also learn that they rejected the Orthodox forms of baptism,
marriage,® and the eucharist.”® Likewise they did not admit such Ortho-
dox practices as fasts,” the offering of sacrifices for the dead (a char-
acteristic ritual of the Armenian Apostolic Church in this period,
known as mataf),"® and auricular confession.”™ The liturgy and special

*  Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kar‘olikos, 153. »... k bap qugpwyf & puwiBk)f wifumw-
hpaiflwk ...

©  fhid, 157.

4  Aristakés of Lastivert, History, xxiii, 123.

8 KT-I, cxix.

¢ Gregory of Narek, Letter, 498-500.

®  Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kar‘olikas, 161.

4 Aristak®s of Lastivert, Hisrory, 114.

0  Moses of Kalankatuk, History, 213; Der Nersessian, “Apologie”, 71. To the
rejection of this sacrament are probably due all the accusations of immorality: John
of Ojun, Qratio Synodalis, 26/7; Gregory of Narek, Lerter, 499-500.

% Gregory of Narek, Letter, 499; Paul of Taron, in KT, 176; Aristakés of Lastivert,
History, 125; see also Appendix 11,

T Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 125; Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kaf‘olikos, 160.
7 Paul of Taron, in KT, 175-176. See Nersés Snorhali, Letters, 252 ff., for a defense
of this practice in Armenia.

" Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 114,
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prayers,™ the Church canons,™ religious vestments,”® the use of the
chrism,’ and the celebration of holy days™ were also rejected by them.

Concerning the attitude of the heretics toward the Apostie Peter, we
have in Gregory Magistros a purported quotation from the heretics in
which they are said to “execrate Peter”,” but this assertion is unsupported
by any other reference, as was the accusation of dualism made by Gre-
gory against the T°ondrakeci. On the subject of the Old Testament, there
is likewise no information, unless Gregory Magistros' remark that the
heretics rejected the old law as well as the new is to be taken in this
sense.®® There is no indication from any source whatsoever that the
Paulicians objected to the Gospels, so that this interpretation seems un-
likely.

One more practice of the Paulicians-T*ondrakeci must be discussed in
some detail since it is of great importance to the further development of
our study. This is the question of Paulician Iconoclasm. We have seen
that the rejection of images is definitely stated in the Key of Truth. The
entire treatise of Vri‘anés K'ert‘ol was dirccted against Iconoclasts who
“say there must be no pictures or images in the churches and bring testi-
mony from the Old Testament..."® We further know from John May-
ragomegi that the Alovanian heretics, as well as Thaddeus, Hesu, and

" Isaac Kat‘olikos, Crarie I, 1181/2A. In the additions to heresy #62 in the “Book
of Heretics”, Matenadaran #4687, fol. 385b, we find the following passages which do
not occur in the parallel heresy #65 of the Compendium of St. John Damascene, PG,
xc[\", ?]6}'?' "f;t. wn pus l{wﬂ n&nﬁlng e p gy 8y E‘nq.u.lﬂ.&ﬁ L ng ‘nnw.uﬂ'i', {‘ﬁ uqalmlﬁw’m.
b Lnnboblh pbrf by BapagmPd np funveadwbpi, and “Unpw qpupbfrovn @l vppagh oy
phlopul”. See Melik-Bashian, Paulician Movement, 244, 251, and my Chapter II,
n. 81.

We have no evidence outside the first of these two passages that the Paulicians denied
the resurraction of the dead, but the rejection of special prayers for the dead is attested
by the other sources. The rejection of the intercession of the saints in the second passage
seems an echo from the Key of Truth, 53-54; see n. 23.

*  Nersés Snorhali, Lefter, 269; Isaac Kat‘olikos, Oratio I, 1181/2A.

™ Ibid., 1179/80D. Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kar‘ofikes, 157.

" Ibid., 154

" Gregory of Narek, Lerter, 499; Nersés Snorhali, Lerrers, 269; Isaac Kat®olikos,
Oratio I, 1181/2. The rejection of church practices is also noted by Gregory Magistros,
Syrian Kar‘olikos, 157 see n. 92.

" Ibid., 161 “qMhmpre wipdbip."

&0 Idem.

" Yrt'angs Kert'ol, Treavise, 59, “'1l ne faut pas, disent-ils, avoir des peintures et des
images dans les églises; et ils apportent en témoignage des paroles de I'Ancien
Testament™. The quotation of the Old Testament injunction against the making of
graven images is of course one of the standard arguments of all Iconoclasts, but it is
additional proof that the heretics here attacked were not Gnostics, whose total rejection
of the Old Testament would hardly allow them to use it as a basis for their doctrine.

s
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Grigor, also mentioned by Vrt‘angs, were Iconoclasts.%® The statements
are corroborated by John of Qjun. In connection with Vrt‘angs’ remark
that the Iconoclasts of his time still honored the cross,® it is interesting
to note the statement of John of Ojun that the Paulicians had

progressed from bad to worse, from the rejection of images to the rejection of
the cross and the abhorrence of Christ.®

This very development seems to have taken place. The importance of the
Iconoclasts in the time of John of Ojun is attested by the amount of care
which he devotes to the refutation of their doctrine. Indeed, his attention
seems to be focused mainly on this point in his Sermon againsi the Pauli-
cians, and he indignantly accuses the Paulicians of calling the Orthodox
Armenians “idolators™.® A brief story about the theft of a village cross
from a church, in the History of Thomas Arcruni, may contain a reference
to Iconoclasm.® The inference that this is not a mere case of robbery
seems to be indicated, for the thief is accused by Thomas of being a heretic
and a follower of Nestorius. The identification of the Paulicians with the
Nestorians is common from the days of the Qath of Union, though the
term Nestorian may perhaps have no more significance than mere abuse,
since it is often used in this sense by Armenian Orthodox writers,

Gregory of Narek also mentions the heretical rejection of the cross.*?
Aristakés of Lastivert, in his account of the heretical manifestations led by
Prince Vrver of Siri, relates that:

... in the villages whenever the opportunity presented itself, they shamelessly
tore down the symbol of our salvation and the armour of our Lord’s victory...*®

and as the principal episode of these manifestations he describes the
overturning of a village cross by the heretics on the day of Pentecost.®®
Aristakés further states positively that the rejection of the cross was one

2 John Mayragomesi, Letter, 213-216; Der Nersessian, “*Apologie”, 71-T2.

¥ Vrt'angs K'ert'ol, Trearise, 61, *,.. vous honorez la croix ...”.

*  John of Qjun, Contra Paulicianos, 789, “npp e-.fll-_q 'fl Ell,l!uf *'E.fll:&nl En'li. '}
.

ql-;-l?ulfupnmﬂ.ﬁﬁf TI }:.JuE-.nuutP.& L "!t epﬁuﬂuu--&,.lpfni“‘

85 Ibid,, 80/1, 90/1, er passim. The official attitude toward the worship of the cross

in this period is given by Canons XXVII and XXVIII of the Council of Dvin of 719,

John of Ojun, Canenes, 72/3-74/5.

8  Thomas Arcruni, History, 198,

¥ Gregory of Narek, Letter, 499.

¥ Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 120, “'bu jwiguunwbogh' mp b ghgoq dwd {wbgfulp

Bagu, gyt dpsy gipuis & golpouilus junPoflbui gqlii spad pifgec Teln

JaqBa@hebb bk puplub wa GthY wnwdp hadwhap Babadomh ...,

8 fbid., 120-121.
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of the tenets of the sectarians.?® Gregory Magistros likewise asserts that
the T*ondrakeci
represent our [Armenian] worship of God as the worship of idols. As if we, who

honor the sign of the cross and the holy pictures, were still engaged in wor-
shipping devils.

He quotes them as saying:

“We are not worshippers of matter but of God; we reckon the cross and the
church and the priestly robes and the sacrifice of the Mass all for nothing’".**
This rejection of the cross continued in the following centuries and was
observed by Nersés Snorhali, Isaac Kat‘olikos, and Paul of Taron.*®
Iconoclasm has been imputed to the Armenian Apostolic Church itself,
as was done by Isaac Kat‘olikos, but the indignant denials of Nersés
Snorhali and Daniel de Thaurizio, confirmed by the Council of Sis, show
that it was the heretics and not the Church who adhered to Iconoclastic
pratices,*

From this discussion we can see that in almost all its particulars, the
doctrine of the Key of Truth is corroborated by the other Armenian sour-
ces which we possess. With the exception of the statements on the crea-
tion of the world by Satan and on the rejection of Peter, which occur only
in Gregory Magistros, as well as by the silence of the remaining Armenian
authorities on one or two other points of dogma, the doctrine of the Key
is substantiated. The major points of the doctrine, namely the humanity
of Jesus before his baptism, the overwhelming importance of that sacra-
ment and the refusal of it to children, the belief that every man is a poten-
tial Christ, the claim of apostolic tradition and the consequent rejection
of the Orthodox sacraments, rituals, and clergy, as well as the categorical

"0 Aristak®s of Lastivert, History, 125,

" Gregory Magistros, “*Concerning the Representation of the Holy Church against

the Manichaeans™, Letter, 168, ... fnwyupuaPul  gfbpy  qupsel  {wlmpbymf fipp

b3l wwmrinqugh ghywh frmsfb b quwmlbao nrﬂlngﬁ: Suwlwefl pfrewgeynn@hudp {oewlbog

Tﬂ.‘! wakl b 1,-1‘"'"!"""

¥ Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘slikos, 157, *pp wetli, Bt fkp ap bdp bpfuguymp

wiy wommwdwywynp, b glwy b gblibgkgh b geqbum pwlwbwf b qyuowpwgqugnpdn@ful’

1u_'lnnn..‘lfll n .ﬁz (uﬁuﬁﬁ.nfg".

#  Nersés Snorhali, Leiters, 269-270; Isaac Kat‘olikos, Orarie 1, 1179/80D, KT-1, Ixxxi;

Paul of Taron, in KT, 175.

% Nersés Snorhali, “Confession of Faith”, Letfers, 98, also 139-140; Daniel de

Thaurizio, Responsia, 616. See my Chapter 11, nn. 86, 93, for the text of these denials.
Some Iconoclastic tendencies did exist in Armenia; see George Bishop of the Arabs,

“Letter to the Presbyter Isho", trans. V. Ryssel, Theologische Studien und Kritiken,

LVI (1883), 345 ., and Alexander, The Patriarch Nicephorus, 42-43. These tendencies

were, however, opposed and reproved by ecclesiastical authorities such as Nersés

Snorhali or the Couneil of Sis. See also my Chapter V, n. 241.
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opposition to all form of reverence for images, are amply supported. We
cannot doubt that the Key of Truth was the manual of the heretics de-
scribed by the Armenian ecclesiastical sources. The agreement of the
sources both early and late on the doctrine and practices of the heretics
also provides proof that the Paulicians of Ners&s [1, Vrt‘anés K‘rtol, and
John of Qjun were indeed one and the same as the T*ondradeci found in
the tenth, eleventh and twelfth centuries. Furthermore, it is evident that
Armenian Paulician doctrine showed no apparent modification through-
out the Middle Ages, and that no Manichaean dualism or docetism was
imputed to it.*

One more source of corroboration may be cited for the sake of curio-
sity, though its date precludes its proper use in this study. The investiga-
tion carried out in 1837-1845 among the heretics who had appeared in the
village of Ark*weli and who used the Key of Truth revealed the following
doctrine: Christ is not God; Orthodox baptism is of no avail and rebap-
tism is necessary; the mother of Jesus was not a virgin; the members of
the sect alone are true Christians; the followers of other churches are
mere idolators; holy oil, the eucharist, canons, fasts, confession, the inter-
cession of saints as well as images are absolutely to be rejected.®® Finally,
we hear of a statement made by a certain Gregory of Katzwan, who ap-
parently was an elder of the sect:

Behold 1 am the Cross; light your tapers on my two hands, and give worship.
I am able to give you salvation, just as much as the cross and the saints.®?

The similarity of these confessions to the doctrine of the T*ondrakeci such
as we know it for the Middle Ages needs no commentary. However, no
demonstration of the survival of the sect in the intervening centuries can
be given at the present moment.

¥ The rejection of the eucharist mentioned in the Orthodox sources is not found in
the Key; however, communion is distinctly secondary to baptism as a sacrament. [t
is probable that it was the Orthodox form of the sacrament, and not the sacrament
itself, which was rejected by the heretics. The “Oath" of Dvin seems to indicate that
communion™ ... as in the gatherings . .. of the Paulicians™, did not follow the Orthodox
ritual; see my Appendix 11

A suggestion of Manichaeanism and docetism can be found in the Armenian legend,
heresy # 154 (see my Appendix 111, **Christ, the Sun, did not die nor was He resurrected,
therefore, they fast on Sundays™, However, the legend, with its story of blood sacrifice,
child slaughter, and depravity, is far too garbled to provide reliable information. The
stories are closer to the medieval stock-in-trade description of any heresy than to a
historical account. Conceivably we have here a touch of Persian influence or of
contact with the Arewordik® such as were observed by John of Ojun and Daniel de
Thaurizio; see my Chapter 11, nn. 46 and 95,
¥ KT-1, xxiii-xxix.
¥ fbid., xxvii.
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In contrast to the general agreement of the Armenian sources, the
Byzantine authorities show a number of divergencies which must be
considered in detail. Heretofore scholars have treated the entire body
of Greek evidence as a single coherent whole, but the analysis of the
sources which we have attempted no longer permits such a procedure.
Therefore, here again an attempt must be made to distinguish the various
aspects of Greek evidence. There is very little information concerning
Paulician doctrine in the Chronicles. It will, therefore, be necessary to
turn first to an analysis of the polemical sources.

The particular contribution of the tenth-century Byzantine texts on
the Paulicians, such as Peter of Sicily, the Pseudo-Photius, and even the
Manichaean Formula, is their insistence upon the Manichaean character
of the heresy which they present. The identification of the Paulicians
with the Manichaeans is already found in source P, though not in the
Paulician Formula,”® but this point is not stressed. In contrast, by the
tenth century, the identification of the two heresies becomes the main
theme of polemical writers. Both the works of Peter of Sicily and the
Pseudo-Photius are entitled Against the Manichaeans.®® In the dedica-
tory paragraph Peter of Sicily states emphatically that the heresy of the
Paulicians is pure Manichaeanism,'®® and he reiterates this opinion later
in his work with reference to the Heresiarch Sergius: “Let no one think
that Sergius’ heresy was different from Mani's, for it is one and the
same™ 1" He treats the anathema readily pronounced by the Paulicians
against Mani as mere deceitfulness.!®® Finally, all the late sources contain
*  Petrus Higumenus, 1, 60, “Maviuxwavoi ol xai Mawiyalol”, The Paulician Formula
does not contain a single reference to Manichaeans, as was observed by the editor,
Ficker, *Abschworungsformeln™, 458. The last tenth-century source which we possess,
the Lefter of the Patriarch Theophylactus, differs very interestingly from the opinion
of its contemporaries in describing the heresy of the Paulicians as, “Mavixaioude yap
ton Mavhaviond ooy, 363, T shall return to this characterization.

" Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, 1239/40A, ... ‘lotopin ypsubdng EAeyyoc 1 xoi
dvatpont ... alpéoeng thv Maviyaiov t@v xal IMevhikidvov Aeyopévov'™. Pseudo-
Photius, Narratio, 15/6, “Auviynowg nepl 88 Mavixaiov avaflaoctiosng™.

10 Petrus Siculus, Historia, I, 123%{40B, “ouvsibov wabslils ypdyar Dpiv nepi tiig
vy Maviyaiov v kol Mavkikidvov Asyopévay puoapds alpéoens ... ob yap
dAior obror kal Gilor #keivor, AL’ wai ol adroi Maviuadvor kol Mowiyalou
bmapyovoy, talg tév mponynoauévev alpéocec tic tievpefelons abroig puoapag
alpéong Eémovvayavtes, xui Ev dnwleiog Papabpov Eropiiavies. &l yap xai v
alaypouvpydiv abrlv elaiv, dg adrol paov, auétoyor, dila thv alptoeov abrdv
dxpifels eloi gulaxes™.

w1 Jhid., XL, 1299/1300B, *"Ald undeic oiéabn Erépav aipeawv elval fiv 6i5akev
Eépriog, kal érépav tol Maverog: pia yap don kai fi| abth”. This commentary may
be the work of the author of S, but there is no doubt that the opening statement of
the Hisrory is the work of Peter himself,

102 Ihid., IV, 1245/6B.
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long sections on the ancient Manichaeans, derived from very early sources.
These sections bear no relation to existing conditions in either the
ninth or the tenth century, so that their only function seems to be to sup-
port the fundamental thesis that Paulicianism is nothing more than a
revival of true Manichaeanism.*® The actual Paulician doctrine de-
scribed by the late sources is based on that found in source P,'® to which
we must turn for the most satisfactory account of the character of
Byzantine Paulicianism in the mid-ninth century.

First and foremost, according to P, the Paulicians denied the unity of
God as maintained in the Orthodox confession. They distinguished
between the Heavenly Father (& Zmovpdviog), who has no power in this
world but will be Lord of the Future (16 pEAiovt), and the other God,
the Creator of the World (& xooporotntic), who holds all the power in
the visible world.?® The Paulician Formula, carrying it one step further,
makes Satan the creator of this world.»®® This doctrine is evidently dual-
istic, as is observed by the Greek authorities, who insist that all recanting
Paulicians be forced to recite the Creed, thus confessing the Trinity and
the one true God, creator of the heavens and the carth, and that they be
closely questioned to make certain that they interpret these beliefs in
completely Orthodox fashion.'® However, the dualism here expressed
is not absolute. If the Heavenly Father is to be Lord of the Future, that
is to say eternity, he is superior to the Creator of the World, whose reign
is transitory and limited both in time and space. Instead of the intransi-
gent dualism of two co-eternal and equal principles, we have here a
mitigated dualism, which eventually recognizes the superiority of the
Heavenly Father.10®

Secondly, the Paulicians denied the perpetual virginity of Mary, to
whom they refused the title of Mother of God (Psotéxog), since Christ
had not been born of her, but had brought his body from heaven. The
188 See my Chapter I for a discussion of the “Manichacan” sections in Peter of
Sicily and the Pseudo-Photius. The Manichaean Formula also contains an earlier
Ma;ichaﬁn Formula which probably dates from the fifth century; see my Chapter I,
n. 10.

104 See my Chapter I.

185 Petrus Higumenus, VI, 63; Petrus Siculus, Historia, X, 1253/4D: Petrus Siculus,
Sermo I, passim; Pseudo-Photius, MNarratio, VI, 23/4BC; Photius, Verba, I, 11, 111

passim; Theophylactus, Letier, 364; Manichaean Formula, 1463/4AB. For the texts of
the Paulician doctrine as found in P, see my Chapter 1.

1% Paulician Formula, Anathemas I, VI, VIII, 453-454.

197 Jbid., 455; Petrus Higumenus, VI, 63-64.

1or  Ficker, “Abschwbrungsformeln™, 457, goes so far as to say that the doctrine of

the two principles is not mentioned in the Paulician Formula even though Geod is not
the creator of the visible world.
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Theotokos, to them, was the Heavenly Jerusalem.'®® The heretics’ con-
cept of the Incarnation of Christ was “docetic”. That is to say, since
matter was not the creation of the Heavenly Father, it was to be rejected
as evil;11* Christ could not in reality have assumed an evil body; con-
sequently, the Incarnation was merely illusory, and furthermore Jesus
only seemed to die 21

In addition to these basic dogmas, the Paulicians denied the sacrament
of the eucharist, understanding the bread and wine symbolically as the
teachings of Christ.1’? They rejected the cross, thereby arousing the
violent indignation of Peter of Sicily:

100 Petrus Higumenus, VII, 64; Petrus Siculus, Historia, X, 1255/6A, also VI,
1247/8C-1249/50A, etc. Petrus Siculus, Sermo (1, passim; Codex Scorialensis, XXI,
78 ff.: Theophylactus, Letrer, 365: Paulician Formula, Anathemas III, TV, 453;
Manichaean Formula, 1463/4CD, 1465/6A, 1467/8D.

1 Paulician Formula, Anathema VIII, 455, *"AvaBepn toig Zataviv dvopalouvot
tov v Ghov Snuovpydv Bedv fudv kai nhacbiivar [td obua) mapid tob Tatevi
Soypatifovot kol v wohy nop’ abtod LaBeiv . ... Manichaean Formula, 1463/4B,
“* Avaldepatilo tobg Aéyoviag Ot 10 o@ua &x tig movnpls dpxilc Uméotn, wal Gti
@ioel Eon td xaxd”, though this may be a reference to Manichacan rather than
Paulician doctrine.

1t petrus Higumenus, V11, 64; Petrus Siculus, Historia, VI, 1247/8, “ol yap tfjg dhn-
Ociag &xPpoi tov Belov abriic toxov &v Soknoel xaui obk év alnleig yeyevijobou
Soypatilovowy”. See also Theophylactus, Letter, 365.

It is interesting to note that the docetic conception of the Incamnation is not as

strongly stressed by P, The passage of Peter of Sicily quoted above comes from a
section which is not directly based on the Higumen and is probably Peter of Sicily’s
own work. The docetic interpretation is much clearer in the Abjuration formulae,
Paulician Formula, Anathema I1, 453: “ Avafepa toig dpoloyobol pév naBeiv tov
xoplov fudv Incolv Xpiotov, un aknbeig && yevwnBfjvar éx tiig ayiag xal
dermapBivon kai maviyvow Bgordxon, ahia doknoer Soyparilovewv”. Manichacan
Formula, 1463/4C: * " Avafepdnilo todg Aéyovrag tov Kioplov fijudv ‘Incodv Xpuotov,
Soxnoe tepavephoda 1 xooum, kai uf dpoioyolviag adtdv oeoapredabul alnbig
&k tiig @yiag napBévou Mapiag tijc &k AcPid kateyoptvng, odpka thv dvlporivny
wal fiulv dpooioiov, kai teheing évavlponfom”. Ibid., 1463/4D: * "Avafeparilo
tolg Aéyoviog doxfiset nafelv tov Kiplov fiudv 'Incodv Xpiotdv ..., This doctrine
15 also echoed in the Mariyrs of Amorium, 29, “kai nidor tolg Gpvovpévoig, TNy 2K
napbivew albmold, katd aifbeiav xai od xatd govieciov vevopdvny Sl nvedpatog
aylov oaprwow énl cwtepiy Kai dvaxifhoel tob yévoug thy dvBpdrwov”. The result
of such a belief would indeed be the rejection of the Virgin Mary as Theotokos. Tt
would also lead to a denial of the reality of the passion and resurrection and conse-
quently of the redemption of mankind.
12 Petrus Higumenus, VIII, 64; Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, X, 1255/6A; Petrus Siculus,
Sermo I, passim; Pseudo-Photius, Narrarie, V11, 25/6BC; Theophylactus, Letter,
365; Manichaean Farmula, 1469{T0A. This point is not to be found in the Paulician
Formula.

luzbashian, “Paulician Movement”, 272, is of the opinion that the passage from
the “Oath” of Dvin, referring to the Paulician communion, is to be understood in the
same sense. We have no indication that the Paulicians mentioned at Dvin in 554
believed in symbolic and spiritual communion. Tuzbashian seems to be transferring
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Let them be shamed and driven to flight and perish, who deny the glory of the
cross and who do not worship it with undoubting faith as a God-given and
invincible trophy.1*®

The true cross, according to the heretics, was not a material object, but
Christ himself with his arms outstretched.!** The authority of the pro-
phets and the Old Testament was denied,''® and St. Peter, the cornerstone
of the Orthodox Church, may also have been rejected by the heretics.!1

the beliefs of ninth-century Byzantium to sixth-century Armenia. As we shall see,
these doctrines were by no means the same.

13 Petrus Siculus, Historia, VII, 1249/50D-1251/2A, *’Awoyuvintwoay oly kai
gvipanntwoay kai drolécbooav ol v §6Eav abrob Swwpvodpevol kai pi npooku-
voureg abtdv adiotikte niotel @ Bsoldpntov kai dxatapdynrov tpdraiov”. Here
again we have a commentary of Peter himself, since the passage occurs at the very
beginning of the History; it is, however, repeated in Chapter X, ibid., 1255/6.

4 petrus Siculus, Hisroria, 1255/6AB, 1283/4C; Petrus Higumenus, IX, 64; Pseudo-
Photius, Narratio, VI, 25/6C; Manichaean Formula, 1467/8D; Paulician Formula,
Anathema 1V, 453, which at this point adds the rejection of all images: ** "AvabBepa
10ig OPpilovo ... 1ov timov ctavpdy Kai g fepdc 1@y ayiov ndvroy eikova Kai
abtiv v certiy xai dyiav elxdéva tod xupiov fudv *Incod Xmotod kel 11; adtod
dyiog pntpds xai Geotdrou kai thv Geoe1dliv dyyélwv . . .”. The cross itself is rejected
because it is mere wood, therefore evil matter and an accursed instrument. The
Slavonic translation of George the Monk makes the rejection of the cross because it
is matter particularly clear. Following the parallel passage in the Codex Coislinianus
310 verbatim to the end, it then adds the words, “pbxxe teape”, The Chronicle of
Georgius Hamartolus, 11, 461, There is no mention of the cross in the Letter of Theo-
phylactus. The favoritism shown to the Paulicians by the Iconoclastic emperors,
particularly in the first period of Iconoclasm, testifies to the heretics” views on that
subject.

1% There is some variation at this point. Petrus Siculus, Historia, X, 1255/6B,
Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, VIII, 25/6C-27/8 A,C, Photius, Verba, 1, 11, 111, passim, and
The Manichaean Formula, 1463{4A say that the Paulicians rejected not only the
prophets and saints, but the entire Old Testament as Scriptures. Peter of Sicily actually
cites those writings which the Paulicians accepted as Scriptures, namely: the Gospels,
the Epistles of Paul, James, John and Jude, the Acts, and some of the epistles of the
Heresiarch Sergius, fistoria, X, 1255/6. The Paulician Formula, Anathemas VI,
1X, 453-454, and Theophylactus, Letfer, 364, accuse the heretics of perverting the
Gospels and rejecting the apostles, but do not mention the Old Testament. Petrus
Higumenus, 1I, X, XV, 61, 64, 66, accuses the heretics of rejecting the prophets
and the saints but specifies that the heretics use correct Orthodox Scriptures which
they pervert in interpretation. See my Chapter 1, n. 94,

118 Petrus Higumenus, X, 64-65; Petrus Siculus, Historia, X, 1255/6C; Pseudo-Photius,
Narratio, 27]8A, C, 29/30A. However, it is quite possible that on this rejection of Peter
by the heretics, P was either misinformed, or that this practice characterized only a
particular group of heretics. Both the Abjurarion Formulae and the Letter of Theophy-
lactus do not mention any particular disrespect to St. Peter, Furthermore, both the
Caodex Scorialensis and Pseudo-Photius are forced into elaborate explanations to justify
this curious rejection of the chief of the apostles. Pseudo-Photius, Narratie, 29/30A,
observed that Peter could not be rejected by the Paulicians for his denial of Christ,
since they themselves had been authorized by Mani, their leader, to deny him and their
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Denying further the authority of the ecclesiastical hierarchy, the Pauli-
cians considered themselves the true Church and referred contemptuously
to the Orthodox as “the Romans'.1? Nor would they accept the Ortho-
dox baptism of water, quoting in this connection the words of Christ,
“I am the living water”.1*® Finally, source P asserts that the members of
the sect were permitted to dissemble their beliefs in order to escape perse-
cution,'?® and he repeats the traditional accusation aimed at most heretics
by Orthodox writers, namely that Paulician morals were abominable, that
they indulged in a number of obscene practices and unnatural sins.120

Leaving aside for the moment the question of whether the Paulicians
are to be considered Manichaeans, as was asserted by most Byzantine
sources, we are forced to acknowledge, on the basis of the doctrinal
exposition of source P, that they undoubtedly accepted both dualism and
a docetic christology. Such doctrines can hardly be reconciled with the
Key of Truth and the Armenian sources,

It is true that most of the secondary points of the dogma and practice
of the Byzantine Paulicians are similar to those of the Armenian ones.
The claim of the Paulicians on both sides of the frontier that they were
the true Church, a natural claim for any sect, would automatically entail
the rejection of the existing ecclesiastical authorities as erring and the
Orthodox sacraments as perverted and polluted. In particular, we have
seen that both Greek and Armenian Paulicians refused Orthodox baptism
as inadequate.’® There is also a suggestion that the Greek Paulicians
faith in times of stress (cf. Petrus Higumenus, X111, 65-66). Therefore Pseudo-Photius
is forced into the unlikely explanation that the Paulicians abhorred St. Peter because
he had foretold their apostasy. The Codex Scorialensis, 72-73, in a still more fanciful
episode, attributes the rejection of Peter to his witnessing of Christ’s reverence of the
devil; see my Chapter I, n. 71. The suggestion of Iuzbashian, “Paulician Movement”,
274, that the Paulician rejection of St. Peter is symbolic of their rejection of the
official Church, seems rather far-fetched,

47 Petrus Higumenus, VI, X, X1V, 63, 65, 66; Petrus Siculus, Historia, X, 1253/4C;
Pseudo-Photius, Narrario, V1, 23/4B; Manichaean Formula, 1469(70B; Paulician
Formula, Anathema XIII, 454.

e Petrus Higumenus, XII, 65, “pintiope §& i papata 1ol Edayyshiov, kabig
pnowv & Koprog' “&yd el o idwp 1o Law'™ . Petrus Siculus, Historia, XX1X, 1283/4D;
Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, 1X, 29/30A; Manichaean Formula, 1469(70B; Paulician
Formula, Anathemas IV, XVII, 453, 455. This point is singled out by a triple anathema.
1% Petrus Higumenus, XIIT, 65; Petrus Siculus, Historia, IV, 1245{6AB, and XXIX,
1283/4; Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, VilII, 29/30A. The whole account of Genesius®
disputation is presented as a long deception.

129 Petrus Higumenus, XVII, 67; Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, X, 31/2AB; Manichaean
Formula, 1465/6C, 1469/70; Paulician Formula, Anathema VII, 453-454; Theophylactus,
Lerter, 354-365. Peter of Sicily unaccountably misses this point.

M We have seen the insistence put on baptism by the Key of Trurh. Similarly, the
Paulician Fermula twice stresses the fact that the heretics will not accept the Orthodox
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rejected child baptism, as did the Armenian sectarians. This is particu-
larly clear in the accusation of source P that some of the sectarians, hypo-
critically and as a deceit, permitted their children to be baptized by Ortho-
dox priests, and in the injunction of both Abjuration Formulae to receive
the heretics returning to the Orthodox Church as “‘unbaptized children 122
In both the Greek and the Armenian sect we find the denial that the
Virgin Mary was the Mother of God'®® and the rejection of extreme as-
ceticism and fasts.'® Finally, the Iconoclasm so characteristic of the
Armenian Paulicians and particularly their opposition to the cross is also
noted by the Greek authorities, and was sufficiently serious to draw the
particular wrath of Peter of Sicily.

The similarities of these subordinate points of dogma cannot, hewever,
disguise the basic difference between Greek and Armenian Paulicianism.
The unity of God is not challenged at any time by the Paulicians of the
Key of Truth. He is the creator of both the heavens and the earth, and
there is no suggestion that the Armenian Paulicians interpreted the creed
in any but Orthodox fashion on this point. In source P the Heavenly
Father, though ultimately the Lord of Eternity and the superior power, is
not the creator or ruler of this world. In the christology there is also a
discrepancy. The Armenian belief in Jesus as a man adopted at his bap-
tism as Son of God, through grace rather than by nature, and their belief
in the reality of the Passion and the Resurrection, appear to be contra-
dicted by the docetism of Byzantine Paulicianism in the ninth and tenth
centuries, in which the Incarnation, Passion, and Resurrection are purely
illusory.

Though the fundamental tenets of Greek and Armenian Paulicianism
cannot be reconciled on the basis of the doctrine set forth in source P,

sacrament and singles out this point with a triple anathema. The denial of ecclesiastical
authority and the claim of the heretics to be the only true preservers of the apostolic
tradition would entail the rejection of the sacraments in their Orthodox form, though
not necessarily in principle. Similarly Orthodox festivals, regulations, and practices
would not be recognized by the heretics.

2 Petrus Higumenus, XVII, 66-67; Paulician Formula, 455; Manichaean Formula,
1469/70-1471/2A.

2 We have seen that the identification of Mary with the Heavenly Jerusalem was
considered orthodox by Aristakés of Lastivert in the early eleventh century. It may,
therefore, have been a fairly general doctrine in Armenia.

1#  The accusation of immorality on the part of the heretics is probably no more than
the usual ecclesiastical propaganda and would result from the sectarians’ refusal to
recognize the sacramental value of a marriage performed by an Orthodox priest.
However, the Abjuration Formulae specifically condemn Faulicians for not observing
the Christian fasts and for eating cheese and milk during Quadragesima: Paulician
Formula, Anathema V, 453; Manichaean Formula, 1469/70B.
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other evidence remains to be considered. There are indications that
Byzantine Paulician doctrine was not uniform throughout its existence. The
Patriarch Theophylactus in the tenth century characterized Paulicianism
as a combination of the old with the new, of Manichaeanism inter-
mingled with Paulianism (sic).!*® In the preceding century the Patriarch
Photius had also observed variations in the doctrine of contemporary
Paulicians.'?® A study of the additional sources which we possess on
Byzantine Paulicianism reveals the existence within the Empire of a
Paulician tradition which does not coincide with the one described in
source P.

The main historical source on Byzantine Paulicianism, source §, does
not concern itself overmuch with dogma ; nevertheless, several indications
may be noted in it. One is that the first heresiarch, Constantine-Silvanus,
had received the Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles from a Syrian
deacon who taught him, and that these were the only books he used. The
Paulician scriptures are, therefore, presented as perfectly Orthodox,
whatever may be their interpretation.’®? The Letrers of Sergius-Tychicus,
preserved by S, are also singularly unassailable. It is true that Sergius
is shown by his correspondence to have been in contact with another
heretic, Leo the Montanist, but he condemns the latter.!*®* He also
assures his disciples that through him they had been given light,’®* and he
poes on to assert:

We are the body of Christ and he who departs from the tradition of the body of
Christ departs from us; he sins, for he goes to those who teach different things
and does not believe in the true doctrine.**®

128 See n. 98 and Chapter V.

125 Photius, Verbwn 1, 89/90.

1 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIII, 1277/8A. Source F confirms this by stressing

that there is nothing unorthodox about the actual Scriptures used by the Paulicians,

only the interpretation of these texts was heretical; Petrus Higumenus, 11, XV, 61, 66.
Peter of Sicily tries to tie Constantine-Silvanus to his legendary predecessors, the

Manichaeans Paul and John, and says that Constantine burned all his Manichaean

books from fear of perscoution, Historia, 1277/8AB. There does not seem to be any

reason for accepting this version which s not supported by P, but even here the absence

of heretical scriptures among the Paulicians is admitted.

18 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1297/8CD.

120 Jbid,, 1295/6AB, D

30 Jhid., 1299/1300A, “"Huslg dopev odpe Xmotol sl tg & dplotator oy

rapadocenv 1ol abpato; tol Xpiatol, touvtéott wov Eudv, duaptdvel, 6Tt mpoo-

tpéyel tole Etepoblifaovalobo, kai drnebel tols tnaivouo Loyorg™. It is interesting

that this particular passage, whose wording seems so unsuited to a docetic heresy

which denied the existence of “the body of Christ™, is paraphrased but not quoted in

the parallel section of the Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, 69/70-71/2.
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Neither of these statements could be acceptable to the Orthodox. How-
ever, the remainder of his messages of peace and good will to distant
disciples, and his assurances that he remains with them in spirit, would
be suitable in the writings of any Church Father.!® Concerning Sergius
himself, the narrator of source § adds that he went so far as to call him-
self the Paraclete and to be adored by his disciples.’®® In short, there is
no indication in source S that the doctrine of Sergius or of his predeces-
sors, heretical though it might be, was in the least dualistic or docetic. It
must furthermore be noted that the adoration accorded to Sergius by his
followers resembles the treatment of Smbat by his disciples, as observed
by the Armenian authorities. It is in fact similar to the worship demanded
by Gregory of Katzwan in the nineteenth century.

In the light of this evidence we must also reconsider the account found
in source S of the disputation between the Heresiarch Genesius-Timothy
and the Patriarch of Constantinople in the reign of Leo III. The dis-
putation covered six points—namely, the Orthodox faith, the cross, the
Virgin Mary, the eucharist, the Church, and baptism. In each case
Genesius agreed with the Patriarch, but the interpretation which we are
told he gave to his answers was heretical. In the opinion of the narrator,
Genesius already held all the beliefs characteristic of the Paulicians in the
ninth century—that the faith and the Church were nothing but his own
heresy ; that the cross was Christ himself with his arms outstretched ; that
the Virgin Mary was to be understood as the Heavenly Jerusalem; and
similarly. that the cucharist was Christ’s teaching, not bread and wine;
and that the baptism accepted by the heretics was not the Orthodox
sacrament.’®® Such an interpretation may be partially correct, yet we
must remember that it is always interpolated by the narrator into the
actual words of Genesius, and that the narrator’s intention throughout
this section is to demonstrate the deceitfulness of the Paulicians by im-
puting a double meaning to Genesius’ answers. Indeed, in view of the
successful outcome of the disputation, it may well be that 5”s account is a
distortion of the original form of the story as it was given by source A.
In the first version, Genesius, summoned to Constantinople, would have
satisfied the Patriarch as to his own Orthodoxy and heen honorably sent
home again. The ninth-century narrator, unwilling to accept this favor-

131 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1295/6D; Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, 69/70-71/2.

1 Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1287/8C, “Eépyrov tov davrdv Tapaxinrov Aéyovra,
Tuyikdv e bavtov kakéoavra, Kal dnd t@v idiov padntav g Mvedpa drov tpooky-
voupevov™; Pseudo-Photius, Marrario, 69/70.

13 Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XXIX, 1283/4B-1285/6A.
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able account, reinterpreted the Heresiarch’s words to adapt them to the
Paulician doctrine prevailing in his own time.?™

If we consider the actual words of Genesius, without taking into account
the interpolated commentary of the narrator, we find in them the same
inoffensive quality which characterized the Letters of Sergius. Even if we
accept the interpretation that Genesius was disguising the true sense of his
answers, there is nothing which would automatically identify them with
the ninth-century Paulician doctrine of source P. Genesius' claim of
possessing the true faith and the genuine apostolic succession, his accep-
tance of some form, not necessarily Orthodox, of the eucharist and bap-
tism, are hardly surprising.’*® His identification of the Virgin Mary as
the Heavenly Jerusalem is in line with the interpretation given by source
P, but in this connection it must be remembered that Genesius was asso-
ciated with the Armenian district of Mananali, where such a belief was
still considered Orthodox by Aristakes of Lastivert as late as the year 1000
One more point of Paulician doctrine mentioned in the disputation is of
interest. The question of Paulician Iconoclasm had naturally not been
raised, since this was the official doctrine at Constantinople in the reign
of Leo III. However, the narrator says that Genesius only pretended to
revere the cross, while actually substituting for it the figure of Christ with
his arms outstretched.® We have no evidence that this was the case, If,
however, Genesius' words are accepted at face value, we find in them a
contradiction of later practice, since the Paulician rejection of the cross
was specifically noted by the Byzantine authorities of the ninth and tenth
centuries. Here too the evidence of the Armenian sources must be con-
sidered. In the very period of the disputation, that is to say the early

i See my Chapter I, n. 153, for another example of S’s technique of interpolating
an offensive commentary into a fundamentally harmless text.

1% There is no evidence besides the narrator’s commentary to indicate that Genesius
interpreted the eucharist as Christ’s words in the manner of the ninth-century Paulicians
of source P; Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXIX, 1283/4C, “Kal nddv npds abrov gnol &
ratpidpyne "Aud ti od pevalapfévels tod dx pdvrov chpatog kai ol tipiov alpatog
ol Kupiov fipdv 'Incod Xpotol, diha dnpdleg abrd; 'O 82 Oupdbeos Aéyer
"AvaBepa tov pi) petahapBavovia fi anpdlovie v obpa kal alpe 1ob Kupiou fiudy
‘Incoil Xprotol: Eieys 88 1 piipata abtod”, The evidence is rather that he accepted
the eucharist in its traditional form. If he rejected the authority of the existing
ecclesiastical authorities, he would at most have refused to accept as valid the Orthodox
sacrament. The claim of true doctrine is natural to any sect, and the rejection of the
existing sacrament automatically results from it.

18 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XX1X, p. 1283/4BC, “Kui 6 rmatpiapyns Afyer nalv
“Aud ti ol mateteg kai mpoaxuvelg Tov Tinov otaupdv; O 88 Aéyer TAwvaBepa tov
uf npookuvolvia kai pf oefopevov oV Tiov xal {wonowdy oravpdv” Eleye bt
oraupdy v Xprotov tf] éxtaoel v yeiply otaupdv drnotedolvra”.
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eighth century, the Armenian Paulicians, according to John of Ojun,
were progressing from the rejection of images in general to that of the
cross itself.!37 This development might not have reached Genesius’
district of Mananati, so that his belief would represent the earlier Arme-
nian tradition.

The vindication of Genesius’ Orthodoxy is not our concern at this
point. He may have rejected the Orthodox hierarchy and sacraments.
In common with the Isaurian Patriarch, he must have been an [conoclast.
He appears to have shared some of the common beliefs of the Byzantine
and Armenian Paulicians. Nevertheless, as shown in the disputation with
the Patriarch, the fundamental aspects of ninth-century Byzantine Pauli-
cianism are not present in his doctrine. Nowhere is there any intimation
of either dualism or docetism. In this, Genesius is in agreement with the
doctrine of Constantine-Silvanus, his predecessor, and Sergius-Tychicus,
his successor, as this is given by 5. We cannot overlook the significant
fact that the narrator of 5, who shows himself quite willing to distort the
history and dogma of the Paulicians in order to blacken their reputation,
never accuses them of the two most fundamental breaches of the Chris-
tian doctrine—the denial of the unity of God, and the denial of Christ’s
Incarnation. Had these beliefs been characteristic of the Paulicians in the
early ninth century, itisinconceivable that § should have overlooked them.
We are therefore brought to the conclusion that a dualistic-docetic
doctrine was not an integral part of the Paulician tradition as it was known
to S.

A number of the Greek sources support the hypothesis that, in part at
least, the earlier Paulician tradition within the Empire, as well as in
Armenia, was of a different nature from the one described by P and his
tenth-century followers. St. John Damascene, a contemporary of the
Heresiarch Genesius in the first half of the eighth century, describing the
heresy of the Aposchistae (makers of schism), or Doxarii (gloriers) among
whom Paulicians may perhaps be found, accuses these sectarians of many
familiar sins:

These seek after their own glory and submit neither to the law of God nor to his
priests. They are thoroughly acquainted with the heresy of the Autoproscoptae.
Like them, they require the observance of canonical ordinances and, although
they are neither bishops nor presidents of the people, but only members of the
common herd, they separate themselves from the Catholic Church. Rivaling
the Euchites, that is to say, the Messalians, they tell the ascetics not to frequent
church services, but to be satisfied with the prayers in their own monasteries,

¥ John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 78/9.
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they differ among themselves and are in a state of utter confusion, because their
falsehood is split into many factions. They have separated from the communion
of the Church and pretend to a greater severity of discipline, with each one
vying to prove himself better than the next. Some of them do not admit holy
baptism and do not receive Holy Communion, whereas others will kiss neither
a newly made figure of the venerable cross nor a holy image. What is worst of
all, since they consider themselves to be superior to all men, they will accept
absolutely no priest ... May we be delivered both from the frenzy of the Icono-
clasts and from the madness of the Aposchistae, which although they are
diametrically opposed evils are equal in their impiety.1?*

The accusation of extreme asceticism against the Paulicians is unusual
though even here the suggestion is rather that the heretics recognize only
their own communities as holy. However, the remainder of the catalogue
of sins reads exactly like an indictment of Paulicianism such as we have
found it in Armenia: Rejection of the Orthodox community, its hierarchy,
churches and sacraments, particularly baptism and the eucharist, and
most particularly a violent iconoclasm embracing both the cross and holy
images.’*® Tt is therefore especially interesting that St. John Damascene
speaks of these nameless contemporary heretics as observing the “canon-
ical ordinances” though “‘they separate themselves from the Catholic

128 Johannes Damascenus, Compendinm, T75/6A-777/8AB, “Tpitn xoi éxarooth
aipeoig, "Anooyiotat ol kai AoEdpior of iy iBiav §6Eav [nrobvres, i Sixatooivy
1ob Beod olk drotdoosoveu, obte toig iepeliow abtod. kol thv alpeaiv tdv Adto-
fpockontdv EmoTapevol, kavovikohs Beopois éminrobou pur Svreg pite dnioxonol
pfyte Aaol mpoectidtes. AL’ dyehaloi tiveg, xmpilovrm ¢ xafolikfic "Exxinociog.
Toig && Ebyitag, fiyouv MooooAwavolg, (nilooovieg, toig doxntals Afyouou un
napapively ExkAnoaankais ouvaEemv, dpkeioBal 82 taic &v doxnrnpiow abt@y
ebyals. Mopdnv 68 kol eig aliniovs Suepepdpevor moluvoyibis yap o webbos the
ExkAnoactikfic Kowvoviag droatavies Thv axpifewav Omokplvovral, dhiog dilov
kpeittav deikvuabo, oneddov: of piv Befov Bartiopa ol Séxovrat, olte tiic Being
kowvoviag petéyovaly: Etepol & ob8e timov 1ol tipiov otawpod venotl Kotuwokea-
obévia, | cernmv elxdva dondlovim, kal inepavéyxely ndviov dvlponwy oldpevor,
0 Eoyatov thv kaxdy, xalohov lepéa ob déxovim, ... Kai anéotw &£ Toov xai %
v slkovoxhaotdiv nepowvie kel 1 iy "Anooyiotiv mapappooivn, i &x Suupérpov
Kakd kal dpotipa thv Goipeiav’,

3% See above nn. 38-94, for the Armenian sources on these points. The custom of
praying in the houses of the community rather than in the churches is particularly
noted by Xosrov Anjevagi (see n. 54). These accusations are also consonant with
some of the evidence of source P (see nn, 113, 117-118). See also Petrus Higumenus
X1V, 66, for the absence of a regular hierarchy among the heretics.

‘The observation of K. Ter Mkritschian, Die Paulikianer, 37, that heresies #153-154
of the Armenian “Book of Heretics™ occur in the place where this heresy is found in
the Compendium of St. John suggests a connection between them. It is also interesting
that the Armenian compiler has put Paulicians at the point at which St. John discusses
Iconoclastic heresies, Compendium, 773/4-777/8, particularly the “*Xmonavokari-
yopol™, 773/4, who are identified as Iconoclasts.
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Church”, and admits that the Autoproscoptae, to whom the Aposchistae
are compared, are “orthodox in every respect”, though likewise cut off
from the Orthodox community.’*® Here again, whatever the sins of the
heretics, the issue of dualism and docetism is never raised.

More specific evidence can be found in the second half of the century.
The Emperor Constantine V was accused by a number of chroniclers of
being a Paulician. The accusation is probably no more than a piece of
malevolent propaganda directed against the memory of the great Icono-
clastic emperor, but the doctrine by which George the Mank justifies the
charge is extremely interesting. According to him the Emperor had claimed
that the Virgin Mary was not the Theotokos.!® The explanation given
by Constantine for his belief was that “Christ is not God, therefore I will
not consider Mary as the Mother of God™.*** According to Theophanes
Confessor, the beliefs of the Emperor were even more blasphemous and
heretical. He quotes Constantine as having said:

Do not think that he whom Mary bore, the so-called Christ, was the Son of
God, but rather that he was a mere [naked] man. He was born of Mary in the
same way as my mother Mary bore me. %

In the eighth century, therefore, the belief that Christ was a mere creature
and not the Son of God could be described at Constantinople as Paulician
doctrine. In the following century a similar dogma can be found. The
“Manichaean' sect of the followers of Lizix or Selix returned to Orthodoxy
early in the reign of the Empress Theodora. Their leader had believed
that:

e Johannes Damascenus, “Heresy 100", Compendiwmn, 761{2B-763/4A, on the
Autoproscoptae, *Abtonpookontal navia ubv dpBodoEol indprovies, adelic 88 tijg
xabolikfis "Exxinoles xal xwowwvias opids abtols mpopdoewms chreiobs Evexa
aroxontovies”. The accusation here, that the heretics have no hierarchy and lead
lives of doubtful morality, again echoes the Armenian sources, Heresies# 100-103 are
of particular historical interest, since only in this section of the Compendium is St. John
speaking as a contemporary. See Chase “Introduction”, The Fathers of the Christian
Church, XXXVII, xxi.

" Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, T50-752, 756,

142 Jhid., 756 ‘ol Eon Bedg & Xpotde, S tolito obde v Mapiav Exw Beotoxov™.
This statement is echoed by Cedrenus, Compendium, 11, 3-4, “@Ada pnde Beoroxov
abtiy dvopdlecla™.

43 Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 415, “glne Kovotaviivog & Paoikels, St p
hoyion vidv Geob elvar dv Etexe Mapia, tov Aeyopevov Xpuotov, el i yildv
davBponov. fi viap Mapia abtdvErexev. bg Erexev &ué M pftnp (pod fi) Mapia”. The
same story oceurs in several other chronicles: Leo Grammaticus, Chronographia, 182-
183; Zonaras, “Annales™, PG, CXXXV, 1328, who adds that the Patriarch accused
Constantine V of being a Nestorian for speaking of the Virgin Mary as “ypiototdxog”
rather than as “Beotdxoc”, ibid., 1333,
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... to revere the cross was foolishness, and he called our Lord and God, Jesus
Christ, a ereature and said that His most holy Mother was not the Mother of
God. Likewise he derided the awful and divine mystery of communion, !
The doctrine of Christ as a mere creature, which we find here attributed
to the Paulicians in Byzantium, is quite in accord with the Armenian
Paulician beliefs expressed in the Key of Truth, but it is scarcely the docetic
Christology observed by the author of source P and the subsequent
Byzantine sources.

Two Paulician groups seem, therefore, to have existed in Byzantium.
These shared a number of beliefs and practices, but one of them held a
dualistic and docetic doctrine while the other apparently accepted the
unity of God, but denied the divinity of Christ. A number of additional
sources attest to the simultaneous presence of the two traditions in the
Empire.

In the Codex Scorialensis of the Chronicle of George the Monk, a long
polemical passage is added to the doctrinal exposition of source P. In
this section the author accuses the Paulicians of confusion or contradic-
tion in their beliefs. On the one hand, he says, the heretics believe that
Christ was an angel, chosen (évtellopevos) to carry out the things ap-
pointed by God—to come down and be born of Mary, suffer, die, be
buried, resurrected and be raised up into Heaven.'®® Furthermore, they
believe that Christ was the youngest of the angels*® and that he bowed
down before the Creator of the World, who recognized him as his son.14?
They do not believe that Christ was the Son of God'** nor that he existed
at the beginning,!® but rather that he took the name of Christ and Son
of God as the result of grace:!*

... he became Christ the Son of God through grace in recompense of passing
over and to carry out the injunctions, and you not only call him a creature as

did the feeble-minded Arius, but also say that he is the youngest of the angels
and of men 18!

1% Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus, 283/4A, “AilIE, 6¢ @ Maviyaiov @poviious,
tdv mpookuvntdv ataupdv popiav fyelto, kol tov Kipiov kai Gedv fipdv ‘Ingodv
Xpotdv dvopdfov kriopa, thv mdvayvov abrov pntépo Gcotdéxov obk Eleyer
Eyéda 88 mpdg tobrolg xai TV Thv Ppikt@Y xai Beivv puotnpivy petdinyy”,

W Codex Scorialensis, X1X, 1, 2, pp. T4-75.

ué jhid., XX, 6, 9, pp. 76-77.

w1 jbid., X, 73.

W fhid, XX, 4, p. 76.

e ihid,, XX, 7, 8, pp. 76-77.

10 fbid., XX, 5, p. 76, “xata yapwv v tob violh xifiow xal v ol Xprotod
elAnes”. Ibid., XIX, 2, p. 75, “kai dvopdoar Eautdv vidv Tob fsob katd v Sobsioav

W Ibid., XX, 6, p. 76, “yevioBan gapiti fi auoipfy tdv ndpov xai tob reléom v



THE PAULICIAN DOCTRINE 181

On the other hand, the heretics also said that Christ had appeared only
in the days of Octavius Caesar—a belief which the author of the Codex
Scorialensis considered to be contradictory to the remainder of Paulician
christology.’®* From this account it is evident that two traditions as to
the nature of Christ existed among the Paulicians in this period. One
asserted that Christ had only seemed to be incarnate, that he took no flesh
from the Virgin Mary, and that he manifested himself only in the days of
Augustus. The other, denying that Jesus was of divine origin, considered
him a mere creature of God, whether man or angel, created, not begotten,
neither consubstantial nor co-eternal with God, who raised him through
grace to the title of Christ, the Son of God. As a result of this belief, the
mere creature Jesus could well be considered a subordinate of the Demi-
urge, the Creator of the visible world.

The two traditions can also be observed in the Abjuration Formulae,
Side by side with the docetic tradition mentioned in source P, there is in
anathema eleven of the Paulician Formula, the following condemnation:

Anathema to those who confess that our Eternal God sits upon the Heavens
and who blaspheme that His Son who rules with Him our Lord Jesus Christ
down below was carried up to Heaven upon the clouds, and who teach their
agreement. 5

The doctrine condemned here again implies that the Son down below was
inferior to the Father sitting upon the Heavens and that the son was raised
from an inferior position to be equal and in agreement (dpdgpovog)
with the Father. Therefore, the Son attained his position of equality
through an act of grace and did not hold it of all eternity by nature.!®
Similarly in the Manichaean Formuia, the second tradition can be observed
in a strange and confused condemnation:

I anathematize then those who ... say that one was born of Mary and baptized,
or rather as they blaspheme, campletely submerged, and another rose from the
water and received the testimony, and this [latter] one they call the only begotten
Jesus, and the Light, who appeared in the shape of a man. And they fabricate

EvroAfv tov Xpiotdv piov ol Beol; kai ob povov ktiope tolTov Emkalels Katd tov
patmoppova "Apelov, dAhd kal thv ayyElov kal 1@v avlpdnov abt@v PETaYEVETTE-
pov AEyeig lvan ...,

12 Codex Scorialensis, XX, 6,7, p. 76.

%3 Paulician Formula, Anathema XI, 454, ***AviBgua tolc tov pév npoaubviov Bedv
fiudv &ni thv olpaviv kadijoba duoloyolao, 1oV 68 cuvdpyovtodtou vidv kai kdprov
fiudv "Incobv Xpiotdy inoxdtw 1@v obpavdy Eri vepéhng pépecbom Anpoloi 18 xal
ol Opdppovag toltwv ibdokovoiy”, The following Apathema X11 interestingly
anathematizes Paul of Samosata and his followers.

I Ficker, “Abschwirungsformeln™, 454, 458-459.
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[the story] that the former came of the evil principle and the latter, however,
from the good ... I anathematize those who say that the passion of our Lord
Jesus Christ was imaginary, and that there was one who hung on the cross and
another who stood afar and laughed that someone else was suffering in his
place.™®

In spite of the curiously perverted doctrine described here, the concept of
the two sons, the human son of Mary and the divine Son of God, can
still be identified.

It is evident from the preceding discussion that Byzantine Paulicianism
was not homogeneous in nature, a fact observed by both St. John
Damascene and the Patriarch Photius. Though the two traditions within
the Empire were in agreement on a number of points, they were apparently
opposed on the fundamental points of dogma. One branch of the sect
belonged to the tradition described by source P and the tenth-century
polemicists. It was characterized by a dualistic theology and a docetic
christology. The other tradition, seen mainly in source S, the accounts
of the chroniclers, and the Abjuration Formulae, was in agreement with
the doctrine held by the Paulicians in Armenia. It apparently admitted
the unity of God, but denied the divinity of Jesus, whom it held to have
been an ordinary man elevated by an act of divine grace to the rank of
Son of God.

The presence of both traditions in the Pawlician Formula and the Codex
Scorialensis indicates that the two traditions were co-existent at Constan-
tinople by the mid-ninth century. But the problem remains whether two
Paulician traditions were always present in the Empire or whether a
modification of Paulician doctrine took place in Constantinople at some
point during the existence of the sect.

It will be recalled that the Patriarch Theophylactus had believed that
the Paulicianism of his period was a mixture of the old and the new. The
weight of evidence seems to indicate a development and alteration in the
beliefs of the Paulicians, rather than the existence of two distinct but
parallel traditions within the Empire. As we have seen, the majority of
the sources after the middle of the ninth century speak almost exclusively

155 Manichaean Formula, 11, 1463/4D, ** " Avabepatifo odv. . . kal dAhov piv Aéyoviag
elvar tov yevvnlévea éx Mapiag, xai Particlevra, pdllov 8¢ og abrol Anpoiioy
BubioBévra, dlhov 5& tov éx tob O8arog dvelBovra wail paprupnBévia, v kai
dyévvnrov "Tnooliv kai ®éyyog dvopalova, &v oyxipatt avpérou pavivia, kai tov
pév elvar tiig kaxig dpxfis, tov 66 tiig dyabiis puBoloyobav. 'AvaBepartile tobg
Afyovrag Sokfigel mabelv tov Kipov fjudv "Incolv Xpratdv, kal Ghiov pev elval
tov &v otavpd Etepov 8¢ tdv moppolev Eothra wal yeldvra, bg EMov avt’ altod
rabovrog”.
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of a dualistic doctrine. It is true that the Patriarch Theophylactus, whose
chancery would contain the records of earlier times, and the Manichaean
Formula, which is heavily indebted to the previous Pawlician Formula,'*®
both preserve the memory of the other Paulician tradition. However, in
the Manichaean Formula, this tradition already shows a great deal of
distortion. In the mid-ninth century both traditions are present in the
texts which have survived. On the other hand, in the earlier period of
Paulicianism, generally coincident with the Iconoclastic period, the dual-
istic tradition is not mentioned and the doctrine which denies the divinity
of Christ seems dominant. This is the picture which we obtain from
sources § and A4 and the observations of the chroniclers. The earlier
tradition seems to die out in Constantinople around the middle of the
ninth century. We know that the followers of Lizix, one of the Paulician
groups attached to the earlier tradition, returned to Orthodoxy soon after
843, Therefore the inference seems to be that Paulician doctrine in Con-
stantinople underwent a distinct evolution from the seventh to the tenth
centuries. The earlier doctrine appears to have been fundamentally the
same as that of the Armenian Paulicians, but around the middle of the
ninth century a new dualistic and docetic tradition appeared and was
soon to dominate the western or Byzantine branch of Paulicianism.
Some suggestions may be hazarded as to the circumstances of this
transformation in tradition. No mention of dualism is found in source §
up to the rule of Sergius.’® With Sergius, however, a break occurred in
the Paulician succession. He was not the son ar disciple of his predeces-
sor, Joseph-Epaphroditus, and, except for the brief period of the chance-
leader Symeon, Sergius was the first Paulician heresiarch to be a Greek
rather than an Armenian.'® § stresses the fact that Sergius was taught
his heresy by a Manichacan woman,'®® and there are definite indications

16 See my Chapter 1, pp. 28-29.

17 Unless the passage telling of Symeon's and Justus® quarrel over Colossians, 1, 16,
is to be interpreted in this fashion, Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXVII, 1281/2BC.

15 Constantine-Silvanus, Paul the Armeénian, and his sons, Genesius and Theodore,
were all Armenians. Joseph was a foundling, but Genesius had presumably adopted
him in the Armenian district of Mananah. Peter of Sicily, Hisroria, XXXI, 1287/8A,
identifies Baanes as the bastard of an Armenian woman and one of Joseph's Jewish
disciples. The name Baanes is clearly Armenian, as was observed by Ter Mkritschian
(see my Chapter III, n. 152). Sergius, however, came from the Byzantine theme of
Armeniakon, and the last leaders, Karbeas and Chrysocheir were imperial officers
from the capital, The suggestion of Bart‘ikyan, “The Organization”, 186, n. 4, that
Karbeas is a diminutive for the Armenian name Karapet (Yupwybu), scems singularly
far-fetched. No source, not even the popular epic tradition of the Digenes Akrites,
sugpests an Armenian background for Karbeas.

1% Petrus Siculus, Historia, XXXI1-XXXVI, 1287/8C-1293/4A.
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that under Sergius modifications were brought into the Paulician doctrine.
His colleague, the Armenian Baanes, reproached him for his innovations:

... you [Sergius] are newly come and you never saw any of our teachers nor
were you ever present with them, but 1 began as a disciple of the lord Epaphro-
ditus and what he transmitted to me from the beginning this do I teach.!%®

Sergius, however, would not listen to Baanes’ reproaches and *‘split the
heresy in two”. 81 The memory of the common origin of the two branches
survived the breach for a while. After Sergius’ death, his disciple Theo-
dotus succeeded in preventing the Sergiotes from massacring the Baanio-
tes by reminding them that *‘before our master [Sergius] came, we all
held one faith™.'® Nevertheless the Baaniotes were almost annihilated,
and the Sergiotes became the dominant element among the Paulicians. It
would seem, therefore, that Baanes represented the older, Armenian
Paulician tradition, while Sergius introduced a new doctrine into the sect.

It has been observed that the beliefs of Sergius show as yet no dualism,
and that the adoration of the leader by the disciples practiced in his time
is in keeping with the Armenian tradition. His disciples, however, carried
his innovations much further, and the narrator of § accuses them of
“corrupting his [Sergius'] doctrine and that of his predecessors’.'*® The
shift toward dualism after Sergius’ death may explain a comment found
in the Histories, namely that Karbeas, though continuing to cooperate
with the Muslims and pretending to embrace Islam, felt unsafe at Argaous
and therefore moved away to Tephrikeé for greater safety.!® Mo historical
explanation can be given for Karbeas’ fear of the allies who had welcomed
him and his predecessor, Sergius. Only on a dogmatic basis may one be
suggested. The carlier Paulician doctrine of Jesus' humanity would be
quite acceptable to the Muslims, but with the alteration of doctrine their
attitude would change. Dualists could hardly expect to be personae grarae
in Islam. The hypothesis that the great Paulician leader, Sergius, and his
followers were responsible for the modification of the Paulician tradition
which occurs in their time is most tempting : however, it is not yet capable
of definite proof.

180 Petrus Siculus, Historia, XL, 1299/1300C, “Eb vemori katepivns, kal obdéva
v Sibaokdlev Hudv Ebpaxas fi cuprapépeivag’ dya 8¢ tod kupiov "Erappoditou
pabntig mapyo, xwai kabog mapébukéyv po an’ apyfg, olrwg xai Sibdokw™.

W Ibid., XL, 1299/1300C, “Eoxioe v aipsowy elg dbo™,

W fhid, XL, 1299/1300D, “...navieg yap péxpe dvodeibens tob Sibaoxdlouv
findv plav aiotv elyopev’.

w2 Jhid., XLI, 1301/2C, “talc Subackalioe abtol te kol tdv mponynoapévaw

Avpaivdpevor ...,
tM  pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXVI, XXVII, 81/2B-83/4A.,
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The main conclusions which may be deduced from the preceding analy-
sis are these: Paulicianism by the tenth century consisted of at least two
traditions. Armenian Paulicianism was characterized by the belief in
the humanity of Jesus and his eventual adoption as Son of God upon
baptism. This fundamental dogma was attended by the belief that ordi-
nary men could also become the equals of Christ and worthy of adoration.
This Armenian Paulicianism was characterized by a violent Iconoclasm
and showed no apparent modification throughout the Middle Ages.'s®
In Byzantium, on the other hand, a change in dogma took place in the
mid-ninth century, possibly under the influence of the great Heresiarch
Sergius and his successors. The original doctrine of the sect which had
been similar to the one existing in Armenia and which had preserved its
Iconoclastic character, was gradually transformed into a docetic and
dualistic tradition. The failure of scholars to observe the change and
development of Byzantine Paulicianism has led them to ignore the signif-
icant relationship between it and the Armenian tradition.

1%¢  The only indication of dualism in the Armenian tradition is the accusation of
Manichaeanism in the late sources, particularly Gregory Magistros. It is probable
that some dualistic Paulicians made their way into Armenia after the fall of Tephriké.
It is also possible that some of the Paulician groups were influenced by Persian practices
and by their contact with the Arewordik®, just as they had accepted the beliefs of the
Alovanian Iconoclasts. But Armenian Paulicianism iz characterized by its remarkable
homogeneity and continuity far more than by any eccentric variations,
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Certain important problems still remain to be solved before we may haz-
ard any conclusions about the origin and nature of the Paulicians. One
problem concerns the accusation of Manichaeanism levelled at the
Paulicians by most of the Greek sources and by some of the Armenian
texts. Before the justice of this accusation can be discussed, it will be
necessary to give a brief outline of the more fundamental aspects of
Manichaeanism. Only then will it be possible to consider its relation to
those aspects of Paulician doctrine which we know to have been charac-
teristic both of the original Armenian Paulicianism and of the secondary
Byzantine tradition found in source P and the related texts.

The basic tenet of Manichaeanism runs counter to the fundamental
premise of the Christian creed. According to the Manicheans, not one
God, but two principles, one good and the other evil, have coexisted of
all eternity, and matter pertains to the realm of evil.! Asa consequence of
their belief in the evil nature of matter, the Manichaeans were further
compelled to deny the incarnation of Jesus Christ, Their christology was
purely docetic.? The actual position of Jesus in the dogma of the Mani-
chaeans cannot be ascertained with precision. All religious leaders pre-
ceding Mani were considered by him to be messengers of the Good God,
the Lord of Light, and Jesus seems to have been acknowledged by Mani
as his immediate predecessor.? On the other hand, we also find Jesus
Y Acta Archelai, 9, 26, 31; Theodore bar Khoni, *'On Mani's Teaching Concerning
the Beginning of the World” in A. V. W. Jackson, Researches in Manichaeism with
Special References to the Turfan Fragments (New York, 1932), appendix viii, 222;
H. C. Puech, Le Manichéisme (Paris, 1949), 74 f., and nn. 285-287; P. Alfaric, Les
Ecritures manichéennes, I (Paris, 1918-1919), 20, 32, 84, er passim.
¥ Acta Archelai, 12, “Et veniens filius transformavit se in speciem hominis ... cum non
esset homeo, et homines putabant eum natum esse...”; Jackson, Researches, 12;
Alfaric, Les Ecritures, I, 26, 64, 116, 172-174, et passim.

¥ Puech, Le Manichéisme, 71-72, and n. 277: Jackson, Researches, 12; Runciman,
Medieval Manichee, 14.
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coming to Adam in the Garden of Eden to reveal to him the existence of
the realm of light and free him from the power of evil.? Mani himself was
believed to be the Paraclete promised by Jesus, the last and the greatest of
the messengers of light. Salvation was to be attained by the final release
of the soul, consubstantial with God, from all the bonds of matter,® but
the doctrine of metempsychosis was accepted for such souls as had not
yet achieved their ultimate liberation.” In practice the Manichaean sect
was divided into two groups—the elect who were the true members of the
sect and complied with all its regulations, and the mere auditors, who
had not yet attained the higher grade and were required to support and
attend to the wants of the elect.® A hierarchy seems to have existed, since
we find mention of the following categories—auditors, elect, elders, bish-
ops, and masters or teachers.® The actual positions and duties are not, how-
ever, known. The elect were expected to lead lives of extreme asceticism,
owning no property, observing strict fasts and never remaining in any
locality for a long period of time.!® The only activity permitted to them
was that of missionary and teacher, and the taking of life in any form was
strictly forbidden. Since the Manichaeans believed that life resides in all
things, any action would involve the destruction of some living creature;
therefore, each one of the elect was attended by an auditor, who performed
every service for his master.”! The Old Testament was rejected by the
Manichaeans in its entirety as incompatible with the teachings of Christ
and as inspired by the Lord of Evil.}* Finally, baptism, together with
the other sacraments, was held to be useless.’®

4 Theodore bar Khoni, loc. cit., 249, 251-253; Puech, Le Manichéisme, 81-82.

& Acta Archelai, 24, 61-62, “Sum quidem ego [Mani] paracletus qui ab Jesu mitti
praedictus sum ... et si vultis mea verba suscipere invenietis salutem; nolentes autem
vos aeternum ignis absumere habet”. See also Mas'idi, Le Livre de I'avertissement,
188; Al Biruni, The Chronology of Ancient Narions, ed. E. Sachau (London, 1879},
190; and Alfaric, Les Ecritures, I, 21, II, 37, 104, et al.

' Puech, Le Manichéisme, 71, n. 275,

7 Jackson, Researches, 14.

& Puech, Le Manichéisme, 88-91; Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 15-16, et al.

®  Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees (Cambridge, 1925), appendix i, 105-107;
Jackson, Researches, 15; Puech, Le Manichéisme, 86-87.

1®  Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees, 57, et passim; Jackson, Researches, 11-12.
Puech, Le Manichéisme, 63-66, for missionary character and activity; 87, fasts; 89-90,
asceticism. See E. de Stoop, Essai sur la diffusion du Manichéisme dans I'empire romain
{Ghent, 1909), 20.

" Puech, Le Manichéisme, 87-90; de Stoop, La Diffusion du Manichéisme, 10; er al.
12 Acta Archelai, 65; Alfaric, Les Ecritures, 1, 140,

1 Puech, Le Manichéisme, 87, and n. 364. The discussion of Manichaean cosmology
will be omitted as confusing and irrelevant, Its only relation to the question of

Paulicianism is its presence in the early part of the Histories of Peter of Sicily and
Pseudo-Photius, and the *Manichaean section™ of the Manichaean Formula, We have
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The similarity of the foregoing doctrine to that described in the Mani-
chaean sections of the Histories of Peter of Sicily and the Pseudo-Photius
serves to emphasize the fact that they are indeed following the accounts
of the very early sources mentioned in their works (Epiphanius, St. Cyril,
Socrates, and the Acta Archelai); they present the classic Manichaean
doctrine and nothing more.'* The identification of Paulicianism with
Manichaeanism on the basis of doctrine can no longer be sustained as
soon as we turn to the heretical doctrine described in source P, It is true
that a certain amount of dualism and docetism is attributed to the Pauli-
cians, but the dualism is, as we have observed, relative and mitigated.®
The Paulicians are shown to have given great importance to the sacrament
of baptism, albeit not in its Orthodox form, whereas the Manichaeans
disregarded the sacraments altogether. The characteristic asceticism of
the Manichaeans, dependent on total withdrawal from the material world,
is absent in source P, as is the belief in metempsychosis.

The information extant on Paulician practices also differentiates them
from the true Manichaeans. The military prowess of the Paulicians was
justly renowned; the raids of Karbeas and Chrysocheir seriously endan-
gered the Empire in the second half of the ninth century, and the valor of
the Paulicians was still praised by Anna Comnena more than two cen-
turies later.’® The only activity permitted to the true Manichaean, on the
hand, was teaching, and he was strictly forbidden to take any life whatso-
ever,

The Paulicians were always recognized as Iconoclasts, and their rejec-
tion of the cross drew the particular ire of Peter of Sicily himself. By
the uniform admission of the Greek chroniclers, the Paulicians were
favored by the Iconoclastic emperors and persecuted by their Iconodule
successors: their favorable situation under the lconoclastic Isaurian
dynasty is corroborated by S"s account of Genesius’ trip to Constanti-
nople in the days of Leo III.}7 It would appear logical that the Mani-
chaeans, with their abhorrence of matter, should have been Iconoclasts;

already seen in Chapter I that these portions of the Greek sources are anachronistic
and not related to the medieval Paulicians,

4 Petrus Siculus, Historia, X1-XX, 1257/8-1271/2; Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XI-
XVI, 31/2-47/8. See my Chapter I.

15 See my Chapter IV,

¢ Anna Comnena, Alexiade, 11, 44, 111, 179-180. The name of K'alert'akan or
Bloodthirsty given to the heretics in heresy #153 of the Armenian Book of Heretics
is hardly suited to a Manichaean sect.

17 See my Chapter III. The persecution of the Paulicians in the second period of
Iconoclasm, if it did take place, is explicable in terms of their civil disobedience,
particularly their involvement in the revolt of Thomas the Slav.
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indeed, this accusation is often made against them. But it cannot be sub-
stantiated. A persistent tradition tells that Mani himself was a painter of
talent.!®* Manichean manuscripts are known for the beauty of their
decoration and illustration, which were meant to amplify and explain the
text.!® A series of admirable Manichaean religious miniatures from the
Turfan in Chinese Turkestan have survived to our time.?* A Chinese law
in the year 1166 decreed that any person painting images or copying
Manichaean manuscripts was to be punished by exile for one year.
Thus the evidence of both doctrine and practice demonstrates the fun-
damental incompatibility of even the secondary, late Byzantine tradition
with Manichaeanism.

If we turn to the carlier Paulician tradition, particularly in Armenia,
the doctrinal discrepancy becomes still more evident. Nothing can re-
concile the dogma of sources S and A or the Key of Truth with the Mani-
chaean or for that matter with any Gnostic dualistic tradition. All the
beliefs found in the Key and corroborated by the Armenian and earlier
Greek sources—the unity of God, the humanity of Jesus, the importance
of baptism, the rejection of images and asceticism, the acceptance of the
Old Testament as Scriptures—are diametrically opposed to the tenets of
Manichaeanism.?® In addition, it is interesting to observe that Gregory
Magistros notes, concerning the T ondrakeci;

... for a long time have they waited in their hopeless hope that the son of per-
dition will appear as their leader—he whom Jesus Christ will subdue with the
breath of his mouth.*

Such a remark could not apply to Manichaeans, who believed that the
Paraclete had already appeared in the person of Mani and that no further
revelation would be made to the world.*

1 Mirchond, “Histoire universelle”, in Alfaric, Les Ecritures, I, 128, II, 41-42.

*  Alfaric, Les Ecritures, I, 23, 27, 53, elc.; also Les Ecritures manichéennes—leur
constitution—leur histoire, thése complémentaire pour le doctorat-és-lettres (Paris,
1918), 23-28, (hereafter, Thése).

A, von le Coq, Die buddistische Spérantike im Mirtelasien, [[—Die manichdischen
Miniaturen (Berlin, 1923), P1. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, Ba, b; Burkitt, The Religion af rhe Manichees,
1, 35, 69.

* Alfaric, Thése, 107, “A toute personne qui aura pour le compte d'autrui peint des
images démoniagues ou qui aura soit copié un manuscrit, soit gravé pour 'impression
des textes de la Religion de la Lumiére (manichéisme) ou d’autres (hérésies) on appli-
quera dans tous ces cas, la peine du banissement pour un an ...".

* See my Chapter 1V.

¥ Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kar'olikos, 156, *... p Juqifocy (bt Sowh fuuluwdbnd
Jurpurgb L’iﬁ-b{ .bfrghuﬂ, apqungh {ulruu!wﬂ'. qap p.@-&h,{ Bpuacs Rppumna frpa phpubnd
{ﬂ L ".

“? I;'iue:h, Le Manichéisme, 62, “Mani est le Révélateur supréme. Supréme, parce qu’il
est le Messager ultime, mais aussi le plus parfait de tous les Illuminateurs. L’Esprit
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It cannot be argued that the identification of Paulicianism with Mani-
chaeanism is due to a gradual evolution of the Manichaean doctrine
during the Middle Ages. Not only arc the two belicfs completely irrec-
oncilable, but also, wherever true Manichaeanism is found at a later date,
as in Central Asia, it is clearly recognizable as such and generally un-
changed. Puech characterizes Manichaeanism as the religion of a book:
... the measure taken by its promulgator has on the whole assured to Mani-
chaeanism a remarkable dogmatic stability; the Church of the Holy Spirit
[Manichaeanism] has not been torn by heresies, and the few schisms which,
for a brief time, threatened its unity have been provoked by questions of dis-
cipline alone.®
Thus on the basis of dogma the Key of Truth, and, therefore, the funda-
mental Paulician tradition, can under no circumstances be reconciled
with Manichaeanism.

Historically, also, the influence of Manichaeanism on Paulicianism or
the identification of the two sects cannot be substantiated. There is no
good evidence of the presence of Manichaeanism in Armenia to any
appreciable degree.?® It is true that the existence of an Epist/e of Mani to
the Armenians is mentioned by the Arabic writer, an-Nadim.2? Also
Samuel of Ani, Mxit‘ar of Ayrivank*, and Kirakos of Ganjak mention
the coming to Armenia of certain **Syrian Nestorians™ who brought with
them the Gospel of Mani, in the year 591.*8 These sources, however,
are late ones, particularly the Armenian documents, which date from the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries, and are notoriously unreliable. There-
fore, in the absence of any contemporary corroboration, they can hardly
be considered definitive for a much earlier period, particularly in view of
the fact that the Oath of Union, specifically concerned with “Nestorian
missionaries” in Armenia during the sixth century, makes no reference
whatsoever to Manichaeanism.

That a certain number of Manichaeans reached Armenia from Persia
in an early epoch is probable. The famous disputation between Archelaus
Saint ou le Paraclet, dont I'envoi avait été promis par Jésus, s'étant incorporé en lui
et identifi¢ & lui, Dés lors, la révélation qu'il apporte ne peut étre elle-méme que

rfaite”.

E Puech, Le Manichéisme 66-67, “... la mesure prise par son promoteur a, dans
I'ensemble assuré au Manichéisme une fixité dogmatique remarquable: _l'q’:glisc de
I’Esprit Saint n‘a pas ¢té déchirée par les hérésies, et les rares schismes qui ont, pour
peu de temps d'ailleurs, menacé son unité n'ont été provoqués que par des questions
disciplinaires™.

% Soderberg, La Religion des Cathares, 26.

*  Alfaric, Les Ecritures, I, T0-71.

#  Samuel of Ani, Collections, 395-397; Mxit‘ar of Ayrivank®, History, 75; Kirakos of
Ganjak, History, 29.
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and Mani, recorded by the Acts of Archelaus, presumably took place on
the Armenian border.?® Lazar of P‘arpi was acquainted with Mani-
chaeanism, which he ascribes with precision to:

... the slave Kumbrikios, who later had his name changed to Mani, whence
also his disciples are called Manichaeans.

Lazar of P'arpi specifically distinguishes Manichaeanism from the “heresy
of the land of the Armenians [which] is not named according to any
teacher”.3® Yet by the fifth century the Manichaeans were not sufficiently
important to rate a separate refutation in the work of Eznik of Kolb,
Against the Sects; they are barely mentioned in the correspondence of the
Book of Letters; and in the seventh century Vrt‘anés K'ert‘ol, in a Lerter to
Kyrion, Kat‘otikos of Georgia, lists a number of heresies in a single ana-
thema, but omits the Manichaeans. No attention is paid to the Mani-
chaeans as such, that is to say as a group recognizable by a characteristic
doctrine and separate from the Paulicians or T‘ondrakegi, until the trea-
tise of Gregory of Tat'ew in the fourteenth century.® This persistent
silence of the Armenian sources does not argue for the strength of Mani-
chacan development in Armenia.

It is very important to note in this connection that Gregory Magistros,
as well as Nersés Snorhali and Paul of Taron, separate the heresy of the
T ondrakeci from that of the Arewordik® (Sons of the Sun).*®* These
Arewordik® appear to have been dualists, adoring the sun and abhorring
darkness, rejecting the possibility of the resurrection of the dead, as well
as the Holy Scriptures, and apparently believing in the ultimate destruc-
tion of matter.*® These may indeed be Armenian Manichaeans, and they
are never confused with the T‘ondrakegi with whom they disagreed on
3 KT-I, ci-civ.

3% Lazar of P'arpi, Lerrer, 48, ©..- tkﬁdpﬁ,‘lf‘uﬁ ul.l.ohﬁ. g h !‘illl!j Uﬂ.ﬁ,"l 1.&&‘95 il L
bunpafubwg, mewnp b Fwbfplyfip nibguh wywfbpmba; ph ifw™. This was noted by Cony-
beare, KT-{, cix.

* See my Chapter 11, n, 96,

3 KT-1, cxxxii; Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘olikes, 161; Nersés Snorhali, “Epistola
XX, ad Urbem Samosatam”, Lerrers, 223-229; Paul of Taron, in KT, 176; Daniel de
Thaurizio, Respensie, Article CX, 643, confuses the two sects, but this is a late source,
and his knowledge of the sectarians is admittedly not of the best. He may well have been
misled by the Persian customs which some of the Paulicians seem to have adopled;
see my Chapter II, n. 46. This is probably also the case in the Armenian legend
related in heresy #154; see my Chapter 1V, n. 95.

2% Paul of Taron, in KT, 176, “... they who now are called worshippers of the Sun.
These do not admit the resurrection of the dead, and are true worshippers of Satan.
They believe not in the Holy Scriptures, nor accept them; and they say that He who died
underwent corruption and perished.

They liken this life to herbs and to trees, and say that (it is) as the herb, which when
destroyed does not come to life again, whereas its root does so come to life”.
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several points of doctrine, such as the réle of God as the creator of the
world, the Incarnation, and the baptism of Jesus.® Their beliefs may,
however, represent a survival of Persian customs in Armenia. John of
Qjun mentions that the Paulician heretics of his time, in addition to
associating with sun-worshippers and practicing “‘Persian sins”, exposed
the bodies of their dead, an ancient Zoroastrian and not in the least a
Manichaean custom.® Confusion may have arisen from the inability
of Armenian writers to distinguish between the dualism of the Manichae-
ans and that of the Persian state religion, Zoroastrianism. Eznik of Kolb,
writing his refutation of the Zoroastrians, states that their religion was
identical with that of the Manichaeans in point of doctrine.®® This is not
a correct analysis, and we further know that Mani and his followers were
severely persccuted by the Sasanid authorities.?” Thus, while it is true
that the Manichaeans as well as the Arewordik® were accused of being
sun-worshippers,*® a much closer and more obvious case of sun-whorship
is the be found on the very border of Armenia among the Zoroastrians.
The imposition of the Persian religion on Armenia during the latter part
of the fifth century is known to all the chroniclers and provoked a
major revolt of the Armenian nobility.?® It may well have left in Armenia,
particularly among the heterodox elements, some traces of sun-worship as
well as other practices which may subsequently have been attributed
erroneously to a survival of Manichaeanism.i®

There is no more historical support in Byzantium for the identification
of the Paulicians with Manichaeans than we found in Armenia. We have
instead evidence of a very different situation. The favor shown to the
Paulicians by the Iconoclastic emperors of the Isaurian dynasty has al-
ready been mentioned a number of times. This was shown particularly in
the case of the second emperor of the Isaurian house, Constantine V, who

3 Nersés Snorhali, Letters, 226.

3 John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 84/5-86/7; see also my Chapter I,

*  Ezmik of Kolb, Against the Sects, 129, “Uy p plapb oy bb bpynplwh. fnpw Eplup-
Jﬂﬂbﬂﬁg. ‘l ll'ﬂgl! Lﬂjﬁqﬁ"ﬁg. E’-l'gﬂ .filﬂq‘zﬂe. & I!FPM aﬂﬂi‘f" IFP#‘W*WE. Fm.gw
-uﬁﬁwjﬁ- uﬁz&gd:; amfs‘s i-fna.ﬁﬁ,ﬁ i pii EIIJE ofﬁﬁuﬁ .!Em_;ﬁ .ﬁJnﬁu-.E"'_

37 Theophanes, Chronographia, 169-170.

*  De Stoop, La Diffusion du Manichéisme, 4.

FElife, MHistory; Ormanian, The Church af Armenia, 28,

4®  The presence of various Gnostic sects in Armenia can be shown. There is no
reason, however, for connecting them with the Paulicians. It has already been demon-
strated repeatedly that Gnostic dualism is not characteristic of Armenian Paulicianism
in the fifth century or at any other time. The first appearance of dualism in the Pauli-
cian tradition comes only in the ninth century in Byzantium and can hardly be at-
tributed to the influence of obscure sects which had flourished some four or five
centuries earlier on the other side of the Euphrates.
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was himself accused of being a Paulician. Yet, we find in Article Seven-
teen of the new Isaurian code, the Ecloga, promulgated in the joint names
of Leo III and Constantine V, the following clause: “Manichaeans and
Montanists shall be punished by the sword”. 4! This particularly harsh
law (other heresies were not punishable by death) becomes incomprehen-
sible if we believe that the Paulicians, whom the same emperors so con-
spicuously favored, were Manichaeans.

The same situation prevailed in Muslim territory. We know from all
the accounts that the Paulicians were the allies of the Muslims on many
occasions. They fled from imperial persecution to the lands of the Emir
of Melitene after the re-establishment of Orthodoxy, were well received
and granted lands; and they raided the Empire in conjunction with the
Muslim armies. Again, after the final destruction of Tephrike, the Pauli-
cians took refuge in the East under Muslim protection and were still
the allies of the Arabs against the Christians at the time of the Crusades.*®
The status of the Manichaeans in the Abbasid realm, however, was far
from enviable. At first tolerated by the caliphs, the Manichaeans were
soon persecuted here, too. Al-Mahdi instituted an inquisition against them
and had a number crucified. The persecution was continued and inten-
sified by the succeeding caliphs, al-Hadi and ar-Rashid.®® Here again,
therefore, had the Paulicians really been Manichaeans, far from finding
refuge and assistance from persecution among the Muslims, they would
have met conditions no better than the ones from which they had fled in
the Empire.

Thus, on the basis of the Greek as well as the Armenian and Oriental
material, we are forced to the cenclusion that the Paulicians could under
no circumstances have been Manichaeans either on dogmatic or historical
grounds, despite the existing statements to the contrary. It is, therefore,
of particular interest to consider why this identification should have been
made by their contemporaries, and to see what was the true meaning of
the term “Manichaean™ in this period.

It must be recognized that **Manichaean’ was an epithet widely current
throughout the Middle Ages in the East as well as in the West, as a general
term of opprobrium which did not necessarily characterize the sect at

4 Spulber, L’Eclogue, titlus XV1I, 75. “Ol Maevixalol xai ol Movtavei Liger Tipw-
peiobuoav.” The disputed date of the Ecloga, 726 or 740, does not affect the im-
portance of this article for our subject, See Crontz, La Lutte conire I"hérésie en
Orient jusqu'au IXe siécle, péres, conciles, empereurs (Paris, 1933), 58-59, 185, 189.
4 See my Introduction.

@ Tabari, Annals, IV, 448-449, 452-453.
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which it was flung.# Several flagrant examples of the misuse of this term
exist in the East. Thus we have:

Macedonius succeeded him for fourteen years, and the Emperor Anastasius
sent him into exile, for Macedonius had blamed the emperor and said: ‘Thou
art a Manichaean and thou sharest the ideas of the Manichaeans’. 4%

There is not the slightest reason for believing the accuracy of this accusa-
tion. Under the patriarchate of Nestorius, those who called the Virgin
Mary the Theotokos were likewise called Manichaeans,* even though
respect for Mary as the Mother of God is hardly a Manichaean tenet.
The Monophysite Churches were particularly accused of Manichaean-
ism.¥" The accusation hurled at the Emperor Anastasius, quoted above,
was probably due to his favoring the Monophysite doctrine.** Anastasius
Sinaiticus is most definite in his identification of the two heresies:
“Eutyches had studied the books of the Manichaeans, the Valentinians,
the Marcionites and the Arians™.?® Furthermore, in his opinion, Eu-
tyches was a direct descendant of Mani, as indeed were all the followers
of the Monophysite doctrine.*® This accusation is repeated in an anony-
mous work attributed to the seventh or early eighth century, The Doctrine
of the Fathers on the Incarnation of the Word, of which the first thirty-one
chapters are perhaps again the work of Anastasius Sinaiticus.®® In the
early ninth century, the Patriarch Nicephorus accused the Iconoclasts
of “emulating the ravings and fantastic tales of the Euthychians or rather
the Manichaeans',’ thus once again linking the Monophysites with the

“  Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 4, 17-18.

4 Agapius of Membidj, “Histoire universelle”, ed. and trans. A. A. Vasil'ev,
PO VI, 3,423, “Macédonius lui succéda pendant quatorze ans et I'empereur Anastase
I'envoya en exil, parce qu'il ’avait blimé et lui avait dit: *Tu es un Manichéen et tu
partages les idées des Manichéens® ™.

*  Bardy, Paul de Samosare (Louvain, 1923), 451.

7 Alfaric, Thése, 100, “Au cours des controverses monophysites, les Catholiques
reprochaient constamment aux disciples d'Eutyches d'emprunter leur doctrine aux
éerits de Mani, surtout & ses lettres dont ils citaient des passages curieux. Et pour se
disculper, le parti adverse ne mettait que plus de soin & polémiquer contre ces mémes
textes'”,

8 A, A, Vasil'ev, Histoire de I"empire byzantin, trans. P. Brodin and A. Bourguina
(Paris, 1932), 1, 143; Ch. Diehl and G. Margais, Le Monde oriental de 395 & 1081,
2e ed. (Paris, 1944), 35-36.

" Anastasius Sinaiticus, “Viae dux adversus acephalos ["O8nyog]”, PG, LXXXIX
(1860), 101/2CD, “Tailg yip Maviyoiov, xai Obdaleviivov, kai Maopkiwviothy, Kai
*Apeavidv BiProig Eywiyag & Ebtoyghg”.

s fhid., 191/2A, 253/4AB, etc., “Ei odv pla poog & Xpiotde mavooe fucyeviig &
GvBpwnog, kabig of tdv Mavizoioy pido Siddokouov™.

“* Alfaric, Les Ecritures, I, 118; Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 5.

“%  Nicephorus Patriarcha, Refratio, 1, 317/8A," ‘mv v Béedupdv Ebtuxitdv, fy
oixeldtepov elnely, Maviyaiov Anpoén kol goopetddn pulorniaotiav {nhbdoag”.
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Manichaeans. The Armenian Apostolic Church, which was considered to
be Monophysite by the Orthodox authorities, would be included in these
accusations of Manichaeanism. Armenian heresies might also have been
included in the mistaken identification. A still less accurate use of the
epithet ““Manichaean™ was its application to the believers in the procession
of the Holy Ghost from both the Father and the Son because of the im-
plied dualism of the divided Godhead.®

As a result of the misuses of the term, scholars have believed that the
word “Manichaean” was devoid of specific content and was a mere term
of abuse. This may often be the case, as we have just seen, although some
logic, no matter how tenuous, always seems to underlie the accusation.
But in reference to the Paulicians, this interpretation appears as an over-
simplification.

Before examining the exact meaning attached to the term, however,
let us first consider what might be the implications and results of an accu-
sation of Manichaeanism in the Byzantine Empire. Runciman has sug-
gested that in the eyes of the imperial authorities, dualism was a heresy
on a par with any other, so that a gratuitous accusation of Manichaeanism
need have no specific purpose.® Such does not seem to have been the
case. In all periods, Manichaeans were singled out from other heresies
for particularly severe punishment.®® Even before the Christianization
of the Empire, and in every subsequent legal codification, Manichaeanism
was invariably and uniformly punishable by death. Diocletian, in an
edict dating probably from the year 296, had decreed that the Mani-
chaean elect were to be burned together with their books, and mere
auditors were to be decapitated and all their property was to revert to
the fisc, “so that this evil might be removed from our blessed epoch™.%
Gratian specifically excepted the Manichaeans, together with the Euno-
mians and Photinians, from his edict of toleration of all sects.*” In the
Theodosian Code the Manichaeans were treated as criminals.*® Death was
®  Friedrich, “Der urspriingliche Bericht™, 91-92.

*  Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 48.

%  Crontz, La Lurte contre "hérésie, 64, 73, 117, 133, 150, “Et pour la secule pro-
fession de I’hérésie, il n'y a eu que les manichéens & étre frappé de la peine capitale.
Cette secte fut toujours pour les empereurs chrétiens 'objet de dispositions trés
sévéres”. De Stoop, La Diffusion, 40-44; J. Kidd, The Churches of Eastern Christendom
from A.D. 451 1o the Present Time (London, 1927), 57. Manichaeans were among the
heretics for whom rebaptism was required before admission to the Orthodox Church.
¢ De Stoop, La Diffusion, 34-43, “Ut igitur stirpitus amputari mala haec nequitia de
saeculo beatissimo nostro possit™ (38); Crontz, La Lutfe contre I"hérésie, 57-58.

#  Agapius of Membidj, Histoire, V11, 4, 591 ; Codex Theodosianus, XV1, 5, 4; Crontz,
La Lutte contre I"hérésie, 110,

8 Codex Theodosianus, XVI, 5, 65.
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decreed against them and such sects as were considered derived from
them.3® The severity of this measure is emphasized by the fact that here-
tics in general were not punishable by death in this Code.®® The persecu-
tion was continued by the successors of Theodosius. Interestingly enough,
Anastasius, whom we have just seen accused of Manichaeanism himself,
apparently promulgated the death penalty for Manichaeans no less than
the other emperors: “Whenever they may appear or be found, let them
suffer capital punishment™.% Under Justinian I the legislation became
still more severe. Justin I maintained the death penalty decreed against
the heretics,® but Justinian’s Code went further than the earlier legis-
lation; scparating the Manichacans from other heresics, it decreed
not only that they were punishable by death, but that anyone harboring
a Manichaean and failing to denounce him to the imperial authorities
would likewise be liable to capital punishment.®®* The legislation of
Justinian remained in effect under his successors.®® We have already
seen that the Isaurian emperors, the patrons of the Paulicians, renewed
the death penalty against the Manichaeans in their new Code.

Throughout the imperial legislation preceding the ninth century, the
Manichaeans were punishable by death. Other heretics suffered the loss
of the right of assembly and the curtailment of civil rights. Occasionally
a single heresy would carry the death penalty in a particular act of legis-
lation, but the Manichaeans were the only ones for whom the sole punish-
ment was unalterably death, Therefore we must conclude that the accusa-
tion of Manichaeanism in the Byzantine realm was not merely an expres-
sion of opprobrium interchangeable with any other term of abuse, but
a useful and extremely dangerous political weapon. “Manichaean™
could be used as a legal term involving the death penalty, designed to
bring down on the heretic’s head the full force of imperial legislation. An
accusation of Manichaeanism could bring about the extirpation of the
party against which it was directed.

8 Codex Theodosianus, XVI, 5, 9.

8¢ Jdem, Crontz, La Lurte, 117, “... il 0’y a dans le Code Théodosien aucune loi qui
prescrive la peine capitale contre les hérétiques en général™.

i Crontz, La Lutte, 133, “si quando apparuerint vel invenuti fuerint capitali poena
plectantur™, Codex Justinfanus, 1, v, 11.

®  Jhid., 156-157. The Manichaeans were none the less out of favor, Theophanes,
Chronographia, 1, 165, 171. A contemporary persecution was inaugurated by Khavadh
in Persia, ibid., 169-170.

" Codex Justinianus, 1, v, 2-3, 15, 16, 18; Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 11, ii, 190-192;
Crontz, La Lutte, 58, 163, 167; de Stoop, La Diffusien, BS.

®  Crontz, La Lutre, 182-183.
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The legal aspect of Manichaeanism may well be the cause for the in-
correct and tendentious insistence upon the identification of Paulicians
with Manichaeans that we find in the works of Peter of Sicily and the
Pseudo-Photius. But this motive is insufficient to explain the use of the
term ‘““Manichaean” in relation to the Paulicians in source P as well as in
a number of Armenian texts. To clarify this relationship, we must deter-
mine still more precisely the connotation of the word “Manichaean™ in
the eighth and ninth centuries. We must, therefore, turn to some of the
documents relating to the Iconoclastic controversy raging at Constanti-
nople during this period.

In the year 754, the Emperor Constantine V convoked in the imperial
palace of Hieria a church council which condemned the veneration of
images. The canons of this council, reversed at the seventh oecumenical
council held at Nicaea in 787 under the auspices of the Orthodox Em-
press Irene and the Patriarch Tarasius, were ordered destroyed by the
Orthodox council together with all Iconoclastic writings.®® They have
been reconstructed by M. Anastos from the acts of the second Council
of Nicaea.*

Among these canons we find the rejection of images on the ground that

images either circumscribe the Godhead and therefore confuse the two
natures of Christ, which is the heresy of the Monophysites, or, on the
contrary, separate the human and divine natures, which is the heresy of
the Nestorians. Further, the fathers of Hieria held that only the Eucharist
could be considered the true image of Christ, while the only permissible
images of the saints were the reproductions of their virtues, which all
Christians would do well to imitate.®” Even more categorical, the decision
of Hieria was that:
[The] creator of evil ... in order to subvert to himself the human race, introduced
secretly idolatry under the guise of Christianity persuading through his artifices
those looking to him not to reject created objects but to worship and reverence
them and regard manufactured objects as God [divine] being named with the
appellation of Christ.*®

' Hefele, Histoire des Conciles, 111, ii, 783.

% M. Anastos, “The Argument for Iconoclasm as Presented to the Iconoclastic
Council of 754, “Lare Classical and Medieval Studies in Honor of Albert Mathias
Friend Jr. (Princeton, 1955), 177-188.

*  Ibid., 188. For the canons of Hieria, see 185-187.

8  Ibid., 179; Mansi, XIII, 221/2, **.. . tfi¢ xaxiag dnuioupyos, ... Gote bnd xeipa &'
aratg tovtd nofjoar o avBpbdmivoy: @i’ v mpooyfpoatn Xponaviopod thy
ciboiolarpeiav kot 10 AednBdg drnavijyaye, rmeious toig 18iolg copiopact Tolg
wpog alrov Ophvras pf droctiivar tfic xriceme didd tabtnv mpooxuvvelv, xal
tattnv céfeobol, xai fsdv o moinpa oleabal ) o0 Xprotod kifioe éxovoualo-
HEVOV™,
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This point of view is not startlingly novel, as is observed by P. J. Alex-
ander in his study of Armenian Iconoclasm in the seventh century:

True sanctity, so they taught, following such fathers as Clement and Origen,
lay not in sacred objects at all, but in Christian ascetics who cultivated the Chris-
tian virtues, who themselves became the true image of Christ and could *give
themselves the name saint™.*®

Nevertheless, the views of the Council of Hieria and therefore of the
Iconoclastic party could be construed as being a denial of the Incarnation
and a rejection of matter as evil. It is along these lines that the intellectual
opposition to Iconoclasm was to develop.

At the very time of the Council of Hieria, St. John Damascene in his
Apologetic Orations in Defense of Images attacked directly both aspects
of the Iconoclastic statement. He admitted that it was indeed an error
and a sin to depict the invisible God, but denied that this was true in the
case of His incarnate Son.”® To deny the worship of images was to deny
the worship of Christ, who was Himself the image of His Father, and to
deny that any image of God could be made was to deny the Incarnation:

If you do not worship the image neither do you cherish the Son of God, who is
the living image of the invisible God... I worship the image of Christ as God
incarnate,™

Similarly he answers the Iconoclastic accusation that the worship of
images was the worship of matter:

It is not matter which I adore, it is the Creator of matter, becoming matter for
my sake willing to dwell in matter and working out my salvation through matter,
Therefore, I will not cease to venerate the matter through which my salvation
has been achieved.™

Far from rejecting matter as evil, St. John Damascene points out again
and again that all the objects of the Christian faith—the altar, the Gos-
pels, the cross and even the bread and wine of the eucharist—are indeed
matter.”™ Going still further, he makes clear the fundamental aspect of
the rejection of matter:

8 Alexander, “An Ascetic Sect™, 158-159,

7 Johannes Damascenus, Orationes, 11, 1287/8, 111, 1319/20, etc.

M fhid., 1, 125142, II, 1301/2B, “El o) npooxuvelg elkdwi, pndé 1@ Yid tob Oeod
npookovel, 8¢ Sotv glkdv tod doplrov Ssob [Hoa ...", “Ipooskuvd Xpiotod
elkdw, dg oeoaprapivou Beol™.

" Ibid., I, 1245/6AB, 00 rpooxuvd Ty Ohn, rpookuvd 8¢ tdv tiig DAng Snuovpydy,
ov GAnv 81" Eut yevopevov kal év OAn xatowcfioo koradeEapevoy, kal §t” Oing
v owtnpiav pov Epragauevoy, kai otBav ol raboopm iy BAny, 51" ig ) swtnpia
pou elpyactal™.

™ Jbid., 1, 1255/6, 11, 12991300, etc.
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You curse matter and call it evil ... because matter was created by God, I con-
fess it to be good, You, indeed, if you call it evil, either consider it not created
by God or ¢lse make God the creator of evil.™

Thus Iconoclasm is condemned on the double grounds that the rejection
of matter is an insult either to God’s power or to His mercy, and that the
rejection of images is a denial of Christ, Himself the image of God, and
of His Incarnation. Had He not been circumscribed and incarnate, then
truly He neither could nor should be represented.

These opinions of St. John Damascene were shared by the major
Orthodox writers upon Iconoclasm. At the opening session of the Second
Council of Nicaea, the representative of the Oriental Patriarchs demand-
ed the condemnation of [conoclasm as the denial of the Incarnation.”™
At the beginning of the following century the Patriarch Nicephorus, in
his Antirrhesis, insisted that the Orthodox should paint representations
of Christ because He was God incarnate, a statement which was corrobo-
rated by Nicephorus® biographer, Ignatius the Deacon.”™ The opposition
to Iconoclasm as the denial of the Incarnation is clearly stated in the very
title of the Antirrhesis:

Refutation and opposition to the vain words of the impious Mammon [Con-
stantine V] against the incarnation of the redeeming Divine Logos.””

In the second period of Iconoclasm, which followed the temporary res-
toration of images in the reign of the Empress Irene, the leading champion
of image worship was the Abbot Theodore of the Monastery of Studius.
From him comes the same accusation as to the denial of the Incarnation
by his opponents, for in his opinion, if Christ had assumed a body, this
body could be represented ; if not, his body was but a phantasm.?® Finally,
in the second half of the ninth century, in a period following the final
condemnation of Iconoclasm at the Orthodox Council of 843, the Pa-
" Johannes Damascenus, Orationes, 11, 1297/8BC, “Kaxilewg tfiv Dhnv, kai dtipov
amoxalels; ... "Eyid pév olv xai Geol rmoinua thv Glnv, xail xaknv tadenv dpolo-
i ob 58, el kaknv Tadtnv AEyeig, i obx éx Beod talitnv opoloyels, fi T@v kaxdv
altiov noweic tdv Bedv”. Also Johannes Damascenus, “Dialogus™, PG, XCIV, 1507/8,
1519/20, 15278, et passim. All of these arguments are repeated again and again in
almost identical form.

7% Hefele, Histoire des Conciles, L1, ii, 762.

*®  Nicephorus Patriarcha, Refirario, 211/2; Ignatius Diaconus, Fira, 105/6.

7 Nicephorus Patriarcha, Refuratio, 205/6, **"Avtippnoig xai "Avatponi) thv napd
tob dvacefoig Maudve katd g Zetnpiov o0 ©sob Adyov Zupkdoewg duabig
wai dfed; KevohoynBévioy Anphuarov’,

™ Theodorus Studita, Epistelae If, Ixxii, xxxi, Ixxxiv, clvii, 13056, 13212, 13278,
1495/6D, “Ob rip vor Xpuatdg & Xpiatds, &l pi nepiypaporto obde npoaxuveltal,

el pn mortetetal év of) elkdvi abtol npooxuvoibueves”. Refuratio, 451/2C, and Quaes-
tiones, VII, 479/80D-481/2A, etc.
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triarch Photius could still write that Christ is not Christ unless He be
circumscribed in our nature, for if He was incarnate, He was circum-
scribed:

Therefore he who denies that Christ can be painted, denies Him to have been
born a man, and he who does not adore His image, clearly does not adore Him
either.”*

Thus, throughout the two periods of Iconoclasm, in both the eighth and
ninth centuries, Orthodox writers accused the Iconoclasts of rejecting
matter as the creation of God, and of denying the Incarnation of Christ.
Nor did they fail to note that these two beliefs had once been held by the
Manichaeans or to identify the Iconoclasts with the Manichaeans. Both
the great Iconoclastic emperors, Leo 11T and his son, Constantine V, were
accused of Manichaeanism by George the Monk,% and Nicephorus
singles out Constantine V, his particular béte noire, with the same epithet :

... [he] who followed the impiety of the Manichaeans whose doctrine and teach-
ings he emulated, into such irreligiosity had he fallen.®!

St. John Damascene, in admonishing the Iconoclasts in his Apologetic
Orations, enjoins:

Do not despise matter for it is not despicable. For nothing is despicable which
God has made. This [belief] is the heresy of the Manicheans.5?

The identification of the Iconoclasts with the Manichaeans was specifi-
cally made in 787 at the Second Council of Nicaca. At the fifth session of
the council, held on October fourth, the Patriarch Tarasius opened the
proceedings by saying:

... that the Iconoclasts had imitated Jews and Saracens, pagans and Samaritans,
and above all Manicheans and Phantasiasts,®*

Xenaias of Mabbug, Bishop of Hierapolis in 488, who had forbidden all

" Phetius Patriarcha, Epistolae, “Cll ad Theophilum™, 925/6CD, “"Qote o ano-
vaivouevos yypapecbo X protdv fipyn ol dvBponov yeyovival. Kai b pn npooxuviv,
abrob v eikdva, ob Throv rpookuvel abtov 16 wabdlov...”; Amphilochia, 951/2.
0 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 798; see my Chapter 111,

¥ Nicephorus Patriarcha, Refutatio, 347/8D - 349/50A, “petd tfis Maviyoaioy
dvogdtnrog @v v §68av kai tiv Sibaokaiiov inhoxds, &l rooolitwy paviag
kol abelog Edliobev™.

#2  Johannes Damascenus, Orationes, 1, 1245/6C, 11, 1297/8B, 111, 1331/2B, “Mni
k@kiLe v fAnv: ob yap dnipog. ObdEv yap dnipov, O mapa Gsol yeyévmrar. Thv
Mawviyaiov rolito td gpovnua’.

8 Hefele, Histoire des Conciles, 111, ii, 769, “Tarasius remarqua que, dans leur
destruction des images, les iconoclastes s’étaient inspirés des Juifs, des sarrasins, des
manichéens, des phantasiastes...”; Martin, Jeonoclasric Controversy, 100; Alfaric,
Les Ecritures, I, 188.
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pictures of the Virgin, saints, and angels in his diocese, was condemned as
a Manichaean at the same session.®™

In the following century, Nicephorus again identified the Iconoclasts
with the Manichaeans, because the Iconoclasts had denied the Incarna-
tion and, therefore, considered Christ to be no more than an hallucina-
tion,% an opinion which is found in the writings of Theodore the Studite
also.%® Nicephorus actually went so far as to claim that he had seen
Manichaean books in which images were condemned,?? though this was
an impossibility, as has been pointed out by Alfaric and proved by the
remains of Manichaean religious art in Chinese Turkestan.®® The true
Manichacans did not reject images, so that the works seen by Nicephorus,
if they existed, must have been merely Iconoclastic, thus illustrating once
more that the two terms were synonymous to Orthodox writers. Finally,
in the second period of return to Orthodoxy, the reforming council, called
in 843 by Michael III and Theodora, was directed against the Iconoclasts
who were nothing but **Manichaeans”.®® Again and again, then, the
Orthodox writers in the eighth and ninth centuries equated Iconoclasm
with Manichaeanism on the basis of the Iconoclastic rejection of matter
and the Incarnation. In this period, therefore, the term *““Manichaean™
hand considerably narrowed from a general term of abuse. It carried a
legal connotation, and in the hands of ecclesiastical writers it could be-
come a synonym for Iconoclasm.

The identification of Manichaeanism with Iconoclasm may explain the
characterization of the Paulicians as Manichaeans, since they, too, could
be shown to be Iconoclasts. On doctrinal grounds, as we know, the iden-
tification of the Paulicians with the Iconoclasts was all too easy and
clear. One of the leading characteristics of the Paulicians from the
seventh century on was their opposition to images of all sorts. The
Iconoclastic practices of the Paulicians, which were readily observable,

*  Hefele, Histoire des Conciles, 111, ii, 769; Martin, Iconoclastic Controversy, 22, 101,
L. Bréhier, La Querelle des images (Paris, 1904), 12; Der Nersessian, “Apologie™;
69-70.

®  Nicephorus Patriarcha, Refutatio, 1, 209/10BC, I1, 337/8A, 111, 395/6A, 443[4C,533/4,
“Apologeticus pro inculpabili, pura ¢t immaculata nostra christianorum fide ¢t contra
€05 qui putant nos idolis cultum exhibere™, PG, C, 5612, 605/6.

#8  Theodorus Studita, “Antirrheticas III", PG, XCIX, 397/8A; “Epistola LXXII,
Nicholao filio”, from “'Epistolae™, 1I, 1305/6A, “Td & towobrov daveidnpévar TOv
Xprotov obpa Abyewy, Mavigaiov, dokicoel kel gavraciq oy cotipov Xpiotob
olkovopiav ginvagoltvrav, yeyevijoBa”, Refutario, 451/2C, Quaestiones, 479/80D.
& Micephorus Patriarcha, Refurario, 463/4.

®  Alfaric, Thése, 119.

#  Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 802,
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soon identified them, in the eyes of the Byzantine authorities and of eccle-
siastical writers, with the Iconoclastic party at Constantinople. The
differences in doctrine between the Paulicians and the Greek Iconoclasts,
which are noted by E. J. Martin, do not seem to have disturbed their
contemporaries;®® the practices were sufficiently similar for the identifica-
tion to be acceptable. We have already seen how, as a result of this iden-
tification, the Paulicians were favored by all Iconoclastic emperors and
flourished during their reigns. There seems to be little doubt, in view of
the radical change of policy coincident with the rise to power of the Icono-
dules, that the Paulicians were successively favored and persecuted by the
imperial authorities as Iconoclasts.

The identification of the Paulicians with the Iconoclasts was explicitly
made by Byzantine writers.” In the Chronicle of George the Monk,
Constantine V was called “not a Christian, God forbid, but a Paulician™ %2
About the same Constantine a curious legend is related by Theophanes
Confessor.®® At the time of the attack on Constantinople by the Bulgar
Khan Krum in 813, the panic-stricken population of the capital rushed
to the sepulchre of Constantine V in the Church of the Holy Apostles,
accusing the monks and the image-worshippers of having brought a curse
upon the city, and imploring the help of the great Iconoclastic Emperor.
According to the legend, Constantine heard this prayer and rose to the
assistance of the beleaguered city. It seems fairly evident that this story
of miraculous intervention was the work of Iconoclastic sympathizers.
But we are told by Theophanes that this was the fabrication of men who
“... only pretended to be Christians, but in truth were Paulicians™.™
The equation of Paulicians with Iconoclasts is perfectly clear from his
commentary; the true Paulicians would have had no interest in propa-
gating the story of Constantine V’s supernatural assistance. Through such
identification in the eighth and ninth centuries, the term “Manichaean™
could also have been applied to the Paulicians by the Greek writers in the
same sense in which it had been used for the Iconoclasts themselves, and
without necessarily implying Manichaean dogma. The pattern of identi-
fication can best be rendered by the following syllogism:

0 Martin, feonoclastic Controversy, Appendix, 275-278.

@ Ihid., 277, **Orthodox partisans found the name [Paulicians] a useful term of abuse
to apply to the Iconoclasts™.

¥ Georgius Monachus, Chranicon, 751, *‘ob yap fiv Xprotavog [0 Kaovoraveivag],
Ui vévorro, dAda Moavkwkuavos”,

% Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 501.

" fbid., “oyfnuat povov fioav Xprotiavoi T 8& aindeig [Mavhikavoi™. See also
Martin, feonoclastic Coniroversy, 157, and Diehl and Margais, Le Monde Oriental, 250.
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Paulicians = Iconoclasts
Iconoclasts = Manichaeans
.. Paulicians = Manichaeans

The Byzantine equation of Paulicians with Manichaeans on the basis of
their Iconoclasm is supported by the evidence of the Armenian authori-
ties. In the earliest period before the union of the Armenian Paulicians
with the Alovanian Iconoclasts, Lazar of Parpi still distinguishes between
the disciples of Mani and the “heresy of the land of the Armenians™.®
Already in the seventh century, however, at the very time of the union
between the two groups in Armenia, Vrt‘anés K'ert“of presents the argu-
ment later used by St. John Damascene and the other Orthodox writers,
namely the opinion that Iconoclasm is a denial of the Incarnation and is
therefore nothing more than Manichaean docetism.*® John of Ojun,
whose Sermon against the Paulicians is primarily concerned with the
problem of the heretics” Iconoclasm, may be accusing the Paulicians of
Manichaeanism.®” Gregory of Narek's painstaking description of the
various features of the church building in his Discourse upon the Church
against the Manichaeans who are Paulicians, becomes far more compre-
hensible if it is taken as addressed to an Iconoclastic audience. Similarly,
Gregory Magistros addressed to the Tondrakecia Letter of vituperations
entitled, reminiscently of Gregory of Narek's Discourse, *'Concerning the
representation [picturing or painting] of the church, written to these [the
T‘ondrakeci] and for the sake of Manichaeans™. In this letter he accuses
the T ondrakeci of considering the worship of images as mere idolatry, a
belief which Gregory brands as Manichaean.®®

The evidence of the Armenian sources appears then to interpret
Manichaeanism in the sense of Iconoclasm and to support the parallel
interpretation in the Greek documents. To be sure, by the mid-ninth
century in Byzantium the dualist development of the “new Paulicianism™
would give more immediate grounds for an accusation of Manichaeanism,
and this in turn could be the accusation picked up by the late Armenian
sources. This is probably often the case. However, this explanation
cannot account for the earlier accusations in Armenia, such as that of
Vrt‘anés K'ert‘ot and the problematic reference in John of Ojun. Finally,
we have a curious passage in the Chronography of Theophanes, written

" See p. 191

" Vrt'ants K'rl'ol, Treatise, 61-62.

¥ John of Qjun, Contra Paulicianos, 86/7. However, see my Chapter 11, n. 61,
#  Gregory Magistros, Letrer LX1X, 168,
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in a period in which Paulician doctrine showed as yet no dualism.
According to him in 734:

[The Caliph] Walid ordered to slit the tongue of Peter the most holy metro-
politan of Damascus, because he spoke out openly against the impiety of the
Arabs and of the Manichaeans.**

Now al-Walid II would have had no objection to the condemnation of
real Manichaeans by Peter since the Muslim authorities opposed them.10¢
Theophanes could have been using the term Manichaean to mean
Iconoclast, as had been done by St. John of Damascus and the Patriarch
Nicephorus, but we now know that Muslim Iconoclasm was an Abbasid
development not characteristic of the Umayyad period and particularly
not of the notoriously unorthodox and dissipated court of al-Walid I1.2®
In view of the close contact between the Arabs and the Paulicians in the
early eighth century, might it be possible that Theophanes is referring to
the latter? Thus while it is most likely that the later sources speak of
Paulicians as Manichaeans because of their dualism, it is likewise possible
that on many occasions the accusation of Manichaeanism stems from
the Paulicians’ Iconoclasm.

Many scholars have acknowledged that the Paulicians were not Mani-
chaeans in any period.'* Nevertheless the concentration of most studies

*  Theophanes, Chronographia I, 416, “Obalid && [Iérpov, tov dyudtatov unTpono-
Aty Agpooxob, yhwottotoun@ijvar Exélevos, Og avapavbov Eléyyovia myv thv
"Apafov kai Mowngeiov SvootPewav, 2Edpioe te abtdv kata v eddaipova
"ApafBiav, £vBe xai wedeiobrar popropiong Omép Xpiorol”. Theophanes wrote
before #14/5 (see my Chapter 1, n. 21), that is to say in the early part of Sergius’
rule, at a time when we have no evidence for the development of the new Paulician
dualism even within the Empire.

100 The Manichasans were admitted to the accepted status of dhimemis only in the
carly Abbasid period, and then only for a brief period before the renewal of persecu-
tions. See Ph. Hitti, Hisrory of the Arabs, 4th ed. (London, 1949), 353, 359; also above
p. 193,

1w K., Creswell, A Short Account of Early Muslim Architecture (Harmondsworth,
1958), 98-99, notes that St. John Damascene, though “well acquainted with the
doctrines of Islam ... and a violent opponent of the Iconoclastic movement ... never
accuses the Muslims of being hostile to pictures, although it would have been the first
thing he would have seized upon to reproach them with, had they held such opinions™.
Creswell therefore concludes that “the prohibition against painting did not exist in
early Islam [italics in text], but that it grew up gradually, for the reasons given above,
towards the end of the eighth century™. For the court of al-Walid I1, see Hitti, Hisrory
of the Arabs, 227 ff.

192 Nersoyan, “The Paulicians™, The Eastern Churches Quarterly, V, 12 (1944), 410;
Grégoire, “Eglises”, 509, “"Le Paulicianisme a beau étre accusé d'étre du manichéisme;
en fait, rien ne permet d'établir la moindre filiation entre les deux doctrines”. Séderberg,
La Religion des Carhares, 24-27, 33, “Il est cependant évident que I'épithéte de
Manichéens leur [Paulicians] fut donnée en raison de leur conception dualiste et d"autres
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on the later Greek phase of Paulicianism has led to the identification of
Paulicianism with some Gnostic sect, usually the Marcionites. This
cxplanation, which originated with Gieseler and Ter Mkrttschian, has
been accepted by Grégoire and most modern scholars.'® The hypothesis,
however, presents scrious difficulties. Harnack, the leading authority on
the Marcionites, opposed the identification of the two sects.!® Friedrich
pointed out that the late Paulician dualism, which distinguishes between
the Heavenly Father and the Creator of the World, is not the same as
the Marcionite opposition of the Kind Stranger to the Just God. He
further noted that a number of ritual and dogmatic practices separated
the Paulicians and the Marcionites.'%

Just as the identification of the Paulicians and Marcionites is difficult
on doctrinal grounds, so the hypothesis of historical contact between the
two sects is unsatisfactory. It is true that Armenia in the fifth century
seemed to be threatened by a Marcionite irruption from Syria,'® and
Eznik of Kolb devoted one section of his work Against the Sects to them 107
Nevertheless, the Marcionites whom he describes may not have been
Armenian heretics. Harnack has noted the inaccuracy of the beliefs
described by Eznik.'®®* Mariés remarks on the similarity of the Mar-
cionite dogma given by Eznik to the the one described by Ephraem Syrus;
he concludes that Eznik’s refutation may well be addressed to Syrian and
not Armenian Marcionites and that his work is not an indication of a
Marcionite development in Armenia.10?

The presence of other Gnostic sects in Early Christian Armenia has also

idées gnostiques qu'ils avaient adoptées. Mais aucune donnée historique ne nous
indique qu'ils ont été en relation avec le manichéisme”. See also Runciman, Medieval
Manichee, 49, et al,

103 See my Introduction, nn. 44, 156; Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 106-110;
Grégoire, “Eglises”, 513; Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 60-61.

It is interesting that Soviet scholars generally accept the dualistic interpretation of
Paulician doctrine despite their familiarity with the Armenian sources which contradict
this thesis. The avowed lack of interest in theology of these scholars has probably led
them to accept the traditional interpretation of Paulicianism without any attempt at a
re-evaluation. The discussions of Paulician doctrine in all the Soviet studies are
perfunctory and superficial. See my Introduction, n. 53.

1% Harnack, Marcion, 303, 382-383,

108 Friedrich, “Der urspringliche Bericht”, 91, 94-95, 98,

18 Mariés, Le De Deg, 9,

07 Jhid., 19; Eznik of Kolb, Against the Sects, 243-298,

108 Harnack, Marcion, 140, n. 2, 180, n. 2.

100 Mariés, Le De Deo, 79-80; F. Burkitt, ed., St. Ephraim's Prose Refutation of Mani,
Mareion, and Bardaisan (Oxford, 1921), 11, exvii; Soderberg, La Religion des Cathares,
118, Eznik of Kotb, Against the Seers, 312, distinguishes among the Marcionites, the
Manichaeans, and the “mchnéayk®™.
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been noted and their influence suggested for the origin of Paulician dual-
ism. The Gnostic leader, Bardaisan, was reputed to have come to Ar-
menia to proselytize among the pagans, though his activity is said to have
met with little success.’*® Numerous references to the expulsion of the
Borborites are found in the early Armenian sources.’' The survival
of pagan customs in Armenia is noted by Faustus of Byzantium.1? We
have already seen that the presence of Manichaeans in Armenia is also
attested, though the cursory attention given to them by Eznik does not
argue for their importance.

There can be no question as to the presence in Armenia during the
fourth and fifth centuries of various heretical sects, some of which were
undoubtedly Gnostic and dualistic. Nevertheless their existence cannot
be used as an explanation for the dualism of late Byzantine Paulicianism.
Whatever contact Paulicianism may have had with Gnosticism in Arme-
nia during the early Middle Ages, and such contact cannot be proved, no
similarity of doctrine resulted from it. Early Paulicianism, both in Arme-
nia and Byzantium, was characterized by neither dualism nor docetism,
as we have already seen. Both of these elements appear only in the ninth
century and in Byzantium alone, and are characteristic of the secondary
Paulician tradition of source P. The secret survival of a Gnostic sect up
to the later period of Paulicianism, though not outside the realm of
possibility, has not yet been demonstrated.

In the absence of any evidence for external influence on late Paulician-
ism, the sect’s doctrinal shift toward dualism in Constantinople cannot as
yet be explained satisfactorily. However, a tentative hypothesis of an
internal evolution responsible for this dogmatic transformation may
perhaps be suggested.

It has been shown that Paulicianism, both in Armenia and in Byzan-
tium, was Iconoclastic in nature. In Armenia this Iconoclasm has pushed
the Paulicians outside the Orthodox community. In Byzantium during
the eighth and ninth centuries the Paulician Iconoclasts temporarily
found themselves in a more congenial milieu. By the middle of the ninth
century the re-establishment of Orthodoxy finally drove them back to
their accustomed opposition to the established authorities. It is not im-

"o Moses of Xoren, Histary, II, Ixvi, vol. 1, 307.

M Koriun, Mesrop, 29; Atticus, “Letter to St. Sahak”, in Moses of Xoren, His-
tory, I, 156/7; Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 11, ii, 248, See Melik-Bashian,
Paulician Movement, 62-73, who finally rejects the suggested identification of the
Borborites with the Messalians. For the latter, see below.

12 Faustus of Byzantium, Hisrery, 111, xiti, 43-46; also Moses of Xoren, History, I11,
Ix, vol. 11, 162/3.
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possible that some of the Paulicians acquired and intensified the beliefs
of the more radical Iconoclastic circles. Iconoclasm did not necessarily
imply dualism or docetism, but these two doctrines were not incompatible
with Iconoclastic beliefs, as had been observed by their opponents. The
Paulicians known to source P seem to have carried this implicit dualism
and docetism much further than any purely Iconoclastic group. Such
a development might even be brought into agreement with the earlier
Paulician tradition. The reconciliation of a docetic christology with the
Armenian Paulician belief that Jesus was an ordinary man adopted by
God, though at first sight contradictory, is not completely beyond the
realm of possibility. A sharp division between the two natures of Christ
is inherent in an Adoptionist christology—the forma servi is ever dis-
tinct from the Filius Dei. If, then, the son of Mary, normally born and a
common mortal, is only adopted at his baptism, it might be possible to
say that the Son of God was never truly incarnate, which is the docetic
position.!*® Similarly, through the rejection of matter as evil, which is
implicit in Iconoclasm, the Paulicians might have arrived at the dualistic
belief that such an evil cannot be the creation of God, but comes rather
from another principle, whether Demiurge or Devil. Neo proof can be
given of such an internal evolution beyond the change along these lines
observed in Byzantine Paulicianism. The isolation of the two Paulician
centers from each other, and the absence of an intellectual Iconoclastic
milieu in Armenia, would, however, explain the double tradition—the
unchanging character of the eastern Paulician branch with its persistently
Adoptionist tradition, and, as opposed to it, the evolution shown by
Byzantine Paulicianism.

One more sect must now be considered as the possible ancestor of
Paulicianism, namely the Messalians, also known as Euchitae or Enthu-
siasts. K. Ter Mkrttschian was of the opinion that these Messalians are
the heretics condemned under the name of Meclng (aqEf) at the Council
of Sahapivan in 4472 He went on to argue that the leaderless, rootless
heresy described by Epiphanius as Messalianism is very similar to the
“heresy of the land of Armenia [which] is not named for any teacher”,

"2 Tt is interesting to note in this connection that the Armenian Nestorians, who held
a doctrine very similar to that of the Paulicians (see my Chapter IV, n. 29), seem to
have reconciled the adoptionist and docetic traditions. They believed in two natures,
one human and the other divine, and that Jesus was born a corruptible mortal man
who became Son of God through grace. On the other hand they also said that Christ
had received no flesh from the Virgin Mary, BL, 56, and that the coming of Christ
was not real but imaginary, ibid., 12 etc. Hence the existence of an analogous double
tradition among the Paulicians is not outside the realm of possibility.

114 Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 41-42 f.
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found in the Letter of Lazar of P‘arpi.’® The identification is tempting,
especially since both Hiibschmann and A&aryan trace Mciné back to the
Syriac masallayané, whence the name of the Messalians is derived 11
Further investigation, however, seems to indicate that it is not warranted.

Meclné and its derivative, mclnéut‘iun, have a definite meaning in Arme-
nian, being usually rendered as “filthiness.11? The Armenian suffix
uttiun (nf#fek) is the characteristic ending of an abstract derivative sub-
stantive and not a proper name.!'® We seem, therefore, to be faced with
a nameless heresy. But whatever may have been their early form observed
by Epiphanius, the Messalians in fifth-century Asia Minor were known
and condemned as Lampetians from their leader, Lampetius. Hence they
can hardly be the heretics of Lazar of P‘arpi.l'®

In connection with the Council of Sahapivan, it is curious that none of
the outstanding manifestations of Messalianism are condemned in the
canons of the council. We hear nothing of the perpetual prayers so
characteristic of the Messalians that it gave them their name both in
Syrian and in Greek, nothing of the doctrine of the two souls, or of the
presence of Satan in the human soul, nothing of the state imperturbability
(@maBsia) finally reached through prayer and often accompanied by
wild gesticulations, a sort of delirium, whence the sectarians were also
known as Enthusiasts.’®® It is curious that the fathers of Sahapivan

"% Ter Mkritschian, Die Paulikianer, 45, 48-49; Epiphanius, “Adversus ocloginta
haereses”, PG, XLII, Haeresis 1xxx, 756/7; Lazar of Parpi, Letter, 49,

118 H. Hiibschmann, Armenische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1897), #76, 311; H. Aaryan,
Armenisches erymologisches Wurzelwirterbuch, 1V (Erivan, 1933), 1064-1065. The
interpretation of Ter Mkrttschian was accepted by Conybeare, KT-I, lvii, cvii-cviii and
by Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 28.

W7 Dictionary of the Armenian Language (Classical), (Venice, 1837), II, 284, cols. 2-3.
See also Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 28, n. 1. The interpretation of meciné as a
substantive rather than as a proper name seems to be accepted by the editor of Eznik,
Against the Sects, who renders the passage of the author, p. 312, as “Uwplfail b Uwhp
ke daghayp™. Note the use of a lower case letter in the last instance, and the separation of
the meofnayk® from Marcion and Mani.

ns A, Meillet, Alrarmenisches Elementarbuch (Heidelberg, 1913), 28-29. The suffix
-mfifub, for example, is never added to the name Pueqfijbwip [Paulikeank’] to obtain
the form “Paulicianism”, which is not found in Armenian. “Faylikenut‘iun” is another
matter, as we shall see.

1% G, Bareille, “Euchites™, DTC, V, 1459, Bareille notes, 1454, that Epiphanius
seems to be describing an early stage of the sect. Similatly the story of the condem-
nation of the Messalian leader Adelphius by Flavian of Antioch, repeated from Theo-
doret of Cyr by St. John Damascene, Compendiwm, 735/6-737/8, shows that the Mes-
salians had leaders and were named according to them.

120 For what is known of Messalian dogma, see Bareille, “Euchites”, 1454-1465;
E. Amann, “Messaliens”, DTC, X, 792-795; and St. John Damascene, Compendium,
T729/30-731/2.



THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF PAULICIANISM 209

should have overlooked such glaringly heretical manifestations had they
been present, especially since the Messalians had already been condemned
by the Council of Sidé in 390 and by Flavian of Antioch.'® Melik-
Bashian quite rightly observed that the one Mciné tenet condemned in
Canon XIV of Sahapivan, the maintenance of a “housekeeper” by mem-
bers of the clergy, cannot be reconciled with what we know of Messalian
asceticism and their abandonment of all settled existence and private
property in favor of a life of wandering beggary.® Finally, it is curious
that the Patriarch Atticus of Constantinople, writing to Kat‘olikos St.
Sahak I in the decade before the Council of Sahapivan, speaks of Bor-
borites in Armenia but not of Messalians. Yet Atticus, whose anti-
heretical activity was directed particularly against the Messalians, would
hardly have overlooked them in his advice to the Armenian Kat‘olikos
had they been present in that country.'*® Hence we are brought to the
conclusion of Melik-Bashian, that the Mclng were not Messalians but
another sect.!

It is very probable that the nameless “Filthy ones” condemned at
Sahapivan and mentioned a little later by Lazar of Pfarpi are to be iden-
tified with the Paulicians. The word mcfnéut‘iun is used by John of Ojun
to characterize the Paulicians and subsequently by Aristakés of Lastivert
on two occasions as well as by Nersés Snorhali to characterize the dogma
of the T*ondrakeci. Conybeare goes so far as to say that it had been used
by every author since John of Ojun.'*® We have already seen that the
punishment decreed for the Mciné heresy in the nineteenth canon of the
Council of Sahapivan, namely the branding of the heretic on the face
with the mark of a fox, is the punishment used for the Tondrakeci; it is
mentioned as such by the later Armenian sources.’® Particularly inter-
121 Bareille, “Euchites™, 1457; Hefele, Histoire des Conciles, 11, ii, 75.

112 Melik-Bashian, Paulician Movement, 80-81. See Bareille, “Euchites™, 1464, for the
characterization of the Messalians as a “sorte de fréres mendiants”, and Amann,
“'Messaliens', 794795, for the rejection of the accusation of immorality brought against
the Messalians by Orthodox authors. Cf. Appendix I for the text of Canon XIV of the
Council of Sahapivan.

13 Atticus, “Letter to St. Sahak™, in Moses of Xoren, History, vol. 11, 154/5-156/7.
Moses invariably gives the name of the sect mentioned by Atticus as *poppnpfoninmg™
and not “‘ddqitwy™, which might have been the Armenian translation. For Atticus’
anti-Messalian activity, see G, Bardy, “Alticus de Constantinople et Cyrille d'Alexan-
drie”, in A. Fliche et V., Martin, Histaire de I’ Eglise, 1V, 159-160. It is also interesting
that Theophanes, Chronographia, 1, 63, speaking of the origin of the Messalians,
makes no reference to the Paulicians.

M Melik-Bashian, Paulician Movement, 76-71.

1% John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 88/9; Aristakés of Lastivert, Hisrory, 116;
Mersés Snorhali, Letters, 240-289; KT-1, cviii.

128 See my Chapter 11T, n. 121.
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esting in this connection is the distortion of the name Paulicians which
we find in a number of sources. John of Ojun occasionally calls the
heresy “Paylakenut'iun™ (Qupquwlkbacfdfiuf).*? The Alovanian compact of
639 speaks of “Payli keank®’, and finally some manuscripts of the Council
of Dvin in 719 speak in Canon XXXII of “Payli keank*” (Tuyy fr bl p),128
Now paypl has the same meaning in Armenian as mefné, namely filth, and
the translation of Payl i keank® is: those who are “filthy in life”. The
two forms are specifically joined in manuscript #795 of the Canons of
Dvin, “Concerning the evil heresy of the meiné who are payl i keank*” 12?

In conclusion it seems fairly certain that the heretics condemned at
Sahapivan were not Messalians but Paylicians or Paulicians. Such an
explanation would push our knowledge of Paulicianism in Armenia a
century earlier than even the Council of Dvin of 555 and make it quite
possible that the Kat‘olikos John I Mandakuni had indeed spoken of
Paulicians at the end of the fifth century despite Bart‘ikyan's objection.'*®
Furthermore the elaborate provisions for cases of heresy in all classes of
both ecclesiastic and secular society in Canon XX of Sahapivan indicate
the extent of the movement at this early date.

We must now return to the problem of determining the nature of early
Armenian Paulician tradition and its origin. Since we have no doctrinal
basis for the derivation of Paulicianism from any dualistic Gnostic doc-
trine, it will be necessary to consider Conybeare’s theory that the Pauli-
cians were originally an Adoptionist sect descended from the heresy of
Paul of Samosata. To do so, we must first note the principal aspects of
Adoptionism.

The heresy attributed to Paul of Samosata was almost exactly contem-
porary with the rise of Manichaeanism in the second half of the third
century. Until his deposition by the Councils of Antioch in 268 and 270
and his ultimate ouster at the order of the Emperor Aurelian in 273, Paul
of Samosata was Bishop of Antioch on the Orontes, one of the major sees
of early Christendom. Bardy, whose thesis remains the basic work on
the subject of Paul of Samosata, believes that the Bishop of Antioch was

17 John of Ojun, Contra Paulicianos, 88/9.

1% See my Chapter 11, n. 36.

122 Dictionary of the Armenian Language, Moy flbwi™ 11, 592, col. 3; Bart'ikyan,
“Sources™, 96, n. 2; Matenadaran #7935, fol. 129a, “Yweb jwpaquby Soqblhy ap b sy
fa &hﬂﬁe"".

120 See my Chapter II, n. 23, and Appendix I. The terms in which Canon XX
provides at the end for the judgement of the Ostikan by the Patriarch and the Council
of Princes, are very reminiscent of the provisions in the Alovanian Compact of 639;
see my Chapter II, n. 35,
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an isolated figure without true predecessors.’® Nevertheless, the ancient
writers placed him in a definite group of heretics of which he was the most
important. His predecessors were Simon Magus, Ebion, and Artemon,'32
The basic principle of Paul’s doctrine was Monarchianism, that is to say
the absolute unity of God, which could not be modified or impaired by
any other doctrine.”®® This uncompromising belief in the unity of God
led Paul to deny the divinity of Jesus as an infringement on that of the
Father. Jesus was a mere man born Mary who did not remain a virgin,
and he was adopted as the Son of God as a reward for the progressive
virtue of his life.!*® Ewvery man who equaled the sinlessness of Jesus’ life
could likewise be adopted as the Son of God and thus become the equal
of Jesus. Paul apparently claimed that a potential similarity to Christ was
part of his own nature,'* and complaints reached the Council of An-
tioch that the Bishop had been worshipped by the congregation in a com-
pletely unfitting manner and psalms sung in his honor.’® Qne more
accustion is interesting in connection with the heresy of Paul of Samosata,
namely the Judaizing aspect of his Monarchian doctrine. While this
aspect may have been exaggerated by his opponents, the accusation is
persistent.!%?

The most fundamental support for the theory identifying Paulicianism

11 Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 302, 411, n. 1, “Le Samosatéen est un isolé presque sans
ancétres et sans disciples™; cf., however, 364. The similarity of Paul’s doctrine to that

of the Armenian Paulicians was noted by Conybeare, KT-/, cvi.

13 Simeon of Beth Arsam, *“Epistola Simeonis Beth Arsamensis de Barsauma
episcopo Nisibeno deque haeresi Nestorianorum”, in Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis,
1 (Rome, 1719), 347-348; Samuel of Ani, Collections, 361-362; Michael the Syrian,
Chronigue, 11, i, 195-196.

1 Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 115, 362, 370, 372, 380.

1 Simeon of Beth Arsam, Epistola de Barsauma, 347: “Nudum hominem genuit
Maria, nec post partum Virgo permanserit; Christum autem appellavit creatum,
factum, mortalem et filius ex gratia”, *“Consilium Antiochenum I in Causa Pauli
Samosateni”, Mansi I, 1033/4, “*6g 82 dv dvopdaxerar tov vidv tol Beoll. Sedv pfn
slvat npdg kataPoriis koapon™; 1037/8: “Filium vero qui est apud Patrem, Deum
guidem et dominum omnium creaturam dicit; 1101: “Sententia Pauli Somaisetani
[sic] haec erat, dominum Christum hominem fuisse a deitate creatum ejusdem cum
niostro aliquo substantiae humanae, comitante ipsum gratia divina et in ipso habitante
per amorem et voluntatem, ideoque vocatum esse Filium Dei”. Also ibid., 1039/40;
Agapius of Membidj, Histoire, V11, 4, 530; Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 11, i, 169;
Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 311, 341, 372, 375-371, et passim.

132 Simeon of Beth Arsam, Epistola de Barsauma, 347, *De seipso vero dicebat: Ego
gquoque si voluero Christus ero, quum ego et Christus unius ejusdemque simus naturae™,
3¢ “Epistola Synodica ad Dionysium Romanorum Pontificem™, Mansi, I, 1093D:
*... et in media ecclesia solenni paschatis die, mulieres, quae inanes cantilenas (quas si
quispiam audiret, plane exhorresceret) in ipsius lauden funderent, pararit™; also ibid.,
1097/8; Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 1, 1, 196; Bardy, Paul de Samosaie, 343.

137 fhid., 382-384,
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and Adoptionism is the undoubted similarity between the doctrine of the
Key of Truth and the condemned dogma of Paul of Samosata. It is true
that a change of emphasis appears to have taken place. Albeit admitting
the undivided unity of God, the Key did not stress Monarchianism to the
same extent as did Paul of Samosata, and he in turn did not seem to have
concerned himself with baptism, the dominant point of the Key.%® In
both doctrines, however, we find emphasized the basic belief that Jesus
was a man adopted as the Son of God only as a reward for his virtue and
through the grace of the Father, and the consequent belief that every man
is born a potential Christ. The adoration accorded to Smbat and, for
that matter, to Sergius-Tychicus by their respective disciples seems to be
the same as the worship of Paul of Samosata which so scandalized the
Council of Antioch.

In addition to the similarity of the two doctrines there are several
specific identifications of the Paulicians with Paul of Samosata among
both “Eastern” and Byzantine writers. Gregory Magistros, writing to the
Kat‘olikos of Syria, characterized the T ondrakeci in the following man-
ner: “Here then you see the Paulicians who get their poison from Paul of
Samosata™.'*® In the same period King Gagik II, anathematizing those
who say that Jesus was a man adopted by God, attributes the origin of this
heresy to Paul of Samosata.’® Finally, we have an interesting passage of
Mas‘iidi describing the Paulicians:

... these follow the heresy of Paul of Samosata, one of the first Patriarchs of

Antioch; he professed doctrines midway between the Christians and the dual-
ists, for they included the veneration and cult of all the luminaries in order.}4?

The identification of Mas‘ddi has been challenged on the ground that he
attributed to the Paulicians Magian-Manichaean and not Adoptionist
doctrines. However, it must be noted that the questionable portion is the
second half of the sentence, which refers to Paul of Samosata and not to

w8 Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 372.

1 See my Chapter 11, n. 117. KT-I, cv-cvil.

"o Gagik IT in Matthew of Edessa, Chronigue, 204; “Bl np womegl jwnul vwbgdbop
Inf-quﬁ. & oy wanf fﬂ}.‘n.l_ FE“H'! quunmuﬂ-. q.uuqa.uaﬁ. ap ny B.Erm.f-.-.r up-'m.ﬂu" wof,
iy ljnfue‘:: ‘_.‘l ﬂﬂruﬁ.l‘.-_n![-; blﬂf np '.l! Eﬁm ubﬁg} E.n&m.n nln#u. {*[ri Ju,nunx&n‘; ‘l" {D!If k
gbplpopql p dopl. wy ny “quflb & ghnyl, apqbepmePbilh wpmwpny whlwbh, qop fanumsgu
mgfu[ -C-r.llungﬁtusﬁ; Phnefpelip Eplop, guﬁq.‘l Uwmauwd & dupg, Lagh b dupule, pesgg
wpypp op bplop b Uumniwd oy bphorp, wy® iy g b oy wom Bplne Supyg, Pluyte b Qognu
wpuyle wowy, ghplm ghbpphl dwppmb b qupow phbl whmwbbey" .

1 Mas'lidi, Les livre de "avertissement, 208, “... d’autres sectes. .. comme celle des...
pauliciens, ces derniers suivent I'hérésie de Paul de Samosate, l'un des premiers
patriarches d’Antioche; il professa des doctrines qui tiennent le milieu entre celles des
Chrétiens et celles des Mages et des dualistes, car elles comportaient la vénération et le
culte de toutes les lumiéres selon leur ordre™.
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the Paulicians; the subject is singular. Mas‘di seems to have been con-
fused as to the doctrine of Paul himself, but his identification is unques-
tionable. Indeed, it may be, in view of some of the Persian practices of
the Paulicians noted by John of Qjun, that Mas‘Qdi attributed the same
practices to Paul of Samosata, knowing him to have been the precursor
of the Paulician sect. One more statement found in the Armenian sources
is of interest. We have seen the accusation of Judaism commonly brought
against Paul of Samosata by his opponents. Gregory Magistros, speaking
of the T‘ondrakeci, says:

I find that you resemble not only the sectaries, but that you add Judaism and
circumeision and are much worse than they, 42

Similarly the Codex Scorialensis accuses the Paulicians of being **Monar-
chian Jews™.143

From the evidence of the varied Greek sources, support can also be
found for the theory that the Paulicians were Adoptionists. The tradition
that the Paulicians were descendants of Paul of Samosata is not exclusively
Oriental. The very attribution in the legend found in source P of the origin
of the Paulician heresy to a Paul of Samosata, the son of Kallinike, is
significant, and so is the name of the sect. The Paulicians both in Armenia
and Byzantium called themselves the true believers, and the name “Pauli-
cians” was given to them pejoratively by their Orthodox opponents. It
has long been noted that this form, containing the Armenian derogatory
suffix -ik, cannot be Greek in origin ; the name of the Paulicians must have
come from Armenia.}* Despite the opposition of Ter Mkrttschian it is
evident that the name of the sect must be derived from a Paul,**® and the
insulting diminutive, **Paulik”™, cannot refer to St. Paul himself as Gieseler
had suggested. The name “Paulicians’ gained early currency in Arme-
nia. In the period of the Council of Sahapivan and of Lazar of Ptarpi,
“the heresy of the land of Armenia [was still] not named according to any

W2 Gregory Magistros, T ulaili, 166, “ns Jﬁngﬂ ﬂﬁ‘nam.lta-qug{- LuwndFEid qwuﬂkﬁ qdbyg
Lhiby. wy {ptac@fed b Prpwan @l phgrbby & EPE wilnphl puwi qujunepl swpwgal.

W Codex Scorialensis, XX, 76-71.

"4 See my Chapter III, n. 153.

s Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 62-64. Basing himself exclusively on John of
Ojun, Ter Mkrttschian objects that neither Pollikeank® (Tny 1 flkwb g} nor Paylakanut'iun
(Mapquwlywbne @) can be derived from Paul. The forms of the name are variable.
John of QOjun uses the ones found objectionable by Ter Mkritschian and so does
Gregory of Marek, Discourse, 477. But the correct Paulikeank® (Qauqffbwip) occurs
in both the Oath of Dvin and Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘elikes, 161. We can
now trace the origin of the pejorative Paylikeank. There is, therefore, no longer any
reason for rejecting the obvious derivation of Paulician from some sort of Paul.

¢ Gieseler, “Untersuchungen™, 83, cf. Ki-I, cv-cvi,
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teacher”, and was referred to as filth (mclné), but in the next century the
term Paulicians was familiar to the ecclesiastics assembled at Dvin. The
clergy, noting the evident doctrinal similarity between the Armenian
heretics and Paul of Samosata, reasonably referred to the native sectar-
ians as “the followers of that wretched Paul”. But even here the memory
of the traditional reference to the heretics as filthy, as well as the simi-
larity of sound, tempted some of the writers to distort the name of the
sect into the still more insulting Paylikeank®. In Greece the situation
became more complicated. The name Paulicians was adopted from Ar-
menia, but by the ninth century, when source P was composed, the doc-
trine of the Paulicians in Byzantium no longer resembled that of the
Bishop of Antioch. Even the sectarians seem to have forgotten him.'4?
Therefore a new legend developed to account for the name of the sect:
the story of the sons of the Manichaean Kallinike. But even in this
account, distant and confused though it became, lingered the memory of
an imperfectly remembered Paul of Samosata as the ancestor of the
Paulicians.'*®

147 We are told by source P that the Byzantine Paulicians would anathematize Mani
and Paul of Samosata but nmot Constantine-Silvanus, whom they considered the
founder of their sect, Petrus Higumenus, V, 63, Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1245/6B, etc.
(see n. 149), The Paul of Samosata intended here, however, is probably the legendary
Manichaean son of Kallinike.

14 The importance of Paul in the legend of the sons of Kallinike is emphasized by
the derivation of the sect’s name from him alone in source P (Petrus Higumenus, 1, 60).
Only the Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, II, 17/8B, remembers the other heresiarch, John,
in his pedantic etymology, Pauloioannai. The more careful Greek sources avoid the
Armenian form, Paulicians (ITevlikiavol) and refer to the sectarians as Paulianists,
e.g., Theophylactus, Letrer, 363, and Genesius, Regum, 125, 21-2, “&x 1fjg puoapdg
Opnoxeiog v Mavlionotdv™,

Loos, “Contributions 11", passim, offers an alternate explanation. According to
him, Paul the Armenian, the father of Genesius, was born in Samosata and refounded
the sect, which took its name from him. This is an ingenious argument based on Peter
of Sicily, Hisroria XXVIII, and Pseudo-Photius, Marrario, XIX (see Chapter 111, n. 6),
but it is insufficiently supported by the facts. We have no evidence that Paul, the son
of Kallinike, was a historical figure, as postulated by Loos, *‘Contributions 11", 208,
The consensus seems to run the other way, that he was a purely legendary figure.
Nor is there any reason for supposing that Paul the Armenian was born in Samosata
and that Kallinike was his mother and consequently the grandmother of Genesius.
No such relationship is ever suggested by the sources, which place Kallinike in a
distant and mythical past rather than in the late seventh century as Loos's hypothesis
would necessitate. Her name is not Armenian but clearly Greek, It is true that many
women are found in the Armenian legend of the Beok of Hererics, but the one associated
with Pot of Ayrarat is Set‘i (see my Chapter 111, nn. 76-77). Despite Loos’s objection,
ibid., 208, we have seen that the adoptionism of the Paulicians can logically be associated
with that of the historical Paul of Samosata. The confusion on this point in Peter of
Sicily and Pseudo-Photius arises most probably from the appearence of yet another
Paul in the Paulician tradition. It is quile possible that a number of legends were
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Throughout the Greek texts we find the linking of Paul of Samosata with
the Paulicians. Peter of Sicily points out that the Paulicians of Tephriké
hypocritically anathematized Mani and other heretics and Paul of Samo-
sata as well.*** If Paul of Samosata had nothing to do with these heretics,
why should Peter of Sicily bring him in at all? The account of the worship
of Sergius by his disciples closely resembles the practice of Paul of Samo-
sata.!®® Genesius in his Basileia attributes the ancestry of the Paulicians
to Paul of Samosata and only secondarily to Mani and Montanus.*$!
Theodore of Studius remarks that the Iconoclasts fall either into the error
of Paul of Samosata, who believed that Christ was a mere man, or else into
that of Mani, who considered Christ to be God and not man.}® He
seems to be commenting on both the Paulician traditions as we know them.
A scholiast of Dionysius Thrax in the ninth century also mentions Paul
of Samosata as the originator of Paulicianism.5?

The most interesting document in this connection is the Lerrer of the
Patriarch Theophylactus Lecapenus to Tsar Peter of Bulgaria. Part of

current in the ninth and tenth centuries to account for the name and the forgotten
origin of the Paulician movement, We have seen that such legends were in existence
in Armenia and Bulgaria as well; see my Chapter III, n. 3.

e Petrus Siculus, Histeria, 1245/6, **Mdvevtd xai 1ol avv abto piapols alpetikols,
En 8¢ xai [Tablov 1ov Lapooatia, avalepariloval npoliuws™. However, see n. 147,
80 Jhid., 1287/8C, cf. 1293/4D. The implied relation between Sergius and Leo the
Montanist, ibid., 1297/8CD, is more suited to an Adoptionist than a Manichaean,
since the Montanists were religious reactionaries and not dualists, and furthermore,
with some similarity to the Adoptionists, the Montanist prophets claimed to be God
himself. See Epiphanius, Haereses, 871/2D, “E1 && npootiinowv 6 abtdg Movravdg
obtw Aéywv: “"Eyi Kdpiog 6 Beog & navroxpdrop xatayivouevog v avlpanw.” ...
obte dyyeliog, olte npeofuc, dlla dyd kiplog & Oeds Mathp fHAbov”. Obolensky,
Bogomils, 20-21, noted that Montanism cannot be proved to have had any direct
doctrinal or historical connections with Manichaeanism; also Runciman, Medieval
Manichee, 18, et al.

¥t Genesius, Regum, 120.

153 Theodorus Studita, Quaestiones, 479/80D-481/2A: “El 10 nepiypantov povoy
Aeyewv tov Xpiotov, yholv dotiy altdv Bedinrog, fig 10 i neprypapectar Sijhov
Gt kai 10 anspiypantov povov AEyewy, aropgisvviely abtov oty avlipondtntos,
fic to mepiypagecbur kai ta drona icddpona: td pév Mavio 1@ Zapooatel Anpapdnbey,
wikov dvbpurov, all’ oyl kai Oedv tdv Xpiotdv Aéyover to §& Mavy t) [lépon
PpAnvagnBiv, yupvov Bedv, all’ oyl kol avlporov tév Xprotov paoxovr. ‘Opite,
@ obrol 1o augixpnuvov. 'Onotépuy obv v aoefeidv oleobe nepevyivar, ped’
Erépag &8 davayeng év fipioel Eoeale, Mg &k pepdv ouykelpevor, El yap elnolte pn
TMaviavitewv, 1t Mawviyailete, tov Xpiotdv @g dobdpatov Adyov ol TeEpLypa@ovies;
Omep @ebyer Modlog. Ei Aéyorte ui Moviyallewy, ti IMoviavilere, tov Xpiotdy g
2vodpetovw dvBporov Soyparifowvees; dmep gedyer Mawmg dote Maviyaifovieg
Naviavilete, 6¢ Kai Epraiv’.

13 Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 7, n. 1, “. .. Etépou [[Tavhov) aipetivod tob Capocaténg
diey ol Movhkiavol katayovia™.
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the Letter seems to have been copied from the Manichaean Formula, but
his first characterization of the heresy which appeared in Bulgaria and
which is generally recognized to have had Paulician elements, was that
it was a mixture of Manichaeanism and Paulianism [sic]. His remedy for
the heresy is very illuminating:

... when they shall have cursed and anathematized their heresy they must be
rebaptized according to the nineteenth canon of the Council of Nicaea, with
performance of all baptismal rites, for their heresy is Manichaeanism mixed
with Paulianism. 4

Now, Paulianism was the name given to the heresy of the followers of
Paul of Samosata, and the nineteenth canon of Nicaea was directed against

them:

Concerning the Paulinians who have flown for refuge to the Catholic Church, it
has been directed that they must be altogether rebaptized, and if there are any
who in former times were numbered among the clergy, and they are found guilt-
less and without reproach, when they have been baptized let them be reordained
by the bishop of the Catholic Church. If on examination they are shown to be
unfit, let them be deposed.'®*

Theodore Balsamon, commenting upon this canon, explains that *'the
Paulinians are called Paulicians”,**® thus equating the two names. We
can see, therefore, that far from being a passing error, the identification of
the Paulicians with Paul of Samosata is a continuous occurrence in this
period.

The historical contact between Adoptionism and Paulicianism can also
be shown satisfactorily. The presence of Adoptionism in Armenia con-
temporary with the appearance of Christianity in the country is generally
admitted,'*? though there does not seem to be much reason to believe

1% Theophylactus, Lerrer, 362-363, ““(damo)orpégovees wai dwabeparilovieg tiv
oikeinv SuoaiBeiay, katd tov 18" td@v v Nikaig xavova, éEavaBarnlicbooay, ravowy
elg abrols yiyvoubvwv Katd tov tonov t@v Bantilopivav. Maviyalopog yap goti,
IMovAlavioud cupuiyhe, 1 tobtwv dvootfewa”. This is to be rendered Paulianism
and not Paulicianism as is done by Obolensky, Bogomils, 115,

188 Mansi, 11, 676/7; Theodore Balsamon, “Canones 55, apostolorum Conciliorum
... Commentaria”, PG, CXXXVII, 301/2C, “[Mepi 1hv Mavlavicaviov, elta tpoo-
guybdvtov 1] kafolk( "Exxinoiq. dpog éxtéfertar dvaPantilesbo abrolg EEanavrog.
El 8 tiveg v napeinivbovrt xpéve &v 1@ xhnpe EEntacdnoay, el pév duepntol Kai
averiinrrot gpavely, davaPantiaBbvies yepotoveiobooay Ord 1od 1iig xubolikfig
"Exkinoiag triokonou, El 52 /| dvakpioig dvemrnisiovs alitols sbpiokor, kabalpeia-
Bar abtole nposfikel”.

e bid., 301/2D, “Tavhaviotal Aéyoviar ol Tlovhikwavoi”, The objection of
Bart*ikyan, “Sources”, 85 fT and 92, to the reference to Paulicians in John Mandakuni
and the Oath of Dvin is based on his rejection of the identification of Paulianists
with Paulicians, but we see that the identification was common in the Middle Ages,
and that it is defensible on logical grounds.

17 Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 27.
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Conybeare’s hypothesis that St. Gregory the Illuminator was himself an
Adoptionist.?®® More interesting is the doctrine of Archelaus of Kaskar,
the famous opponent of Mani, who is known to have been a bishop of
Persarmenia.'®® The doctrine of Archelaus as given in the Acta Archelai
has been considered nothing more than an unskillful statement of
early Christian doctrine.'®® However, the opinion of Conybeare that
the “*Orthodox™ doctrine of Archelaus shows a strong tinge of Adop-
tionism is well supported.’ It is true that there is on¢ possible con-
tradiction to this hypothesis. Christ is once referred to as *... he who is
born of Mary the Mother of God","® a statement unsuited to the Adop-
tionist point of view. MNevertheless, numerous statements have a defi-
nitely Adoptionist ring. Jesus is said to be inferior to John the Baptist on
carth, though he will be greater in heaven, and we are told that Jesus could
not have been the perfect Son of Ged at the time of his baptism, for then
the Holy Spirit could not have entered into him.'*®* Moreover, the
christology of Archelaus is summarized as follows by his interlocutor;

If you [Archelaus] say that He was merely a man born of Mary and that he
received the spirit at baptism, then he seemed to be the Son of God by progres-
sion and not by nature.1%

Further, the statement appears that, **This is the Christ of God, Who
descended upon him who was born of Mary”. The Divine Logos de-
scended upon the son of Mary at his baptism, entered into him and re-
mained with him.% Hence, we see that the Christianity attributed to an
Armenian bishep of the fourth century was a doctrine showing strong
signs of Adoptionism. Furthermore, we learn from Michael the Syrian
that a Maximus, who preached that men are not inferior to Christ and
could be gods, was exiled to Armenia.’®*® Among the spuria of St.
Anasthasius we have a Letter addressed to a Persian bishop concerning

B8 KT-1, ®iv, cx-Cxi.

188 fhid., xevii-xeviii, ¢i-ciil.

160 Bardy, Paul de Samosare, 391 (1929 ed., 503).

18 KT, xevii-ci, ¢f. p. 60 n. 129,

182 deta Archelai, 55-56, “eum qui de Mara Dei genitrice natus est”. Cf. Bardy,
Paul de Samosate (1929 ed.), 502.

183 fhid., 85, *Sine dubio minor erat Iohanne lesus inter natos mulierum; in regno
autemn caelorum maior illo erat ... Quis est etiam qui baptizatur a [ohanne? Si per-
fectus erat, si filius erat, si virtus erat, non poterat spiritus ingredi, sicut nec regnum
potest ingredi intra regnum™,

1M [hid., 86, “Si enim hominem tantummodo ex Maria esse dictis et in baptismate
spiritum percepisse, ergo per profectum filius videbitur et non per naturam’.

18 [hid., 87-88, “Hic est Christus dei, qui descendit super eum qui de Maria est™.

158 Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 11, iii, 434, I11, i, 32-34,
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the spread of the heresy of Paul of Samosata in his district.'®? An interest
in the heresy of Paul of Samosata remained in Armenia, for a collection
of refutations of his doctrine was made in that country as late as the
seventh century.'®® In 435, Proclus, in his Letter to the Armenians®?
bewailed the appearance in Armenia of the heresy of Theodore of Mop-
suestia, who was considered by many of his contemporaries, as well as
by later writers, to have been a doctrinal descendant of Paul of Samosata 17
Koriun, the biographer of St. Mesrop, admits the presence of Theodore's
books in Armenia, and indeed we have evidence of their translation into
Armenian in the fifth century.1?! Diodorus of Tarsus, who was condemned
for the same doctrines as the ones held by Theodore of Mopsuestia,
was also supposed to have come to Armenia,'’® and the presence of
Nestorian missionaries from Persia and Syria is recorded in the extensive
correspondence preceding the Council of Dvin of 555, which has been
preserved in the Book of Letters. The existence of Adoptionist groups
during the early centuries of Armenian Christianity seems evident.

A direct relation to Paul of Samosata in person does not seem necessary
to explain the Adoptionist doctrine of the Paulicians. Bardy insists that
the doctrine of Paul had no precursors and no true descendants, that it
was merely centered at Antioch and did not develop far afield.'™ This
appears to be an exaggeration; we have already seen that the Ebionites

7 St. Anastasius, Spuria “Eadem epistola ad episcopum Persarum”, PG, XXVIII,
1565/6-1567/8; Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 65.

1t Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 15, 66. The anathema against Paul of Samosata
for saying that Jesus was a mere man is maintained in the Nestorian anathema found
in the Book of Leiters, 66.

19 Proclus, “Epistola ad Armenos™, I, PG, LXV, B53/4fT,, I1, 855/6B: “Ob petpiwg,
aBelpol ouvéxeey fudv v yuxhy kal tév Loyiopdy tff Tupavvy Lomm, xai Erpwoey
fl prun v veapidv tijg arnatng [Waviov, dnep Evayyog tff Opetépg nuvolpyang
Enconeipe yoHpg 6 xowvdg thig ploews £xBpds™. See also Koriun, Mesrop, 40; Moses
of Xoren, Histoire, vol. 11, 166/7; Mariés, Le De Deo, 88 Poladian, Thesis, 13.

170 Johannes Damascenus, Orationes, 111, 1411/2, see n. 176.

™ Koriun, Mesrap, 40, bottom of page; see also top of page for other version. Both
versions of Koriun contain the information, but the so called **Little Koriun®™ is far
more detailed and specifically links Theodore of Mopsuestia to Paul of Samosata and
Nestorius; see Peeters “L’Alphabet”, 204-210, 213-214, Koriun, Mesrop, 40 * Guybd wi
g mrui? {-Inﬂhll[e l-'l &I‘.IEIHINJ& b.ﬁﬁuuuﬁ. l‘l.lTI'.'llI wrlrmals f]v F‘fm’.rlpnu. [rum eru]nn-!‘l o=
f:ruru,-m_r & pum bbuunﬂl ﬂrrhauén;ir qhw BI‘I‘F,"I’IFL émfmlw;ﬂu qnpgmﬁlng[- L #l’fﬂ'{lﬂ‘tﬂ'-
bfighs & blphuy jupfouwplfo dbp” God{pl nonguwbby gpup wquigi”. Also, Innocent of Maronia
states that after 435 the books of Theodore of Mopsuestia were translated “in linguam
Syrorum, Armeniorum, Persarumque”. Peeters, op. cif., 223, For the relation of
Mesrop to Theodore of Mopsuestia, see below.

1t Mariés, Le De Deo, 86.

1% Bardy, Paul de Samosare, viii, 389, 411-412, 443, etc., yet see 1929 ed., 506-509.
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and Artemon were considered to be the predecessors of Paul. Many suc-
cessors were likewise attributed to him, and Bardy himsell admits that
Paul’s preoccupations reflect the problems which attracted his contem-
poraries.!™ Marcellus of Ancyra and particularly Photinius of Sirmium,
his disciple who was a native of Galatia, were accused of perpetuating the
heresy of Paul of Samosata, and of considering Christ a mere man.1%s
The same charge was brought against Diodorus of Tarsus, as well as Ibas
of Edessa and Theodore of Mopsuestia. These theologians were sub-
sequently condemned at the Second Council of Constantinople (Council
of the Three Chapters) in 553, and were also accused of saying that they,
too, by nature were the equals of Christ.?™ Finally, Nestorius himself was
specifically accused of being a spiritual descendant of Paul of Samosata at
the Council of Ephesus.’”™ The doctrine attributed to the Armenian
Nestorians in the official correspondence which has survived from the
fifth and sixth centuries bears the closest resemblance to that of Paul of
Samosata and the Key of Truth: The Son of God and the son of man are
totally separate; Jesus was born a mortal man who became worthy of

1% Bardy, Paul de Samosate, ix, 21, 117; Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 20; KT-I
xcvi. The necessity of a canon directed against the Paulinians at the Council of Nicaea
(Canon XIX) is evidence of some survival of the sect in this period.

175 On Marcellus of Ancyra—Michael the Syrian, Chronigue, 1, i, 263. On Photinus
of Sirmium-—ibid., 272; see also Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 427-428. Both heresies were
still known in 381, since they were anathematized at the first Council of Constantinople,
Crontz, La Luite, 88, The Photinians were still known at the Council of Sirmium as
late as 409, Bardy, op. cir., 431.

12 Simeon of Beth Arsam, Epistola de Barsauma, 348, “A Paulo accepit Diodorus
Tarsi. A Diodoro accepit Theodorus Mopsuestiae in Cilicia. .. Quaeg vero a Simone
Mago a Paulo et a Diodoro afferebantur, haec ille amplificavit confirmatque, afferens
Christum hominem esse creatum, factum, mortalem, consubstantialem nobis, filium
adoptivumn et Templum Filii aeterni non Filius naturalem Dei esse, sed per gratiam
et adoptionem”. See Michael the Syrian, Chroniguwe, I, i, 298, and Bardy, Paul de
Samosate, 342,

Ibas of Edessa was accused at the Council of Tyre in 449 of the following statement :

“ob pBovd T Xprotd yevouéve Oed. &p° Goov yap abtdg Eyévero, kiryd Eyevounv™,
of which he was acquitted at Chalcedon in 451. The same accusation was brought
against Theodore of Mopsuestia, ibid., 76, 437-439, etc. See also Marius Mercator,
“Excerpta Theodori Mopsuestiae”, PL, XLVIII, V, li, 1063/4; cf. PG, LXVI, 759/60D,
“MNon invideo inquit Christo cum factus est Deus, quod enim ipse factus est, ego
factus sum quia meae naturae est”,
1% Council of Ephesus, Chapter XIII, Mansi, IV, 1009/10, “Eleyxov tod alpenixod
Negroprod, 61 dpdgpuv dotl 1ol avabepaticbéviog Iadhov 1ot Zapooatées ...
IMabtdog elre. Mapia tév Abyov obx Evexe, Neotdprog ovppdvag einey ... [Tadios.
Mapia Etexev GvBponov flulv loov: Neotdpiog' dvBpanog & texbels &x napBévou.
[ S

Johannes Damascenus, **Adversus Mestorianorum Haeresim', PG, XCV, 19124,
“El pfy xara @iy Yidg Geob & éx MNMopBévow kol pioel Sedg, nig “txabhoev &v
BeE\d Tol TMarpag’ ”; also Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 39.
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grace with the help of the Holy Spirit; he was the Son of God in name
only and through grace rather than by nature.!’® The doctrine of the
humanity of Jesus and his adoption as the son of God seems to have been
widespread in all the eastern provinces, and its center was apparently
Antioch.

To understand the origin of Adoptionism in Armenia, we must con-
sider the early development of the Armenian Apostolic Church and its
relations with Syriac Christianity. In the days of Paul of Samosata the
authority of the Church of Antioch was unquestioned in the East; it
was the leading center in matters of doctrine. The sphere of influence of
this see spread northward as far as the Black Sea:

Until the days of Maximinus Daia and even to the council of Nicaea, Pontus
remained under the influence of Antioch. It is only after the council of Nicaea
that Pontus became a metropolitan bishopric.'™

It is evident that the influence of Antioch must likewise have been felt
in Armenia by way of Samosata, which controlled the main military and
commercial route up the Euphrates Valley, the means of communication
throughout antiquity.*®® Indeed, there is a persistent tradition that Chris-
tianity was brought to Armenia from Syria.!® The southern section of

1% “Letter to the Persians on Orthodoxy™, BL, 45-46, “Livanppwieup’ qu fowe-
wpbs, bphoww f)pgpu wurkl phwy Uwamiding. !tp[ﬁ Upmaiwdh pwblb {awawp Qup'ap f‘ﬂ‘ﬁ ;.ﬁr.ﬁﬂj}.
ﬁ .ﬂj’ll_& elb.'fkll.l‘ §WF§ fm{#‘iﬂgﬂl Ejﬂ& ﬂs’l. F-.'! as.&t‘ ﬁ Ull.ﬂlbﬂliﬂj. ﬁ. %ﬂfﬂ& !!!l H’lﬂqﬂp“"‘
L as fpnfs Uomardng. [ ny Lmwnwrp Zunp. wyy Jmpf fln u.nu'nf.ul Jqui'n_qu n.aurfﬂ {a‘{n:
b {tuﬁ ﬁr weghbwy biw 2oghl unpp, {a.ﬂpﬂg J""TP’Q llﬁﬁfi_ sunwbyfe & 3lﬁ{lmpf-‘.-§,.' b
fuwh wpguwpne@bub Tnpw b Jwel paph gapdng wpdubh kol sbaplp, | bl ewbwp Lumnidn
Bobpb: be wobh. [0t wpdwhfi {. pwdwbby b woby jwywbeegt’ Wrenwd jwoopboay b Jopy
lj-u-npi-f_: -J.f:f-gﬁ- by Uewnewd k.ll...‘ltni fwn ﬁn..q.’ Q-uu;z.ﬁ.l 1[?’1““(; 'ﬂ.n.bmn-n. k ufm.lﬁ
qf uppbug qbu. wpdwbf wpwp qbe gueeib) phg pop hplpyugai@fub, b guwenbguee Jupgh
ap fun phnple ghlph: b Gywbu b wpobpby fuh gop webép pwifch Leondng® op (98 jEphifg &
quris ' Jhﬁmﬁup{menﬁ m.ﬁtp- Jﬁ.ﬁ{_ﬂuﬁ-‘ & g Ju(l:l-&wgn( "F'.'!' in‘{| L&p{l l"t nfq,qqfluui
wqglo lonwowg fup, pwbfl Yowmday, apgl Uswnedag™. These beliefs are repeated again
and again, BL, 14, 20, 48, 49, 67, 69, 104, 121, 185-186, 192, 213, 333, 383, 385, 404,
424, 459, 489. Cf. Poladian, Thesis, 31-35.

120 Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 140-144 and 205 n. 1, “Jusqu'au temps de Maximin
Daza et méme jusqu'au concile de Nicée, le Pont resta soumis & l'influence d'Antioche,
Ce fut seulement aprés le concile de Nicée que le Pont devint un diocése avec une
métropole”. The influence of Antioch’s rival, Alexandria, seems to have been negligible
in Armenia.

80 Ihid., 169; V. Chapot, La Frontiére de I"Euphrate (Paris, 1907), map at end of
book. See also D. L. O'Leary, How Greek Science Passed io the Arabs (London,
1948), 47-52; see also KT-f, cix.

#  E. Ter Minassiantz, “‘Die Armenische Kirche in ihren Bezichungen zu den syri-
schen Kirchen bis zum FEnde des 13. Jahrhunderts™, TU XXFI (Leipzig, 1904), 1;
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Armenia, Taron and Vaspurakan, was always in the sphere of Syriac
Christianity based on Antioch, rather than dependent on the see of
Cacsarca of Cappadocia to which northern Armenia belonged.® QOne of
the liturgical languages of southern Armenia before the establishment of
the Armenian alphabet was Syriac,'® and both Hiibschmann and Meillet
have observed how much the Armenian ecclesiastical vocabulary is
derived from Syriac.'84

In the period of St. Gregory the Illuminator, we hear of his Syrian
disciple, Daniel, who was Bishop of Taron.'®3 In this district was founded
the first center of Armenian Christianity, the Church of Astisat, and Daniel
was subsequently chosen Kat‘olikos of Armenia, though he did not live
to occupy the position.*® Ter Minassiantz believes that this Daniel was an
independent missionary in Taron, found there by St. Gregory. By offi-
cially appointing him suffragan bishop of Taron, Gregory recognized the
authority of Daniel over the province which he had Christianized. Ter
Minassiantz is further of the opinion that Daniel was not the only Syrian
missionary in southern Armenia, which was a completely Syrianized

“Alle élteren Machrichten und alle Legenden deuten darauf hin, dass zuerst Syrien und
Mesopotamien christianisiert worden sind, ehe das Christentum in Armenien ein-
gedrungen ist, und dass Armenien wahrscheinlich durch syrische Missionare zuerst
dem Glauben an den Heiland niher gebracht worden ist. Schon die geographische
Lage beider Lander lasst eine solche Vermutung als sehr wahrscheinlich erscheinen”.
See also Petit, “Arménie”, 1900, and KT-/, viii-ix, ciii, cxvi.

The Armenian legend of heresy # 154 in the Book of Hererics, in linking the heretic
Pol of Ayrarat with St. Ephrem Syrus, the head of the school of Misibis and the
founder of the school of Edessa, whence radiated adoptionist *“Nestorian™ doctrine,
may be reflecting a distant memory of the Syriac ties of Paulicianism. See O'Leary,
How Greek Science Passed to the Arabs, 47-52.

182 Ter Minassiantz, “Die Armenische Kirche”, 1-15; also Pegters, 'L’Alphabet™,
207.

18 Ter Minassiantz, “Die Armenische Kirche™, 1-4; Langlois, “Discours prélimi-
naire”, CHAMA, 1, xxj; Petit, “L"Arménie", 1892-1893; Runciman, Medieval Mani-
chee, 26, el al.

Pecters, “L’Alphabet™, 207, is of the opinion that the art of writing began in the
Persian provinces of Armenia where Syrian influence was stronger, and only later
penetrated into “Roman™ Armenia where Greek culture predominated.

I8 Hibschmann, Armenische Grammatik 1,281 ff., 299 ff.; A. Meillet, “Le mot ekelegi™,
REA,1X, 1, 131-136,

1% Faustus of Byzantium, History, 46-47; Moses of Moren, Histoire, vol. 1T, 30/1.

"¢ Faustus of Byzantium, History, 47; be {p va wygue woepp, b milp sw quonfiuk
nﬁnm}ﬁ ﬂ!ummpm.ﬂ&u& Snr;m&.uj, !- ikak bk Euj‘u q-d.u?lﬂ &lrhlﬁgllrﬁr ,‘l fmjle Eqﬁqk’iw’i
wilb bl (wpwewmbbayg: e fliph Gofo & quao Pl b g fescop wby pb gooerooeob. gf Julr-'?
bfu why spbbuwy bp umepp Likgkopls, b nogpbuwy wbquh yjwbak wbwnb”, The Armenian chron-
icles always insist on the primacy of the Church of Astifat. See also Ter Minassiantz,
“Die Armenische Kirche”, 5, 8, and Petit, “L'Arménie”, 1892-3.
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district.'®? In this same district lay the see of Archelaus whose Adop-
tionist doctrine we have already seen.

The influence of Syriac Christianity remained powerful in Armenia.
Michael the Syrian notes that in certain periods the kat‘olikos of Armenia
was ordained by the patriarch of Antioch, though the bishop of Caesarea
is commonly considered to have performed this office.*** The Armenian
chroniclers state that St. Mesrop, in his search for the Armenian alphabet,
went to Edessa and Samosata rather than to the Greek cities, an action
which earned him the reproof of the Emperor Theodosius 11.18° Peeters
thinks that Mesrop may well have met Theodore of Mopsuestia himself,
and that the entire development of Armenian literature took place under
Syrian-Mestorian influence.’®® In the great monastery of St. John the
Precursor, one of the great centers of Early Armenian Christianity, the
rule required that the abbot be a Syrian.!®!

The Persian authorities favored the Syriac element in their portion of
Armenia, in opposition to Byzantium, and permitted no Greek liturgy
on their territory.1¥ After the defeat of the rebellious Armenian nobility
and the consequent exile of the Kat‘olikos St. Sahak I, whose support of
the rebels made him persona non grata, the Persian authorities twice

187 The importance of Daniel as supervisor of all the churches of Armenia is stressed
by Faustus of Byzantium, History, 46-47,Fabfl;, wip vpabpbpf: - dfbpolwgee &
gy fusiap t:#.ﬁq&u-q bl Slr!m&nj, Qphgupf J.&nnrfppf;' llra'u-.ﬂmptn&& JE'R‘I'F"& Fuufoli
grpdwfoym@lobl Edf quawope@Ewbb, adbip qﬁeﬁ:wﬁmﬂ,‘nﬁi quiph wonbdfih. wy Jfpos
whyf. Daniel was obviously no minor rural dignitary of Taron.

Ter Minassiantz, “Die Armenische Kirche™, 5, 8, “Ich vermute, dass im siidlichen
Reichsgebiet syrische Missionare sich so zahlreich aufhielten, dass der Erleuchter es nicht
mehr ndtig fand, Missionare dorthin zu schicken™.

188 Michael the Syrian, Chronicle, 11, iii, 414, *C’est pourquoi le patriarche d’ Antioche
ordonnait le catholikos des Arméniens ... jusqu'd I"époque ol Babai [Babouni] fut
tué par le Persan Bar Cauma. Alors cette régle cessa d'élre en usage jusqu’au temps
du roi des Perses Ardasir™.

8% 1 azar of P‘arpi, History, 43-47; Kirakos of Ganjak, History, 15; Moses of Xoren,
Fisroire, TIT, 136/7-140/1; “Letter of Theodosius II to Sahak”, in fbid., 152/3-154/5.
W Peeters, “L°Alphabet™, 210. Theodore, according to Photius, “Bibliotheca™, PG,
CIII, 281/2, wrote a work, “npog Maotovfiog &€ "Apueviag dpuduevov, ywperic-
womov 8¢ tuyxdvovia”. Peeters and Adontz are of the opinion that this MaotoOfiog
is none other than St. Mesrop, commonly known as Masto¢. Peeters also believes,
ap. cit., 211, that the disciples of Diodorus of Tarsus and perhaps Theodore were in
the entourage of the King of Armenia, Pap, during his exile at Tarsus, and concludes
that “force ... sera de reconnaitre que la littérature arménicnne est éclose sous le signe
de Théodore de Mopsueste et qu'elle 2 commencé de 5'épanouir dans un terroir saturé
d'influences nestoriennes™. Jbid., 217; see also 218, 226.

i John Mamikonean, “Histoire de Daron”, CHAMA, 1, “Introduction™, 359 and
382

¥ Koriun, Mesrop, 25; Moses of Xoren, Histoire, 111, xxxiv, liv, 82-85, 138-141.
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appointed Syrians to the kat‘olikosate ' In 726, the Council of Manaz-
kert reaffirmed the union of the Armenian and Syrian Churches, which
had drifted apart.'® It is interesting to note that it was to the Syrian
kat‘otikos that the Paulicians, persecuted by Gregory Magistros, turned
for help.!*® The contact between the Armenians and the Syrian Church
was therefore deep and permanent, and Syriac Christianity, with its
Adoptionist character, was the first faith of Armenia.!®® As late as the
middle of the fifth century, Eznik was to use such Adoptionist authors as
Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia as bona fide authorities,
though, as we shall see, they were no longer acceptable to the Armenian
Apostolic Church.'#7

In the fourth century, however, a definite shift toward the hellenizing
school of Caesarea of Cappadocia took place under the influence of the
continuous political division which split the Greek and Persian parties
contending for the control of Armenia. The family of St. Gregory the
Illuminator, in which the early Armenian kat‘olikosate was hereditary,
always belonged to the pro-Greek party oriented toward Byzantium. St.
Gregory himself had been educated and consecrated at Caesarea of Cap-
padocia instead of Syria. His son, Aristakés, had attended the Council
of Nicaea in 325.'*% Vrt‘anés, his brother and successor, was sent as the
representative of the Armenian nobility to request the Emperor’s per-
mission and assistance in the accession of King Tigran VIL'*% Nersés [
the Great (353-373) continued the liaison work with Constantinople which
seems to have been incumbent upon the kat‘olikoi of the house of St.
Gregory. We hear of him at the imperial court, establishing an alliance
between Armenia and Byzantium, perhaps negotiating the marriage of
king Ardak IT with Olympias, the daughter of the praetorian prefect,

i# Moses of Xoren, Histaire, 111, Ixiv-1xvi, 178-187; Lazar of P‘arpi, History, 78-81;
John the Historian, Histery, 74. The Armenian writers give unedifying accounts of the
morals of the two Syrian kat‘olikoi, Brk‘iso and Smovel. This is probably due to
prejudice, anti-Persian opposition aroused by injured national pride, and an anti-
Syrian altitude on the part of ecclesiastics who had accepted the hellenizing reform of
which 1 will speak later,

1% Michael the Syrian, Chronique, 11, iii, 491-500; Mxit‘ar of Ayrivank®, Hisrory, 79;
Kirakos of Ganjak, History, 38.

193 Gregory Magistros, Syrian Kat‘ofikoes, 148 ff.

"8 It is interesting to observe in the correspondence of the Book of Letiers that
Mestorian influence also came to Armenia via Syria. See BL, 14-22, for correspondence
with Acacius of Melitene; ibid., 41-52, for correspondence with the Persians; ibid.,
52-70, for correspondence with the Syrians; also 466-467, elc.,; see also KT-1, vili-ix, ciii,
¥ Marids, Le De Deo, 85-92.

1% Ormanian, The Church of Armenia, 21.

" Moses of Xoren, Histeire, 111, v-vi, 10-11, 22/3.
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Ablabius.2% Apain, after the deportation of ArSak II to Persia, we find
Nersés in Constantinople to request support for Ariak’s son and successor,
Pap.?™ The position of the kat‘olikoi throughout this period depended on
the political situation. The Armenian court alternated its allegiance
between Byzantium and Persia, but all members of St. Gregory’s family
remained unshakably loyal to Byzantium. Hence, whenever the Greek
party was in eclipse at the Armenian court, we find St. Nersés in exile,
and his biographer explains that the reason for the Emperor’s final
decision to have King Pap killed was to avenge the murder of St, Nersés
at the instigation of the King.*®* Similarly the last kat‘olikos descended
from St. Gregory, 8t. Sahak I, seems to have continued the hellenizing
policy of his family. As we have seen, he was driven from his see and
deported upon the advance of the Persians into Armenia and was replaced
by a series of Syrian anti-patriarchs.

As a result of his pro-Greek policy, Nersés I began a reform of the
Armenian Church to bring it into closer harmony with the practices he
had observed at Byzantium.*%* He was consecrated kat‘otikos at Caesarea,
as had been his ancestor, St. Gregory, but the awkward explanation of this
action given by Ners&s’ biographer suggests that such procedure had
ceased to be customary, and we do not hear of it in the case of the pre-
ceding kat'olikoi, Aristak&s and Vrt‘anés.?™ Immediately upon Nersés’
accession, a council of Armenian bishops called at Astifat carried through
a major reform of the faith.?*® Xad of Marak, near Erzurum, the region
of Armenia in direct contact with Cappadocia, was consecrated Bishop
of Bagrevand and Arsarunik® by Nersgs I and entrusted with the vicariate
over all Armenia during the absence of the Kat‘olikos in Byzantium.*%
The Syrian monks of the Monastery of St. John the Precursor were driven
out by the reforms of the new Abbot, Thaddeus (T otik), the protégé of
the Mamikonean family, the traditional supporters of St. Nersés and of
the imperial policy in Armenia.?®”

200 Nersés, 29 Moses of Xoren, Histoire, 111, xxi, 46(7.

201 Ihid, 111, 84/5. Nersés, 33.

W2 [hid., 42

102 Moses of Xoren, Histeire, 111, xx, 42{3-44/5.

W Nersés, 24-25,

208 Faustus of Byzantium, History, IV, iv, 84 ff.

20¢  Faustus of Byzantium, Hisrery, IV, xii, 114-118, also xiii, 119. Runciman,
Medieval Manichee, 26-27, thinks that the seat of the Armenian Church was moved
from Adtifat to Valarfapat in the north. We have no evidence for the date of such a
move,

#07  John Mamikonean, History, 382; Nersés, 40.
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The reform of Mersés I provoked a violent reaction. MNersés himself
was murdered at the instigation of King Pap. Greek books were burned
in Armenia, and the use of the Greek language was forbidden.298 The
murder of Nersés is attributed by the early Armenian historians to his
censure of the King’s morals, but it is usually considered by modern
scholars to have resulted from his attempt to over-hellenize the Church, a
policy repugnant to Armenian national feeling.2*® It is to be noticed that
St. Basil of Cacsarea cxpressed disapproval of Pap’s appointment of
Yusik to succeed Nersés without first consulting Caesarea.®!?

In the fifth century, after the Council of Ephesus in 431, the Greek
element began to triumph over the Syriac. Alarmed by the warning of
Rabbula of Edessa and Acacius of Melitene, the Council of Astisat,
summoned by St. Sahak in 435, condemned the works of Diodorus of
Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia for their Adoptionist tone. Em-
bodied in a dogmatic letter to the Patriarch of Constantinople, Proclus,
their opinion was to serve as a basis for the final condemnation of these
works at the Council of Constantinople in 553.81! We are told that St.
Sahak brought peace and order back into the Armenian Church.®'? By
this we are to understand that he firmly established the hellenizing faith.
It must be remembered, however, that in the very patriarchate of St.
Sahak the Persians appointed the Syrian anti-patriarchs, so that the victory
of hellenism can hardly have been definitive. The whole of the fourth and
fifth centuries are to be considered as a period of continuous struggle
between the Greek and Syriac parties, ending in apparent victory for the
partisans of the hellenizing doctrine.** With the break of the Armenian

% Moses of Xoren, Histoire, 111, xxxvi, liv, 82/3-84/5, 140/1.

200 Petit, “L'Arménie”, 1894, “Le sentiment antireligicux n'était point le seul A dicter
ces mesures réactionnaires; aux yeux de Pap, Wersés avait eu tort de trop helleniser
I'Arménie en la dotant d'institutions initiées des Grees. Cette rivalité de race, qui
créera plus tard le schisme [de Chalcédoine] entrait pour beaucoup dans la nouvelle
orientation de la politique royale”. Cf. Faustus of Byzantium, History, 218-220,232-235,
See above, n. 190, for a possible pro-Syrian penchant of King Pap.

2o Faustus of Byzantium, History, V, xxix, 230-231,

. Moses of Xoren, Histoire, 111, Ixi, 166/7; Pecters, “L'Alphabet”, 214-215,
thinks that the Armenian council came to no decision and awaited the advice
of Proclus, See Ormanian, The Church of Armenia, 28.

3 Langlois, “'Discours préliminaire”, CHAMA, 1, xxij; John the Historian, History,
70, “ap yuwpfewplfe gmmi b pppbe qubwywowenpe wilbbogl dquiey {ebppubs phg fopge
wpfomplps whgublp. SpwbPbiminniby wioPjup labybpd fipolp wywhbpmogh fumupbuy
{qw}uﬂ& Fn{h&#mﬁnqﬂ&uﬁﬁ".

e KT-J, cix-cxvi; Ter Minassiantz, “Die Armenische Kirche”, 3-4, “Die armenische
Kirchengeschichte der genannten beiden Jahrhunderte (1V-V) ist eine ununterbrochene
Kette von Kimpfen zwischen der griechischen und der syrischen Partei, welch letztere
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Church as a whole from the main current of Christianity after the Council
of Chalcedon, the situation becomes obscure. Conybeare is of the opin-
ion that the Armenian Church was still in a state of transition from Syriac
to Greek Christianity as late as the period of John of Qjun, that is to say,
the early eighth century, but that the Syriac element had definitely been
relegated to an obscure position,®

There seems to be good reason for believing the hypothesis that Pauli-
cianism is an outgrowth of the earlier Syriac Christianity of Armenia,
which had been Adoptionist in its doctrine, and which had become here-
tical as a result of the shift of the Armenian Apostolic Church to the
leadership of Caesarea and its acceptance of the anti-Nestorian creed of
the Council of Ephesus. This theory was formulated by Conybeare and
has much to recommend it. We know from many sources that the Pauli-
cian heresy had an old tradition in Armenia. The tone of the writer of
the Key of Truth is that of one relating ancient doctrine.®® The account
of Lazar of Parpi speaks of a nameless heresy lingering among the more
ignorant elements of the population. The presence of heresy among the
higher ranks of the clergy and of the nobility, acknowledged by ihe
provisions of the twentieth canon of Sahapivan, argues for a long estab-
lished tradition rather than a newly arisen heresy. The signers of the
Qath of Union at Dvin were thoroughly familiar with Paulicianism. John
Mayragomeci described the heresy of Alovania as having existed from
apostolic times.*’* John of Ojun, speaking of the Paulicians, says that:

... they thought that they followed something new and great, when it was but
old and obsolete.??

He himself admits the antiquity of the usages which he has condemned.?'#

mit der national-armenischen Partei, die die Unabhiingigkeit der armenischen Kirchen-
verfassung von Ciisarea forderte und durchsetzte, eng verbunden zu denken ist".
See Moses of Xoren, History, 11, Ixviii, “Lamentations on the death of St. Sahak”,
194 fT.

It is interesting in this connection that the preface to the canons of the Council of
Sahapivan complains of disorders in the Armenian Church ordinances after the death
of Mesrop and the destruction of the ordinances of St. Sahak I, Melik-Bashian, op.
eft. T9: “h shafups bopw (Eplpbe | hbfp bydncis & puwypoyoiil fupgwy b oppliwy & Eibgbguny,
Hlﬂqlﬂ -‘ Hﬁuﬂﬁtﬂ'ﬁ Bsﬂtﬁﬂ'ﬁ' I.ﬂﬂ‘?.,ﬂ"ls ﬂﬂl.lH'F Mrﬁujnqlnﬁ .l.ﬂmﬂ! u.{'{' #I'If kl'
yunud watpgh Sppyappa.

;KT Ixxxi.

e Jbid., cxx-cxxi,

3¢ John Mayragomeci, Letrer, 213,

7 John of Ojun, Conira Paulicianos, 88(9, “hal papdud wyudhl apyly dEdwgniif firy
b bapay’ {iwgbpnpe k wyonwgbya)y' {wombly jupdbghl™.

=18 John of Ojun, Oratio Synodalis, 16/7. KT-I, Ixxxii.
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Similarly, we hear from Aristakés of Lastivert that the heretics of his time
were of one nation with the Armenians and apparently had been of one
faith before they separated one from the other.®? Gregory Magistros
also writes: *“You are not of us; yet one sees no other to whom you could
have attached yourselves”.** In this connection we have a curious state-
ment also made by Gregory who, speaking of his own devastation of the
heretical district of T*ondrak, adds, “I demolished it, as my ancestors did
AjtiSat™.*! We have seen that AStiSat was the center of the earliest
Armeno-Syriac Christianity.

It would, then, appear that the Paulicians are te be taken as the survival
of the earlier form of Christianity in Armenia. That such a survival was
possible in the political and geographical division of Armenia is attested
by a passage of Thomas Arcruni concerning an isolated community of
mountaineers in his own period:

Half of them have lost the use of their mother tongue through the remoteness of
their homes... These people who dwell in the mountains which separate Taron
from Alcnike are called adventurers and Xout, because of their fantastic and
unintelligible language; from this their mountain is called Xoyt* [Khoith])
They know and are forever repeating the Psalms translated by the ancient
Armenian translators. They are Assyrian peasants who came with Adrametek
and Sanasar... therefore, they call themselves Sanasnai.®*

The last part of this account is dubious. The legend of Adrametek and
Sanasar, supposedly the sons of Sennecherib, occurs periodically in
Armenian literature. But the presence of an isolated community of pre-
sumed Oriental antecedents, using the old Armenian Scriptures in the
ninth century in a district of south western Armenia known to have con-
tained Paulicians, is extremely interesting.®®®

u*  Aristakés of Lastivert, History, 132; see my Chapter 111, n. 104, for the text.
Levond also insisted that the “Sons of Sinfulness’™ were native to Armenia; see my
Chapter I1, n. 103,

20 Gregory Magistros, T ulaili, 166, “Quyy pwd ghwbip. np ny qhw pigmbpp b ny quoy
np. sk qf p iY ny fp. b wyy np ny bpbep, LPY payiinuply {qbup juigbguyp™.

= Ihid., 167, b Jupliay ghase, uw,ulﬁs.b, gnpopfiiml {wih pd qUlpamfrymmi™.

= Themas Arcruni, Histery, 11, vii, 106, "'La moitié ont perdu 'usage de leur langue
maternelle par la suite de 1’éloignement de leur habitations respectives ... Ces gens
qui habitent la montagne formant la séparation entre le Taron et I"’Aghtznik, sont ap-
pelés coureurs d*aventures de Khouth, & cause de leur language baroque et intelligible;
de la leur montagne a pris le nom de Khoith. Ils connaissent et ont sans cesse 4 la
bouche le Psautier traduit par les anciens interprétes arméniens. Ce sont des paysans
d’Assyrie d'ou ils sont venus & la suite d’Adrametek et de Sanasar. .. aussi s¢ nomment-
ils eux-mémes Sanasnai™.

= Koyt Lies directly west of Lake Van, southeast of Taron, at the source of the
Sititma (Batmansuyu).
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In the realm of dogma, there are similarities between the creed of the
Paulicians and the doctrine of early Orthodox Christianity which con-
taincd many Adoptionist beliefs. One of the most Adoptionist passages of
St. Paul is significantly quoted in the Key of Truth:

For you are all Sons of God through faith... For as many of you as were bap-
tized into Christ did put on Christ.?*
We have already seen that the Adoptionist faith was widespread in the
East both before and after Paul of Samosata. An extant variant of Luke
iii, 21-22, gives us the Adoptionist version of the baptism of Jesus:
“Thou art my son, the Beloved,
today have I become thy father’
The Paulician veneration of the sacrament of baptism as the most im-
portant, if not the only sacrament, is characteristic of early Christianity,
In an apology to the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, Melito, bishop of Sardis,
presented an Adoptionist point of view, and particularly considered bap-
tism as the turning point in the life of Christ.2*® Similarly, we find in The
Shepherd of Hermas the firm belief that the one and only remission for
sins is baptism.*®? This veneration for baptism is also found somewhat
later in the work of Tertullian On Baptism, in which we also find the
objection to granting this sacrament to children.?®

The Paulician system of an initiated body of elect need not stem from
Gnosticism. The idea of spiritual leadership entrusted to a group of elect
is to be found in Clement of Alexandria and Origen.*® The struggle
between the clerical hierarchy and a prophetic caste is visible in The
Shepherd of Hermas,®® and the early importance of the inspired class
can be seen from the rise of such heresies as the Montanists, with their
prophet-leaders. Finally, in connection with Paulician Iconoclasm, we
must note that archaeological research in the Hauran has shown that

™ Galatians, 111, 26-27. KT 35 (99).

™ W. Manson, The Gospel of Luke (London, n.d.), 29, n. 1, and 31, “éyd ofjuepov
reyévvmkda oe”’; see also KT-I, xcviii.

8 KT-f, xeiv: Anastasius Sinaiticus, “Hodego”, PG, LXXXIX, xiii, 227/8.

#1 L elong, “Introduction’, to Le Pasteur d'Hermas, ed. A. Lelong (Paris, n.d.), iv,
Ixi, Ixii, 1xv, “D’aprés les rigoristes contemporains d'Hermas, il n'éxistait pas d’autre
reméde au péché, que le baptéme par consequent, les péchés commis aprés le baptéme
étaient irrémissibles™. “Un siécle encore aprés Hermas le rigorisme un peu attenué
il est vrai avait toujours la prétention de représenter l'église*, Le Pasreur d'Hermas,
Precept 1V, 1-6, 86.

1 Tertullian, “De Baptismo contra Quintillam™, PL, I, 1329/30-1331/2. Lelong,
‘Introduction’, lxxi; Michacl the Syrian, Chronigue, 111, ii, 315.

¢ Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 8.

30 | elong, “Introduction”, Ixxiv.
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Syrian basilicas and houses of the fourth century are characterized by the
absence of images,?®! and that the Iconoclastic tradition is deeply roated
in early Christianity.*** Originally, therefore, the Paulicians were quite
in accord with the main stream of Orthodox Christianity in the Orient.

The similarity which we can observe between the Paulician dogma and
what little is known of the doctrine of the early Armenian Church is
even more striking. We have already seen that the Antiochene school of
Theodore of Mopsuestia, with its Adoptionist tradition, was considered
acceptable by the Armenian clergy until its heterodoxy was called to the
attention of St. Sahak I in 435.2%% It is true that certain Paulician customs
appear in direct contradiction to those traditional in Armenia—for in-
stance, the rejection of the sacrifice of matat and of the consecration of
crosses.®™ These are probably deliberate opposition to Orthodox prac-
tices, or possibly the rejection of unsuitable innovations. The similarities
of the two dogmas, however, are striking. The belief that the baptism of
Christ was also his real birth was extremely strong in Armenia. The
Annunciation was not celebrated asa feast. Accordingto Isaak Kat‘olikos
the Armenians apparently fasted on that day.*** This practice would be
in keeping with the belief that only a man was born of Mary. On the
other hand, the birth of St. John the Baptist was commemorated.?3
Long after the rise of Paulicianism, and indeed to this day, the Armenian
Apostolic Church continues to reject the festival of December 25 and
celebrates jointly the birth and baptism of Christ on January 6.%87 A

3 Bréhier, La Querelle des images, 8, *... une riche décoration en sculpture et méme
des symboles chrétiens, comme le¢ monogramme constantinien, mais jamais de re-
presentation de la forme humaine™.

#t E. Kitzinger, “The Cult of Images in the Age Before lconoclasm™, Dumbarton
Oaks Papers, VI1I (1954), 83-150, passim.

33 Pecters, “L'Alphabet™, 210, thinks that Mesrop may well have known Theodore
of Mopsuestia and that “Le fait qu'on ne saurait contester de bonne foi, c’est que
Masto¢, d'accord évidemment avec les chefs de sa nation, est allé tout d’abord et
d'instinct, chercher lumiére et chaleur & des fovers qui, en ce moment, étaient de
simple reflecteurs de la théologie de Mopsueste: Amida, Edesse, Samosate™, ibid., 218.
Peeters also notes that it is significant that the Armenian clergy had not objected to
the spread of Theodore's ideas in their country until the warning of Rabbula and
Acacius called their attention to the heterodoxy of these ideas, ibid., 214. Indeed we
have seen that Eznik still uses Theodore as an authority in the mid-fifth century;
see nn. 190, 197,

B4 KT-J, exxviii-cxxix; see Nersés Snorhali, Lerrers, 252 ff., 270 ff., etc.

85 Jeaac Kat'olikos, Orario 1, ti-iii, 1165/6-1169/70. See also KT-1, clix-clxi, for the
festivals of the early Armenian Church according to the Canons of St. Sahak I.

Be KT-I, elx.

27 Jdem, Brosset, “Introduction”, to Kirakos of Ganjak, Histoire d’Arménie (St.
Petersburg, 1870), vi.



230 THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF PAULICIANISM

large literature arose in Armenia in defence of this practice, which is sup-
ported by such ecclesiastics as Moses of Kalankatuk, Matthew of Edessa,
and Paul of Taron.®® The Gospel used on January 6 is the one for bap-
tism, not nativity,®® and the announcement made by the priest to the
congregation at the celebration of the evening of January 5 is of “the
blessed birth and baptism™. "% The tradition that St. Gregory the Illu-
minator himself had forbidden the making of images in the churches
indicates the antiquity of the Iconoclastic tradition in Armenia.®' A
Letter of Macarius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, to the Armenians reveals that
the Armenian Apostolic Church in the fourth century had the following
traits, characteristic of the Paulicians at a later date: Baptism was delayed
and not given to infants, as was done subsequently. No font was used,
but rather any vessel that came to hand.**? Finally, *“... in virtue of the
laying on of hands, the clergy are regarded as all of one rank and do not
subordinate themselves to superiors™ *?

In conclusion, therefore, it does not seem necessary to look outside
Armenia for the influence of some ill-defined Gnostic sect to explain the
development of Paulicianism in that country. Nor does it seem necessary
to trace a definite filiation to Paul of Samosata. Early Christianity in
general and more particularly in Armenia leaned toward Adoptionism
and showed many practices similar to those of the Paulicians in a later
period. Thus it would seem likely that the Paulicians were most probably
followers of the early Syriac form of Armenian Christianity, originally
Orthodox, then driven underground into heresy by the hellenization of
the Armenian Apostolic Church in the fourth and fifth centuries. Far
from being foreigners and innovators, the original Paulicians were in
truth the Armenian Old Believers,

= KT-J, clivclviii, See Moses of Kalankatuk®, op. cit., III, xiv, 256-257, 273;
Matthew of Edessa, ap. cir., 209; Paul of Taron, “Letters”, loc. cit., 177.

8o KT, clii.

e "G&np{ump .!\.ilnﬂg '] fir;rlnp.hﬂ“.

Hl George the Arab, Letrer ro Isho, 345, “Ferner aber hat ihnen Gregor gar nicht
befohlen ... dass sie nicht Bilder in ihren Kirchen machen sollten...”.

™% Macarius, “Lerrer™, BL, 408, “qf } whppl wiwquh jepquisp np bbb, b ynpugbm
mifwbf dly kb & ¢ ap wwpl)y hp af{:fmmﬂ#lﬁ wabbi™. Cf, John of Qjun, QOrario
Synodalis, 16/1, 20{1,

#3  Macarius, “Letter”, BL, 408,

L



CONCLUSION

As a result of the foregoing study, certain conclusions about the Paulician
heresy seem permissible:

I) The Greek sources do not form a homogeneous unit, but consist of
a complicated triple pattern of texts, which must be carefully distinguished
on the basis of chronology. The earliest group—the lost source A and the
Letters of Sergius—were authentic heretical documents and preserved the
Adoptionist doctrine of the Armenian tradition. The second group,
polemical in character, consisted of sources § and P, the Pawlician
Formula, the Codex Scerialensis, and the Sermons of the Patriarch Pho-
tius. In this group is found the evidence for the evolution of Paulician
dogma in Byzantium, from the Adoptionism still reflected in source S,
through the double tradition of the Paulician Formula and the Ceodex
Scorialensis, to the docetic-dualism of source P. Finally, the third group is
composed of the Histories of Peter of Sicily (the locus classicus for the
study of Paulicianism) and of the Pseudo-Photius as well as the Mani-
chaean Formula. These are not contemporary documents, but late com-
pilations, probably designed to combat the revival of Paulicianism in
the Balkans. They cannot be discarded, since they have preserved earlier
lost documents and thus unconsciously reflect some of the characteristics
of the heresy, such as the filiation of the Paulicians with the Adoptionist
tradition of Paul of Samosata and their Iconoclastic rejection of the
cross. Nevertheless, the fundamental purpose of these documents is a
tendentious presentation of Paulician doctrine, designed to demonstrate
that it was a form of Manichaeanism and punishable as such. Hence they
are not primary evidence on the Paulicians and have no claim to the pre-
eminent position which has been assigned to them.

On the other hand, the importance of the Armenian sources is para-
mount in determining the Paulicians’ history and doctrine. These docu-
ments are, generally speaking, trustworthy, and they present a coherent
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picture of the sect through the essential agreement of the polemical sour-
ces with the Key of Truth. The neglect of this material by most scholars is
one of the basic causes for the distorted presentation of the Paulician
heresy prevalent heretofore.

II) The outline of Paulician history can now be reconstructed. The
sect first developed in Armenia whence it passed to the eastern provinces
of the Byzantine Empire and was probably imported into the Balkans.
Both in Armenia and in the Empire the sect showed considerable devel-
opment and a number of leaders, but its organization still remains ob-
scure.

The Paulicians shifted their geographic center and political allegiance
back and forth between Byzantium and Islam according to external cir-
cumstances, but with the exception of the Iconoclastic periods in Con-
stantinople their alliance was with the Muslims. In the Empire the period
of greatest power of the heretics was the creation of the Paulician state on
the Euphrates in the ninth century. In Armenia two periods of develop-
ment can be observed—one early, at the end of the seventh and the begin-
ning of the cighth centuries, after the junction of Paulicianism with
Atovanian Iconoclasm; the other later, in the tenth and early eleventh
centuries, probably aided at least in part by the influx of refugees into
Armenia after the capture of Tephriké. After this second phase of the
Paulicians or T*ondrakeci had been crippled in the mid-eleventh century,
the heretics survived principally on the periphery of their former terri-
tory—far to the west in Bulgaria, equally far east in Syria, and finally in
small communities hidden in the highlands of Armenia.

IIT) The doctrine of the Paulicians did not develop as a single unit.
There were two traditions. The older form of Paulicianism exhibited an
Adoptionist doctrine with an emphasis on the importance of baptism and
a rejection of extreme asceticism, to which was joined an inflexible Icono-
elasm. This was the main current of the doctrine, and it remained sub-
stantially unchanged in Armenia throughout the history of the sect. In
Byzantium, however, a variant form appeared, probably in the middle of
the ninth century. This secondary branch of Paulicianism was char-
acterized by a docetic Christology and a mitigated dualism. Though it
is not impossible that later Paulicianism refiects the influence of some
Gnostic sect, Marcionite or other, such an hypothesis presents serious
difficulties. The hidden survival of such a Gnostic sect from antiquity to
the ninth century has not yet been conclusively demonstrated. On the
other hand, it is possible that the shift in Paulician doctrine is due to con-
tact with extreme Iconoclastic groups in Constantinople. The appearance
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of the “new" Paulicianism may be an internal development of the early
doctrine, which led it far from its original form.

TV) In any case, the origin of the Paulician doetrine is not to be sought
in Byzantine lands. Its Adoptionist tendencies are all too evident, and
these were characteristic of early Oriental and particularly Armenian
Christianity. The identification of the sect with Paul of Samosata is
illuminating, but need not be emphasized. It seems evident that in Ar-
menia, Paulicianism, far from being a foreign importation, was simply
the original Christianity received from Syria. It remained in the main
stream of the Armenian Church until the hellenizing reforms of the fourth
and fifth centuries relegated it to the level of heresy. Thereafter, bene-
fiting from the divided political status of Armenia in the early Middle
Ages, and reinforced by such heretical groups as Alovanian Iconoclasts
and Syro-Persian Nestorians, Paulicianism survived in the East, prob-
ably with the support of Persian and eventually Muslim authorities.
The spread of Paulicianism westward into the Empire occurred in the
mid-seventh century. In their new home the Paulicians were to benefit
from the favor of the Iconoclastic powers for a short while. The return of
Orthodoxy to Byzantium, however, was to drive the Greek Paulicians
deeper into heresy. It was also to provoke the ephemeral political power
and ultimate destruction of the sect in Anatolia.

Interesting though the docetic-dualistic form of Paulicianism may be,
particularly as a possible explanation of the double doctrinal tradition
long observed in the Bogomil Church of the Balkans, it is both a late
development and a profound mutation of the original Paulician dogma.
The basic doctrine was clearly Adoptionist and exhibited no docetism or
dualism. For this reason, true Paulicianism cannot in any real sense be
considered as the purveyor of Manichean beliefs to the medieval world.
Nor does it seem to be the link between the dualist heresies of late anti-
quity and those of western Europe in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.
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gownnyo gt 2k bughulgnufs g powcnp b pmmbpm i -

Doy kel piiph b phy plwwbpob b Goqifaf@bwl gagf, jup gkl Spupwh
qtz&w?nﬂa Eﬁwmfrf;o_gﬁ (w[up'-‘.na. k ﬁ Cpmquwq' w&gbft mﬂm?!! ﬂfuwmp
bqﬁugnqnuﬁﬁ, [ mmu!?fl rﬂ:&nnﬂ:&mg ﬁe’uwﬁm& f wLwg gunwLnpwy e :F!rm.&wﬁ
pbdpulighp | pisfghl oppliwgh wumndng, gfe wbubwy wyng sppof@bwdp b
L’Ph‘mﬂu u;wemf;ugf.‘ﬂ- qupuphsh wdbbbgndh:»

Canons, ed. A. Llicean (Tiflis, 1913), 73, 80-82. This text is reproduced by
Melik-Bashian, Paulician Mavement, 80-87, who also gives a Russian translation.
The German translation of these canons made on a MS. in the Berlin Royal
Library is given by K. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 42-45. No English
translation exists to my knowledge.
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OATH OF THE COUNCIL OF DVIN

«1hu§S UPURULAMPELL 2U8N8 UGhUr2hU b 260G LEIUBIR
2U8N8 YUPNKLPYNUP, th UEPGUT2N8 UUURYNLRS BIRU-
anNanub: bk AGSPAUR URRLEUS BMRUYNAMUR: &R UBLNS
URANNUY8US, bR SULNRSEMULS: bR UQUSUS: 6k 2UUUR L
ALY P HLYULLUS:

wub gfy Elwue dby dnwig laghenp glgniwdfr, np Egbe {whwgugnppbwl
LEdnefpels guungy wpunphly lngeng dkpag b qlufiyS | feuplpgag dufusty p
dkyquy wenwpnmbug, apnd | [k Eppkp dp wlflpwpncPhuki: b fwnk gh bgh,
l{lll.l.h[l wfﬁnpfrg( {wpl}fa_gmg umﬁ-f.-[_ qﬂﬁmpmﬁmﬁfuﬁu t!w’j[l (wafmefuwpﬁm{(mﬁ-, J'!'E
wikbuh 2uyp, p puwhs ke goppapy wif Woupadm wppuyhy wppuyh, b uocpp b
pwnwubbpnpgub, i Ghepaltl fegngndbipl (nyngndbifil), dwel sup wqubphb
Jonidlwg bbuwnpwlwiwg, gope bymifbwg uncpp 2oghl b 3bnb vppng nugpurpun
bypulnynuwg 84L. ﬁgﬁ' dmzm[.":;_n‘g I Cphpuwy: b 8T, pgb i Ynwmwksfu-
ﬁﬂtqwtqu: L Ir. ﬁgﬁ er.sﬁﬁnnu. npg wﬁfl&.‘im{_ {Lbnmnﬂ fl.quisfrﬁ Ifi puy
pllbgfl, wpwpkwy i fwf_wam?wﬁ Juewp mzfump( I iimszwfm Uraplimgeny,
qﬂpﬂ EPP.EWL !ﬂfﬂpbwﬂ; zw.ﬂw?"".n W.ﬂﬂlbumﬁl ﬁl"ﬂ'{ {ﬂﬂ"ﬂ E‘ﬂg’ﬂ" WPWF&'W{
ghnow dpuwpkpu b foawpupbwl, np pdpnbbqui b hoydwhph Wowdwunwhbf,
pbn Swpuli Sbp b plin by, SpwpalngPbwdp fr fbp bibqbyin feavondwhbmf qfib-
Phwby dfuwlunun phiy rﬂ:{: e fo il L }be"-‘,"ﬂM wilh Waupmfn wppoghy
5pqt H-mcf.w: ap .':wtunmmjkm,_l‘r 'Fﬂ?umnn I E{vpm.ﬁm‘-_ m.ﬁ-mmﬁbﬂun ?-!lfrqnp, b
wigulrure sfwul bnppb Lweanng, b wyw whorwbbgpl ghw obqf dagminy yydae-
F.Ewﬁ fup.f.‘m-ﬁsr; u&f:ﬁ b lerqqu‘:mu wnw‘?ﬁnpq #nﬂum#ma ,;[rzt.mf:,, app
by Eﬁnﬁm‘n{d?‘&ﬂ' quigulywlin Pl pepbuwhy plpkio i vorpp Lk fl ﬁaeﬁuﬂflu
Lwiwn dkp, & qwmpﬁ‘g}lﬁ- fl dnqn{pqw&w&wg m?{rmwg quipy b glhwhwgo,
Lwgnpyly Lwcwany jwyobqniPbab wqwefhy bngw, wwiby fug phdugh f wbyf
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mﬁwlpfﬁntpﬁwﬁ Enjw. ﬂﬁqnaﬁ-f;‘: [; iﬁmuj Enjm {min}wqm.ﬂfuﬁ‘ ﬁppﬁ Jm...'uurt
bnppwy yueghfbbug, jubggbbyul wwy gppbwby Sbfughp fipp wiiipp
Swhlwby Frgmfppbuk ﬁﬁpnj wn f aﬂmwﬁ.‘;{ bngur wnwly lf{tpmmpf:mﬁ' giwll
Jufunkiljwl, b qgrqu b queniply b qugg Jbwvaljwpe gop dkp wpnw py
m‘lﬂumpﬁn[rﬁ b Lwqnpanepuis Sngmifwpuipl’ Lolpnwl §6q: Quyu wqbn
Lngbunp m!mwﬁ!.-lm! fr ﬁn_g'wﬁfﬁ‘ L{wwly* Pfq!m k wﬁwtzmﬁ, ,‘l 4f.'pm_f agmmifmr:ml
umrupbmfn bagum, gf {-kqumpmﬁﬂmﬁp achlynd quilindc #!uruln.[tf.w.'gbwfv h
gapdng Enjw, (wxfwi.lﬂjft wtjﬂr&gﬁmﬁ wpuipp lﬁhﬂ' qufu m.!um{l L fwumm-
wiefdbwh wikbbgnil jwdwy judwpne@bwdp, wnwdft wbwnb Gbpny Bfune)
Rppunovp Duaniday dbpny: Ruwlbnbuy wbplbgup qubgh wywpip whwpline-
Plwb bogu' b pwpdap b 5D gfsbpuyhbh quyh fusiwp:

bu L.k.ﬂnfn 2mjn5 .‘:upmqfl#nﬂ: b .[rf;;rzquu: S.I.I.IFMI'!..[I'IH. In .[rmrfﬁ#ﬂﬁ}..ﬁg
bq’p"#ﬂqﬂ". s ﬂtlﬂlﬂﬂu U!IIEEWF .quﬂ'{'ﬁl*n": LS ]

The holding of the council at Dvin under the presidency of Kat‘olikos Nersés I1
is confirmed by a number of sources: *The Separation of the Nestorians from
the Holy Church®, BL, 77; John II, Gabelean, Siunik®, 78-79, a Lerter which is
also preserved in Stephen Orbelean, History of Siumik, 1, 134-138; John of
Ojun, “Order of the Councils Held among the Armenians”, BL, 21; Stephen
of Taron (Asolik), in Garitte, La Narrario, 139; Samuel of Ani, Collections, 93,
etc. Garitte, La Narratio, 13-142, gives additional sources confirming the hold-
ing of the Council of Dvin, but ignores the Letter of John Gabelean and its
preservation in the history of Stephen Orbelean,

The date given for the council is variable. The internal evidence of the text
and the list of John of Ojun place it in 555 or the twenty-fourth year of Xosrov
I Anusirvan, who came to the throne in 531 (A. Christensen, L'Iran sous les
Sassanides, 2e ed., Copenhagen, 1944, 361). The dating of the council in the
fourth year of the pontificate of Nersés Il places it rather closer to the date given
by Asolik (553), since Nersés II is usually considered to have been kat‘olikos
from 548 to 557 (de Morgan, Hisieire, 364). On the other hand, “The Separa-
tion of the Nestorians from the Holy Church™, BL, 77 and note, gives the date
of the council as the twenty-fifth year of Xosrov's reign.

Absolute precision is evidently difficult, since the dates themselves are con-
tradictory. Asohik. op. cit., 50, dates the council in the fourth year of Nerses II,
the twenty-fourth year of Xosrov I, and the fourteenth year of the Emperor
Justinian I. But the twenty-fourth year of Xosrov I (531-579) can under no
circumstance be the same as the fourteenth year of Justinian I (527-565).
Samuel of Ani, Collections, 73, gives as even more impossible dating. He places
the council in the period of Nersés II, to whom he assigns the dates 526-535,
in the eighth year of the second reign of Khavadh I (488-496, 498/9-531), which
gives the still more unsatisfactory date, 506. Samuel’s chronology need not
disturb us unduly, however, since it is notoriously inaccurate, He gives the



238 APPENDIX Il

date 396 for the Council of Constantinople of 381, 438 for the Council of
Ephesus 1 of 431, and 462 for the Latrocinium of 449! (ibid., 67, 69, 70.)

While it is generally true that the chronology of the early Fifties of the sixth
century, the period of the establishment of the Armenian era, is confused (see
E. Dulaurier, Recherches sur la chronologie arménienne rechnigue er historique, 1,
Paris, 1859), the evidence of the document itself is very clear and indeed extre-
mely detailed and accurate. The second date found in the text, the seventeenth
year of Xosrov I (548), coincides with the marzpanate of Nihorak or Nihorakan
which is given as 548-552[7] by de Morgan, Histoire, 359, In view of the con-
firmation of the date given by the text in the contemporary sources, and the
inaccuracy of the later works, there seems to be no reason for rejecting the
precise date for the council given by the “Oath” itself, “in the twenty-fourth
year of Xosrov, king of kings, in the holy forty [days] on Palm Sunday”.
According to the tables calculated by Grumel, Trairé d’érudes byzantines I,
La Chronologie (Paris, 1958), 245, 313, this date would be March 21, 555.
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“PAULICIAN" HERESIES FROM THE BOOK OF HERETICS

Heresy #153:

«oTGF. 'PNIIEFPW#WB‘ np f ﬂpﬁtﬁwppn:wg;ﬁ‘m?wznp aifl Em.[lmy ug!umpﬂs
wumulbwyg whqd wywbghb wop plfbmg b as Qupuy pupdocgwily ghoua
Jwquwiplh fupbwhy, {ujwdbwy ghrow wigp pwl gilbwnl Yofhwo: be Uph g
wnw inpy bhngw Uwpl whndd, jufowpy b focdig: Qupagapdugl puph webip
b pupbgnpdwyh wunnlwo, b glwhapb levopwluy ncongublp, b wogpe
b apmybwy — gnp 6bbp Lwvmpulpug §nykdp — quyl vwowiogwlob wbaockip,
b f bovw Lhgomey wpfel Swpgny puph welp, b op onuek b opdigl qephel
dwppny  wil wpqupne@feb; be qwqplwhl swowbagh mbufy  wbewblp b
Jwﬁ&'m.ﬁu tfmq_’nn!‘p ﬂ uufp.. P.f fmjlm' Cngll'gﬁ qwﬁ fr mb.um_ !rufuwpqaﬂg.‘n

Heresy #154:

«3UF. Uyw fpis fp GERf whack, wilip wywhgngl, Ejfbwy gl @appugls Bhi
!t zw_rn..ll 'l‘lo:! nifl jﬂ_rpwpmm!iwj gnﬂ.wnfil,, ap mewl"&pmbwl hll "FF”JI' I}lﬁpﬂi}fl.
quills Rppunau wubfis, ag Shakwy b ng gupnighuy, b dwol wilinpfry dadubwh
’l i‘ﬁﬂw&tﬁ.‘ be .E.;'En;_ mu!qpﬁ- b-lh'h? ny %‘"F""F i?”tl'!"l !Em JHHIIFMP‘IJE b whis
qful.l [ qliesg :»

The text given above is taken from the MS. Malenadaran #687. The following
variations taken from the earlier MS. Marenadaran #3681 are given by Bart"i-
kyan, “Sources”, 94, nn. 2-4, 95, nn. 1, 3, 4.

Heresy #153:
line 1:
OCPWSIIIHF ﬂ'ﬁ‘l’ 8#!5“5 WEFHF&EI FWP&L‘IW&MH&P*WI’SF {QPHIJ&III{:I
line 3:

wwligp puwl ﬂfwnﬁ ll'wr.q(uu WP#LW&'WE! wpwp .#l ﬁfi whubkh li.l}rmw wqyp
eﬂhumﬂﬁfﬁg:n
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line 5:

wh ghwhwp {wowpuwlmg wikbbgmi buwmguilp b phy wonwpll wincbabog
qﬂﬂﬁ#ﬂ'lﬁﬁ!f[ J.I.lffruﬂ'shl .& Eﬁ']? NF&WE Pﬂlﬂ&ﬂfﬂzlﬂﬂlpﬁlﬁ:i

line 6:

wle wenpy & npnykwy, qop Skbp wpwpywluwh §nsbdp sw wwinwhepwlub

Heresy #154:
line 2.

ﬁ'ﬂutqfrfl i

line 3:
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Aristakés I, St., Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 223.224

Aristakés of Lastivert, History of, 97, 136, 140, 143 and n. 141, 144-146, 160, 162 n.
54, 163, 165, 173 n, 123, 176, 209, 227

Arius, Heresiarch, 180

Ark‘ay, T'ondrakeci leader, 143

Ark*weli, heretics from, 108, 145, 167

Armenia, 13, 26, 72 n. 165, 81-82, 84-87, 90-91, 94, 96, 98, 100-101, 106 and n. 94,
108, 116, 122, 130, 132-134, 145-147, 148 and n. 169, 149-150, 151, 177, 185, 189
192, 203, 205-207, 213, 216-218, 220.227, 220.230, 232.213

~—-—, early heresies in, 81-87, 100 and n. 72, 130-131, 157, 190-191, 192 and n. 40, 195,
205-210. See also histing by name

——, kings of, 97. See also listing by name

———, Paulicians in, see Paulician history, presence of the sect in, Armenia

——, political and religious divisions of, 84, 223-227, 233

——, revolts of against the

——, ——, Sasanids (5th C.), 192, 222

——, ——, Umayyads (748), 85, 136-139, 149

——, survival of pagan customs in, 82, 84, 192, 206

Armenia 1V, 122

Armeniakon, theme of, 71 n. 165, 73 n. 173b, 112, 115, 119, 146, 148, 183 n. 158

Armenian alphabet, 81, 221.222.

Armenian Apostolic Church, 81-84, 86 n. 18, 89, 91, 94-95, 104-105, 107, 132-133, 145,
195, 206, 220-224, 225 and n. 113, 226-227, 229230

——, beliefs and customs of, 82, 101, 105, 163-164, 229.230

——, clergy of, 85, 86 n. 20, 87, 96, 104, 107-109, 132, 133 and n. 89, 134, 139, 149
150, 158, 161-163, 165, 167, 175, 214, 229-230

e, ——, Tejected, see Paulician customs, rejection of, Orthodox clergy

——, early adoptionism of, 216-218, 220 and n. 181, 223, 226, 229-230, 232-233

———, hellenization of, 132, 223-226, 230, 233

——, iconoclasm of, see Iconoclasm, in Armenia

——, Kat‘olikoi of, 85, 87, 101 nn. 74-75, 102, 132, 144-145, 222-224. See also listing
by name

—, Opposition to the Council of Chalcedon, 104, 225-226

——, persecution of Paulicians by, see Paulician history, persecutions in Armenia

———, relations with

—, ——, Georgia, 91, 133-134

——, ——, Nestorians, see Nestorians, in Armenia

——, ——, Paulicians, see Paulician history, persecutions in, Armenia
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o, ——, Syria, 84, 94, 111, 220 and n. 181, 221 and n. 183, 222 and n. 187, 223
and n. 196, 224, 225 and nn. 209 and 213, 226-227, 229-230, 233

—-, transformation of, see Hellenization of

Armenian councils, see listing by name of city

Armenian era, 92-93, 238

Armenian legend, see Paulician legends

Armenian *“‘nameless heresy”, 84, 85, 156-157, 191, 203, 207.209, 213-214, 226, See
also Meiné

——, distinguished from Manichaeanism, 157, 191, 203

Armenian Paulicianism, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition

Armenian scholars, 148

Armenian sources, 80-111, 159, 192, 223 n. 193

———, on early heresies, 81-85, 131, 191, 206

——, historical, 84-85, 97, 102, 141, 165, 192, 222, 224-225, 227. See also listing by
name of author

——, on Mestorians, 85-87, 165, 190

-, on Paulicians, 21, 22 n. 53e, 24-26, 80-81, 87-95, 98, 102, 107, 111, 113, 130-140,
161, 176-177, 186, 189, 193, 197, 203, 205 n. 103, 226, 231-232. See also sources on
T'ondrakeci (below)

-, ——, acquaintance with Greek sources, 98-101. See also Gregory Magistros,
acquaintance with Greek sources of

——, ———, apparent contradiction of Greek sources, 25, 80 and n. 1, 110-111, 113,
151, 172. See also corroboration of, Greek sources by (below)

~——, ——, authentic Paulician works in, 81, 108-111. See also Key of Truth

—e—, ——, corroboration of, Greek sources by, 85, 110, 113, 132-133, 137-138, 145-
147, 151, 203. See also apparent contradiction of Greek sources (above); Key of
Truth, see, Key of Truth, doctrine of, supported by Armenian sources

ey = general agreement of, 168, 231-232

——. ——, official documents in, 81, 85-86, 88-90, 92-95, 134, 157 n. 29, 219

——, ——, polemical works in, 22, 81, 87-95, 104-107, 110, 232. See also on Ton-
drakeci (below); listing by author’s name

——, on Tond‘rakeci, 81, 95-102, 107, 140-145, 161, 209, 213, See also on Paulicians
{above)

Armenian SSR, Central Committee of the Communist Party in, 24

Armenians, 31 n. 21, 33 n. 33, 46 n. 77, 88, 93, 104-105, 106 n. 94, 112, 115, 119, 122,
136, 145-146, 159, 227, 230

Armeno-Byzanting frontier, see Euphrates frontier

Ariak II, King of Armenia, 223-224

Arsamosata (Samosata of Armenia), 71 n. 165

Arfarunik*, Bishop of, see Xad of Marak

Arsenius, Monk, 37 n. 55, 39

——, Sermaon to, see Photius, Patriarch, Sermons

Artemon, Heresiarch, 211, 219

Ascalon, battle of, 15 n. 6d

Asia Minor, see Anatolia

Asotik (Stephen of Taron), 141, 237

AJot Bagratuni (The Blind), Prince of Armenia, 138 n. 115

Afot Bagratuni (Msaker), Prince of Armenia, 140, 142

Astatoi, 120 n. 3p

Aftifat, 221 and n. 186, 224 and n. 206, 227

——, 1 Couneil of, 224

——, II Council of (435), 225

Athinganoi, 123 n. 42, 124 nn. 4344
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Atticus, Patriarch of Constantinople, Letter to St. Sahak 1, 84-85, 209 and n. 123

Augustus, Emperor, 181

Aurelian, Emperor, 210

Authentic Paulician sources, see Armenian sources, on Paulicians, authentic Paulician
works in; Greek sources, on Paulicians, authentic Paulician works in

Autoproscoptae, 177, 179 and n. 140

Avignon, 106

Baanes (Vahan), Paulician leader, 116 n. 10, 119, 121 n. 34, 145, 183 n. 158, 184

-—, followers of (Baaniotes), 120, 184. See also Paulician history, splits in sect

Baaniotes, see Baanes, followers of

Bagarat Bagratuni, Prince of Armenia, 142

Bagratid dynasty, 102, 141-143. See also listing by name

Bagrewand, bishops of, see Eznik of Kolb; Xad of Marak

Balkans, 15-16, 17 n. 18, 18, 20 n. 38, 33 n. 33, 46 n. 77, 111 n. 111, 130 n. 75, 150,
232-233, See also Bulgaria

Baptism, 105, 108, 152-156, 157 and n. 29, 159-163, 167, 178, 181, 187, 207, 212, 228-
230. See also Christ, baptism of: Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, baptism

——, main sacrament of

——, ———, early Christians, 228 and n. 227, 229-230

——, ——, Paulicians, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, baptism, main sacrament

——, refused to children, 166, 228, 230. See also Paulician doctrine, basic tradition,
baptism, reserved for adults

——, rejected, 167, 172, 187, See also Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, rejection of,
Orthodox form of sacraments, baptism

——, symbolic interpretation of, see Paulician doctrine, secondary tradition, inno-
vations in, symbolic interpretation of the sacraments, baptism

Baptismal font, 161, 230, See also Paulician customs, rejection of, Orthodox practices,
baptismal font

Bardaisan, Heresiarch, 206

BRardy, P., 210, 218-219

Baronius, Ecclesiastical Annals, 1,8

Bart‘ikyan, H., 43 n. 68, 85, 87 and n. 24, 90 n. 28, 92-93, 102, 122, 130-131, 136-137,
138and n. 115, 183 n. 158, 210, 216 n, 156

Basil of Caesarea, St., 113 n. 3, 225

Basil 1, Emperor, 13, 31 n. 24, 32 and nn. 26-28, 33, 38, 55, 57 and n. 118, 58, 68, 70-
73, 128, 129 and n. 68, 150

——, embassy to the Paulicians of, 70, 72, 128. See also Peter of Sicily, purported
embassy of

. Life of, 18 n. 26, 31-32. See also Theophanes Continuatus, Chronicle

Basil 11, Emperor, 98, 144 n. 143, 150

Basil, disciple of Sergius-Tychicus, 63 n. 138

Basileia, see Genesius

Batmansuyu, see K‘atirt*

Bayezit, 135 n. 100

Bayle, P., 18

Benedict X11, Pope, 106

Bitlis River, 135 and n. 100

Black Sea, 128, 220

Bogomils, 19 n. 33, 28 n. 5, 76, 233

Book of Ceremonies, see Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus

Book of Heretics, 22 n. 53e, 95, 102 and nn. 81 and 83, 103, 112-113, 130-131, 178 n.
139, 188 n. 16, 220 n. 181, 239-240. See also John Damascene, St., Compendium
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Book of Letiers (Girk* T*ft*), 85, 86 and n. 18, 87, 90, 96, 98 n. 61, 191, 218, 223 n.
196

Boor, C. de, 36, 44-45, 46 and nn, 76-77, 47

Borborites, 206 and n. 111, 209 and n. 123

Boril, Tsar of Bulgaria, Sinodik of, 76

Bossuet, J. B., 18

Brinkmann, A.,28,29n. 13

Bubonic plague, epidemic of 746, 118 and n. 21

Bulgaria, 20 n. 38, 30, 70, 75, 122, 123 n. 38, 130, 149. See also Balkans

——, Archbishop of, 55-57, 60, 69 and n. 157, 70, 75, 76 and n. 176

-, presence of heretics in, 33, 76 and n. 177. See also Paulician history, presence of
the sect in, Bulgaria

Bulgarian sources on heresy, see Boril, Tsar of Bulgaria, Sinodik of; Cosmas, the Priest,
Treatise against the Bogomils, Paulician legends

Bury, J. B., 25 n. 59, 56, 126

Byzantine chroniclers, see Greek sources, on Paulicians, historical

Byzantine Empire (Byzantium), 21, 54, 72, 75, 81, 97-101, 119-120, 122-123, 127-128,
130, 134, 137-139, 148-152, 158, 192-193, 195-196, 203, 206, 213-214, 222-224,
231-233

-, anti-heretical legislation in, 27, 58 n. 121, 124, 158 and n. 31, 193, 195 and n.
55, 198

, army, 13, 39, 128, 150, n. 70

-, Church, 27-29, 39, 64, 21, 119, 146, 172-173, 175-179, 195, 199, 202

—_ , relations with Paulicians, see Paulician history persecutions in, Byzantium

—, clergy of, 53, 87, 173, 176-178

—, —, rejected, see Paulician customs, rejection of, Orthodox clergy

———, eastern provinces of, 26, 78, 124-126, 131, 145, 150, 220

——, emperors, 57, 62, 68, 111, 121 n. 34, 139, 146, 232. See also listing by name

———, empresses, see Irene; Theodora

——, iconoclasm in, see Iconoclasm, in Byzantium

——, Manichaean persecution in, see anti-heretical legislation in (above)

——, Orthodoxy re-established in, see Orthodoxy, re-establishment of

——, patriarchs, see listing by name

———, Paulicians in, see Paulician history, presence of sect in, Byzantium

, relation with Paulicians, see Paulician history

——, western provinces of, 13, 75, 78

Byzantine Paulicianism, see Paulician doctrine, secondary tradition

Byzantine sources, see Greek sources

Byzantium, see Byzantine Empire

Caesarea of Cappadocia, 223-225 and n. 213, 226

——, Armenian kat‘olikoi consecrated at, 221-224

Calkotn, 141, 148

Call ta Repentance, see John | Mandakuni

Callistus, Governor of Koloneia, 126 and n. 53, 127

Camdean, Michael, (Tchamitch), History of the Armenians, 22

Canons and Constitutions of the Council of Alovania, see Alovania, Council of
Cappadocia, 224. See also Caesarca of Cappadocia

Caspian Albania, see Alovania

Cartalogue of Heresies, see, Book of Heretics

Cathari (Albigensians), 16 n. 14, 17-19

Catholic interpretation of Paulicianism, see Paulicianism, interpretations of, Catholic
Caucasus, 103 n. 84, 112, 131, 136

Cedrenus, Georgius, Hisiory, 18, 32, 123
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Central Asia, 190

Chalcedon, Council of, 81 n. 3, 86 n. 20, 104, 226

*“Chalcedonian™, opprobrious epithet, 92

Charsinion, theme of, 129

Chel'tsov, I, V., 23 n. 56, 26 n. 60

Chinese

——, anti-Manichaean law, 189

———, Turkestan, see Turfan

Christ, 44 n. 71, 83, 89, 105, 110, 135, 152-154, 156, 160-163, 166, 174-175, 177, 185-
187, 197-201, 211, 228-229

———, adopted, see Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature

——, an angel, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, adoptionist christology, Christ
an angel

——, baptism of, 44 n. 71, 110 n. 109, 152-154, 156, 157 and n. 29, 160-161, 166, 185,
192, 217, 229, See also Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature

——, docetic interpretation of, see Docetism

——, identified with the cross, see Paulician doctrine, secondary tradition, cross
identified with Christ

——, Incarnation of, see Incarnation

——, Intercessor for mankind, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of,
Christ as intercessor for mankind

, natures of, 157, 159, 197-198, 207. See also Adoptionist, doctrine; Docetism

——, Passion of, see Passion

——, Resurrection, of, see Resurrection

~——, Son of God, see Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature

——, son of Mary, see Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature

——, the Sun, 103 n. 84, 113, 167 n. 95

Christian

——, Church, see Christians

——, faith, 21, 89, 100, 113, 158, 160, 169, 175, 177, 186, 197-198, 212, 216, 220,
228-230, 233. See also Orthodoxy

——, sectarians, 15, 19. See also listing by name of sect

Christianity, see Christian, faith

Christianokategoroi, 102 n. 83, 178 n. 139

Christians, 48 n. 85, 89, 107 n. 95, 135, 193, 197-198, 202, 210, 212. See also Paulician
doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of, claim to be true Christians

Christology, see Adoptionist, doctrine; Docetism

Christophorus, Domesticus, 129 and n. 68

Chronicles, see listing by author’s name.

Chrysocheir, John, Paulician leader, 31, 33 and n. 38, 39 and n. 62, 43 n. 68, 57, 63 n.
138, 67, 70-73, 78, 120 n, 31, 121, 125, 128-130, 183 n. 158. See also John, Spatharios

——, answer to Basil 1, 72-73, 128

——, death of, 73, 129 and n. 68

~———, raids on the Byzantine Empire, 72-73, 128-129, 188

——, relations with the Patriarch Photius, 31, 39

Church, see Armenian Apostolic Church; Byzantine Empire, Church; Paulician
organization, churches

Cilicia, 101, 130, 148

, Armenian kingdom of, 86, 104

Clement of Alexandria, St., 198, 228

Codex Coislinianus # 305, see George the Monk, Chronicle

Codex Coislinianus # 310, see George the Monk, Chronicle

Codex Justinianus, see Justinian I, Code of
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Codex Regius # 1818, see Manichaean Formula

Codex Scorialensis ID], see George the Monk, Chronicle

Codex Scorialensis I R 15, see Manichaean Formula

Codex Theodosianus, see Theodosius 11, Code of

Codex Vaticanus Graecus #3511, see Peter of Sicily, History af the Paulicians;
Peter the Higumen, Treatise of

Cologne, 16

Colosses-Argaous, Paulician church, 114 n. 5, 120

Compendium af Heresies, see John Damascene, St., Compendium

Confession of Faith, see Gagik 11 Bagratuni; Nersés IV Snorhali; Sis, Council of

Confession of Faith 1o Pope Nicholas I, see Photius, Patriarch

Constans I1, Emperor, 46 n. 76, 58 n. 120, 90, 117 and nn. 13-14, 121 n. 34

Constantine [, Emperor, 136

Constantine 1V Pogonatus, Emperor, 46 n. 76, 58, 117 and nn. 13 and 14, 121 n. 34,
122, 149

Constantine ¥V Copronymous (Mammon), Emperor, 31 n. 21, 34, 46 n. 77, 121 n. 34,
122, 123 nn. 38-39, 146, 149, 193, 197, 199

——, accused of Paulicianism, 46 n. 77, 123, 179, 192-193, 200, 202

——, doctrine attributed to, 179 and n. 43

——, legend concerning, 202

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, Emperor, 18 n, 26, 31-32, 77 and nn. 181-183, 79

——, Book of Ceremanies, 32

—, On the Themes, 32

Constantine I’X Monomachus, Emperor, 97

Constanting X Ducas, Emperor, 147

Constantine the Armenian, see Constantine-Silvanus

Constantine the Macedonian, son of Basil I, 57 and n. 118, 58, 73

Constantine-Silvanus, Paulician leader, 58 n. 120, 65, 71 and n. 165, 118, 121 nn. 33-34,
132, 145-146, 177, 183 n. 158

——, befriended by a Syrian deacon, 115, 117, 174

. date of activity of, 90, 115, 117 and nn. 13, 14, 121 n. 34, 132

——, death of, 65, 73 n. 173b, 117 and n. 14, 122, 145-146

——, founder of Byzantine Paulicianism, 58, 62, 64-65, 90, 115-116, 132, 149, 214 n.
147, See also Paul, son of Kallinike

——, founder of the Paulician church of Macedonia, 117

——, revered by his disciples, 65

——, scriptures used by, 174 and n. 127

Constantinople, 30, 32, 34, 60 n. 129, 65-66, 72, 76-77, 86, 99 and n. 67, 117-118, 123,
158, 175176, 179, 182-183, 188, 197, 202, 206, 223-224, 232

——, I Council of (381), 88, 219n. 175, 238

——, Il Council of 553, (Three Chapters), 219, 225

——, Council of 843 (Orthodoxy), 18, 199-201

——, Council of (870), 76

Conybeare, F. C., 25 and n. 59, 80, 96 n. 51, 97, 99 n. 67, 105, 108, 109 n. 103, 110, 132,
135 n. 100, 140 n, 122, 141 and n. 127, 142, 145, 147-148, 152 n. 1, 157, 159-160,
208 n. 116, 209-210, 217, 226

Cosmas the Priest, Treatise against the Bogomils, 76

Councils, see listing by name of city

Cross, the, 56 n. 109, 105, 106 n. 94, 156, 165 and n. 85, 166-167, 171 n. 113, 175-176,
198, 229

——, identified with Christ, see Paulician doctrine, secondary tradition, cross identified
with Christ
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—, rejection of, 41 n. 66d, 105, 165-166, 178, 180. See also Paulician customs, re-
jection of, Orthodox practices, the cross

, use of in times of sickness, see Paulician customs, use of crosses in times of
sickness

Crusader

—, sources on Paulicians, 14, 15 and nn. 6-9, 16 and nn. 10-11, 111 and n. 112,
147 n. 161

——, states, 104

Crusaders, 15 and n. 7, 150

———, relations with Paulicians, see Paulicians, relations with, Crusaders

Curbaran (Kerbogha), 15 n. 6c

Cyril of Alexandria, St., 59 n. 125, 60, 67, 86 n. 20, 188

Cyril, Heresiarch, see Kiurel

Daniel, Bishop of Taron, 221, 222 n. 187

Daniel de Thaurizio (Tabriz), 103 n. 84, 106 and n. 91, 107, 145, 166

, Responsio of, 86 n. 18, 106 and n. 94, 107 n. 95, [11 n. 14, 191 p. 32

David of Tayk* (Tao), Curopalate of Georgia (Iberia), 98, 144 n. 143

Demetrius of Cyzicus, Treatise against the Jacobites, 77 n. 182

Demiurge, see Paulician doctrine, secondary tradition, innovations in, dualism,
Demiurge; Satan

Der Nersessian, Sirarpie, 88 n. 25,91 and n. 31,93 n. 39, 133 n. 87,134

Diakonitzes, Paulician leader, 14 n, 3, 150 n. 170

Dialogue against the Manichaeans, see John Damascene, St.

Digenes Akrites, 33, 130 and n. 74, 183 n. 158

Diccletian, Emperor, 195

Diodorus of Tarsus, 218-219, 222 n. 190, 223, 225

Dionysius Thrax, scholia of, 215

Dioscorus, Heresiarch, 106

Discourse Concerning the Church against Manichaeans who are Paulicians, see Gregory
of Narek

Docetism (docetic christology), 59 n. 123, 159, 167 n. 95, 170, 199-201, 206, 207 and
n. 113, 215. See also Gnostic, doctrine; Manichaean doctrine; Paulician doctrine,
secondary traditions, innovations in, docetic christology

Dillinger, 1. von, 22 and n. 50

Dorylacum, battle of, 15 n. 6a

Doxarioi. 177-178

Dualism (dualist theology), 21, 158, 169, 189, 191, 192 n. 40, 195, 206-207, 210, 215
n. 150. See also Gnostie, doctring; Manichaean, doctrine; Paulician doctrine,
secondary tradition, innovations in, dualism

——, Christian, 19

—, Marcionite, see Marcionites, doctring of

——, Zoroastrian, 192

Dualists, 21 n. 45, 184, 191, 212. See also Dualism

Ducange, C., 17
Ducas, 126
Dulaurier, E., 101-102
Dwin,

. Council of (555), 88-90, 95, 102, 132, 138, 149, 210, 214, 218, 237-238

——y ——, Oath of Union of, 88 and n. 25, 89 and n. 27, 90 and n. 28, 95 and n. 45,
98 n. 61, 102 n. 79, 117 n. 13, 132-133, 139, 146, 157, 165, 167 n. 95, 170 n. 112,
190, 213 n. 145, 216 n. 156, 226, 236-238

——, Council of (719), 94 and n, 40, 139, 149, 210
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——, ——, Canens of, 92 n. 36, 94 and n. 40, 135 and n. 96, 161 n. 50, 165 n. 85, 210
and n. 130

Ebion, Heresiarch, 211

Ebionites, 218

Ecclesiastical Amnals, see Baronius

Eclopa (Tsaurian Code), 58 n. 121, 193, 196. See also Byzantine Empire, anti-heretical
legislation in

Eden, Garden of, 153, 187

Edessa, 71, 220 n. 181, 222, 229 n. 233

Ejmiacin, 108

Ekrthesis, 91

Elect, 228. See also Manichaean, elect; Paulician organization, elect

Etia 1, Kat‘ohkos of Armenia, 92-93

Elias, Prophet, 155

Encyelical Letter for the Year 866, see Photius, Patriarch, Encyclical Letter

Engels, F., 24

England, 16

Enoch, Prophet, 155

Enthusiasts, see Mcssalians

Epaphroditus, see Joseph-Epaphroditus

Ephesus, 72, 128. See also Ephesus-Mopsuestia

~—, Council of (431), 88, 219, 225-226, 238

——, Council of 449 (Latrocinium), 238

Ephesus-Mopsuestia, Paulician church, 114 n. 5, 120

Ephrem, St. (Ephraem Syrus), 103, 113, 135, 205, 220 n. 181

Epicureanism, see Paulicians, identified with, Epicureans

Epiphanius, Against the Heresies, 59 n. 125, 60-61, 67, 102 n. 83, 188, 207-208

Episparis, 61 and n. 131,66, 99, 112, 115and n. 7, 118-119, 122, 123 and n. 41, 137 and
n. 106, 138

“Epitome" of Peter of Sicily, see Peter the Higumen, Trearise, relation to, Peter of
Sicily's History of the Paulicians

Erzincan, 71

Erzurum (Karin, Theodosiopolis), 71, 122 n. 36, 123 nn. 38-39, 138 and n. 115, 146, 224

Escorial library, 36

Eucharist, 41 n. 66¢, 176 n. 135, 197-198. See also Paulician doctring, basic tradition,
rejection of, Orthodox form of sacraments, Eucharist

Euchitai, see Messalians

Eunomians, 195

Euphrates

——, frontier, 13, 39, 53, 76, 124, 127, 131, 135 n. 100. 137 and n. 106 139 146-147
149-150

——, river, 71, 120 n. 31, 192 n. 40, 220

Europe, Western, 13, 16, 18 n. 26, 233

Eustratus of Agaurus, Fita of, 33

Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia Dogmatica, 21 n. 46, 37 and nn, 56 and 57, 50, 54, 79 n,
185, 99 n. 67, 148

Eutyches, Heresiarch, 106, 194 and n. 47

Eve, 155 and n. 21

Evervinus of Steinfeld, 16

Eznik of Kotb, Bishop of Bagrewand, Against the Sects, 82, 191192, 205 and n. 109,
206, 223, 229 n. 233

Ezr, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 91
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Fasts, see Paulician customs, rejection of, Orthodox practices, fasts

Ficker, G., 28, 77 n. 182, 169 n. 108

Filthiness, see, Mciné

Flavian of Antioch, 208 n. 119, 209

Fleury, C., 18 and n. 26

Forgeries, see Peter of Sicily, History of the Pawlicians, authenticity of; Pseudo-
Photius, History of the Manichaeans, authenticity of

“Fortress of Smbat”, see Mananali

France, 16-17

Friedrich, 1., 43-44, 46, 205

Gagik I, King of Armenia, 99

Gagik 11, King of Armenia, 97, 144 n. 145

——, Confession of Faith of, 101, 147-148, 159, 212

Galatia, 219

Gardman, Lord of, 133-134. See also Siroy-Apihi

Garitte, G., 104 n. 86

Genesius, Basileia, 31 and n. 24, 77 n. 183, 128 n. 65, 129 and n. 68, 215

Genesius-Timothy, Paulician leader, 40 n. 64e, 118, 121 nn. 33-34, 135, 145, 183 n. 158

——, death from plague, 118 and n. 21, 121 n. 34, 137

——, disputation with the patriarch, 66, 118 and n. 19, 123, 175-177, 188

——, doctrine of, 67, 175-177

——, —, distortion of, 66 and n. 149, 68 n. 153, 118 n. 19, 175-177

——, founder of the Paulician church of Achaia, 118, 146

——, move to Mananali, 118 and n. 20, 146

== Tivalry with Theodore, 118

Geography attributed to Moses of Xoren, see Moscs of Xoren, pseudo

George the Arab, Letter to the Presbyter Isho, 166 n. 94, 230 n. 241

George the Monk (Georgius Monachus, Georgius Hamartolus), Chronicle, 18 n. 30,
22 n. 53a, 31 and n. 22, 40-41, 46 n. 77, 49, 51 and n, 92, 53-54, 78, 117 n. 13, 123,
171 n. 114, 179, 200, 202

e, Codex Coislinianus # 305, 35 and n. 48, 44-47, 53-54

———, Codex Coislinianus 310, 36 and nn. 49-50, 40-41, 44-47, 51 n. 92, 53.54

——, Codex Scorialensis kb1, 22 n. 53b, 36 and n. 51, 43-47, 45nn. 72and 74, 4%, 51 n.
92, 54, 78, 100 and n. 70, 110 and n, 109, 231

e, ——, additional material in, 44 and n. 71, 45,49 and n. 89, 55, 100 and n. 70,
101 and n. 109, 180

——, ——, doctrine described in, 171 n. 116, 180-182, 213, 231

——, —, evidence of double Paulician tradition in, 46, 180-182

——, date of, 31 n. 22, 48, 50, 53, 78

——, earliest version of, see, *Source P

——, relations with Peter the Higumen, see Peter the Higumen, Treatise

———, shifts in position of Paulician chapter in, 46 and n. 76, 117 n. 13

——, versions of, 35-36, 44-47, 53-54

Georgia (Iberia), 133-134

Georgian Chronicle, The, 131

Georgian Church, relations with Armenia, see Armenian Apostolic Church, relations
with, Georgia

Georgius Monachus Continuatus, Chronicle, 32 and n. 29, 129 n. 68

Gibbon, E., 20 and n. 38, 21

Gieseler, J. K. L., 20-21, 48 n, 85, 50 n. 90¢, 56 n. 104, 63 n. 138, 116, 118 n, 20. 205. 213

Girk® T'lt*og, see, Book of Letters

CGlycas, Michael, Annals, 33, 110 n. 108
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Gnostic

——, doctrine, 21, 164 n. 81, 189, 206-207, 210. See also Dualism; Paulician doctrine,
secondary tradition, gnostic character of

—, sects, 19-20, 23, 192 n. 40, 205-206, 230, 232, See also listing by name

God, #4 n. 71, 65, B3, 135, 152, 155, 156, 158-159, 161-162, 166-167, 169, 173, 177,
179, 180-181, 186-187, 189, 192, 197-200, 207, 211-212. See also Paulician doctrine,
secondary tradition, innovations in, dualism, Heavenly Father

Good God (Lord of Light), see Manichaean, doctrine

Gospels, 29 n. 11, 110, 164, 171 n. 115, 174, 198, 228, 230

Gratian, Emperor, 195

Greece, 16, 214, 222

Greek language, use of in Armenia, 81, 222, 225

Greek legendary king, 103, 112, 131, 136

Greek sources,

——, on Iconoclasm, 34 and n. 41, 197, 203

——, on Manichaeans, 60-61, 67, 68, 73 and n. 173f, 169, 188

——, on Paulicians, 13, 20, 21 n. 46, 22, 26, 27-79, 80, 90, 98-100, 110-111, 113, 130-
131, 133, 135, 137-138, 145-147, 151, 158, 168-169, 172-174, 177, 180, 182-183,
186, 189, 193, 202.204, 212-213, 214 n. 148, 215, 231

——, ——, authentic Paulician works in, 65 and n. 147, 67, 78, 231. See also *Source
A; Sergius-Tychicus, Letters of

—, —, disagreement among, 168

——, ——, historical, 13, 18, 21, 27, 31-33, 67, 77-78, 111, 118 n. 20, 121-131, 147,
168, 174, 179, 182-183, 188. See also listing by author's name

——, —, legendary, see Paulician Jegends

, —, lost, 36, 46 n. 75, 49 n. 89, 55, 64-65. See also *Source A; *Source P;

*Source 8§

, ——, miscellaneous, 27, 33-35. See also listing by author's name

, ——, official documents in, 27-31, 125. See also listing by name

——, ——, polemical works in, 13, 21-22, 27, 31, 35-79, 99, 131, 151, 168-169, 231, Se¢
also listing by author’s name

——, ——, —, Telations to one another, 35-56, 59-68, 73-77, 168

—_— . , stemmara of, 47, 50, 54, 67

——, ———, presumed forgeries in, see Peter Sicily, History of the Paulicians, authenticity
of; Pseudo-Photius, History of the Manichaeans; authenticity of

——, ———, relations to

—, ——, ——, Armenian sources, see Armenian sources on Paulicians, apparent
contradiction of Greek sources

e, ——, , Key of Truth, see, Key of Truth, material found in Greek sources

Greeks, 105, 106 n. 94, 147

Grégoire, H., 22 n. 51, 38 and n. 60, 40-41, 47, 48 and nn. 54-85, 50, 56 and n. 106,
57, 61, 63 n. 138, 68-69, 71 n. 165, 73 n. 170, 75 and n. 175, 114 and n. 5, 116, 117 n.
13, 118 n. 21, 119 n. 23, 121 and n. 34, 126 n. 52, 132, 204 n. 102, 205

Gregory 1 the llluminator, St., Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 92, 217, 221, 223-224, 230

——, house of, loyal to Byzantium, 223-224

Gregory 11 Vkayesér, Kat‘otikos of Armenia, 86

Gregory Asbestas, Bishop of Syracuse, *Life of the Pairiarch Methodius, see Methodius,
Patriarch

Gregory of Katzwan, Heresiarch, 167, 175

Gregory Magistros, Dux of Mesopotamia and Vaspurakan, 97, 98 and n. 61, 99-101,
138 n. 115, 139, 140, 141 and n. 128, 142-143, 144 and n. 145, 150, 158, 160-161,
163-164, 166, 185 n. 165, 189, 191, 213, 223, 227

——, acquaintance with Greek sources, 99 and nn. 65 and 67, 100-101, 158
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—, disagreement with Armenian sources, 158-159, 164

———, Letter to the Syrian Kat‘olikos, 95 n. 47, 96, 98, 100, 139 and n. 117, 147, 148 n.
169, 213 n. 145, 212

—, Letter 1o the T ondrakeci, 98, 203

——, Letters, 98, 158

Gregory of Narek, St., 85 n, 15,96-97, 98 and n. 61, 99, 109 n. 103, 159-163, 165

, Discourse Concerning the Church against the Manichaeans who are Paulicians,
96-97, 162, 203

—, Letter to the Abbot of Kéaw, 96-97, 143 and n. 137

——, philhellenism of, 98-99, 101

Gregory of Tat'ew, Treatise against the Manichaeans, 107 n. 96, 191

Grigor, Armenian heretical monk, 133-134, 165

Grigor Mamikonean, 136-138 and n. 115

Grigor, martyr, se¢ Manaérhi-Ra2ik

al-Hadi, Caliph, 193

Hamayk*, church of, 144

Harnack, A. von, 23 n. 56, 205

Hauran, 228

Heavenly Father (Lord of the Future), see Paulician doclrine, secondary traditions,
innovations in, dualism, Heavenly Father

Heavenly Jerusalem, see Mary, St.

Heraclius, Emperor, 91, 119

Heresiarchs, worship of, 143 n. 137, 162, 167, 175, 184, 211-212, 215

Heretical beliefs, see listing by name of sect

Heretics, see listing by name of sect

Hermas, The Shepherd of, 228 and n. 227

Hesu (Isaiah, Joshua), Armenian heretical monk, 133 and n. 86, 134, 164

Hieria, Council of, Canans, 197-198

Histoire anonyme de la premiére croisade, 15 nn. 6-9

Histories, see listing by name of author

Holy Apostles, Church of, 202

Holy Land, 104, 111

Holy Spirit, 88, 152-155, 157 n. 29, 189 n. 24, 190 n. 25, 195, 217, 220

Hromklay, 101 and nn. 74-75

Hiibschmann, H., 208, 221

Ibas of Edessa, 219 and n. 176

Iberia, see Georgia

Ibn-al-Athir, 111

leonoclasm, 105, 156, 164-167, 178, 197-204. See also Iconoclastic doctrine; Icon-
oclasts; Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, iconoclasm of

——, in Alovania, see Alovanian heretics

——, in Armenia, 91, 105, 106 and n. 94, 133-134, 164-165, 165 n. 85, 166 and n. 94,
167, 177, 198, 203, 206-207, 230 and n. 241

——, in Byzantium, 34, 123, 125, 176-178, 183, 197-202, 206-207, 232

——, condemnation of 197-199

——, early Christian, 229

——, identified with

——, ——, Manichaeanism, 18, 98 n. 61, 99, 188-189, 194, 200-204, 215. See also
Manichaean, doctrine, toleration of images

——, ——, Monophysitism, 194, 197
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——, ——, Nestorianism, 197
e, —-— Paul of Samosata, 215
——, ——, Paulicianism, see Paulicians, identified with Iconoclasts

——, imputed to the Armenian Apostolic Church, see in Armenia

———\ Muslim, 204 and n. 100

——, sources on, see Greek sources on [conoclasm; Nersés Snorhali; Vrt‘angs Kert‘ol

Iconoclastic

——, doctrine, 35, 134, 164 n. 81, 197-203, 206. See also Iconoclasm

——, ——, docetic denial of the Incarnation, 198-202, 203, 207

——, ——, dualist rejection of martter, 198-200, 206-207

——, emperors, see listing by name

———, =, favor shown to Paulicians by, see Paulician history, favor of Iconoclastic
emperors; see also listing by name;

, party, see lconoclasts

—y Writings, 197

Iconoclasts, 34, 99, 106, 134, 162, 164 n. 81, 165, 178 and n. 138, 188, 194, 198, 200-
204, 206-207, 215, 232-233, See also lconoclasm

Iconodules, 35, 188, 199, 202, 207. See also Nersés Snorhali; Vrttanés Kfertol; John
Damascene

——, doctrine of, 125, 198-201, 203

Ignatius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 76

Ignatius the Deacon, Life of Nicephorus Patriarch, see Nicephorus, Patriarch

Images, 90, 105, 106 n. 94, 167, 178, 189, 197-200, 203, 229. See also Iconoclasm

Imperial army, see Byzantine Empire, army of

Imperial lands, see Byzantine Empire

Incarmation, 56 n. 109, 159, 170, 173, 186, 192, 198-201, 203, 207 and n, 113. See also
Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, Adoptionist christology, Christ a creature

Inéiean, L., 135

Institutes, see Mosheim, J. L.

loannisyan, A. G., 143 and nn. 137, 139, 148 n. 169

Irene, Empress, 73 n. 173a, 119, 121 n. 34, 123, 197, 199

Isaac “Kat'olikos™, 104 and n. 86, 105, 106 and n. 89, 159, 161, 166

——, Orations, 104 n. 86, 105

Isaiah, see Hesu

Isaurian dynasty, see listing by emperor’s name

Islam, 184, 204 n. 101, 232, See also Muslims

[taly, 13, 150 n. 170

Iuzbashian, K. N., 76 n, 176,96 n. 51,99 n, 67, 100 n. 72, 124 n. 47, 170 n. 112, 171 n.
116

Jacob of Hark®, Bishop, 143

Jerusalem, 73 n. 171, 106 n. 94

——, Heavenly, see Mary, 5t., identified with the Heavenly Jerusalem

Jesus, see Christ

Jews, 183 n. 158, 200, 211, 213

Joachim, Bishop of Gardman, 92

John the Baptist (the Precursor), St., 152, 217,229

——, monastery of, 222, 224

John Chrysostom, St., 113 n. 3

John Damascene, St., 34 and n. 43, 38 n. 60, 99, 177, 182, 198-199, 203, 204 and n. 101

——, Compendium of Heresies, 34, 102 and nn. 82-83, 177-178, 179 and n. 140, 208 n.
119. See also Book of Heretics

——, Dialogue against the Manichaeans, 34
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——, Oration on Holy Images against Constantine V, 34

—, Three Apologetic Dialogues on Holy Images, 34, 198-200

John the Theologian, St., Church of, 72-73

John I Tsimisces, Emperor, 130, 147, 150

John I Mandakuni, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, Call 10 Repentance, 87 and n. 24, 131, 210,
216 n. 156

John II Gabelean, Kat‘ofikos of Armenia, 87

——, Letter 1o Alovania, 87,95 n. 45, 133 n. 89

——, Lerrer ro Siunik*, 87, 102, 237

John III of Bagaran, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 102 n. 79, 140 n. 119, 142

John IV of Qjun (Imasteser), St., Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 22 and n. 50, 90 n. 28c, 94,
95 and nn. 44-46, 103 n. 84, 107 n. 95, 122 n. 36, 132-137, 139-140, 141 n. 127, 142,
149, 161, 165, 167 and n. 95, 177, 192, 203, 200-210, 213, 226, 237

—— Corpus Juris, 95

——, Oratio Synodalis, 94, 160-161

——, Sermon against the Paulicians, 94-95, 98 n. 61, 165, 203

——, Sermon against the Phantasiasts, 95 n. 44, 159

John V of Ovayk®, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 140-141, 141 n. 128, 142-143, 147

John VI the Historian, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 140-141

John, the Abbot, Armenian heretic, 145

John, Bishop of Kapalak, 92

John Mamikonean, Histery of Taron, 84

John Mayragomegi, 90 n. 28b, 91 and n. 33, 92,93 and n. 39, 133-134, 134 n. 91, 164, 226

——, Letter to David of Mec Kolmank*, 91 and n. 32, 92, 133, 160, 164

John, son of Kallinike, Paulician Leader, 58, 61-62, 65, 69, 73 n. 173b, 112, 113 n. 3,
114-115, 115 nn, 6-8, 116 and n. 10, 174 n. 127, 214 and n. 148

John, Sparharios, 31, 39. See also Chrysocheir

Jordan River, 157 n. 29, 161

Joseph 1 of Hologim, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 82

Joseph-Epaphroditus, Paulician leader, 66 and n. 150, 73 n. 173d, 116 n. 10, 118-119,
121 nn. 33-34, 123, 137-138, 183 and n. 158, 184

——, flight from the Muslim, 73 n. 173d, 118-119, 137-138

~——, founder of the Paulician church of Philippi, 119 and n. 23

——, mistakenly called “hireling’™, 66 and n. 150, 119 n. 22

——, reception at Episparis, 66, 119

——, rivalry with Zacharias, 118

——, settlement at Antioch of Pisidia, 119, 137-138

Joshua, see Hesu

Jrkay, 135 and n. 100

Julian of Halicarnassus, Heresiarch, 94

Just God, see Marcionites, doctrine of

Justin I, Emperor, 196

Justinian I, Emperor, 196, 237

——, Code of, 196

Justinian 11, Emperor, 58 and n. 120, 65, 118, 121 n. 34, 122, 149

Justus, disciple of Constantine-Silvanus, 65, 117, 183 n. 157

Kainochoritai, see Koinochoritai

Ktalert‘akan (Bloodthirsty), 112, 130-131, 136, 188 n. 16

K*alirt® (Batmansuyu, Sidma, Sit‘it'ma), 103 n. 84, 130 and n. 77, 131, 135 and n. 100,
227 n. 223

Kallinike, Manichaean woman, 58, 61 and n. 131, 112, 115, 213, 214 and n. 148

K‘airt*, legendary prince, 131
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Karbeas, Paulician leader, 33 and n. 38, 39, 43 n. 68, 57, 59, 67, 71, 73 and n. 173d, 78,
120 and n. 31, 121, 125 and n. 49, 126-128, 130, 183 n. 158, 188

——, copperation with Omar of Melitene, 126, 128, 184

——, date of flight, 125-127, 127 n, 57, 131 n, 78

——, imperial officer, 39 and n. 62, 126-127, 183 n. 158

——, probable death at Poson, 32 n. 27, 39n. 62, 128

——, settlement at Tephriké, 120 n. 31, 126, 128, 184

Karin, see Erzurum

K&aw, heretical abbot of, 96, 143, 163, See also Gregory of Narek, Letter to the Abbot
of Kéaw

Kerbogha, see Curbaran

Key of Truth, the, 96, 108-111, 151, 228

. authentic Paulician source, 25 n. 59, 108-110, 151, 167

———, date of, 96, 108-110, 111 n. 111

——, doctrine of, 108, 109 and n. 103, 110 n. 107, 151-157, 172 and n. 121, 173, 180,
189-190, 212, 219. See also Adoptionist doctrine

——, —, similar to Paulician doctrine, 108-110, 139, 152. See also Paulician doc-
trine, basic tradition

-, . supported by Armenian sources, 109 and n. 103, 110, 151, 156-157, 232

——, language and style of, 109 and n. 103, 226

——, manuscript of, 108 and n. 100, 109, 145

———, material of found in Greek sources, 110 and nn. 107-109

Khavadh I, King of Persia, 196 n. 62, 237

Kibossa, 117, See also Macedonia-Kibossa

“Kind Stranger™, see Marcionites, doctrine of

Kirakos of Ganjak, History, 102, 143, 190

Kiuret (Cyril), T*ondrakei leader, 143

K*limar, 130

Koinochoritai (Kainochoritai, Kunochoritai), 45 n, 74a, 51, 63 n. 138, 99 and n. 67,
147 n. 160. See also Laodicaea-Koinochorion

Koloneia, 62 n. 136, 65, 73 n. 173b, 117, 119 n. 27, 126 and n. 53, 145-146

——, bishop of, 117, 145-146

Koriun, Life of Saint Mesrop, 82. See also Mesrop, St., Vita of

Krikoraches, 137, 138 and n. 115

Krum, Khan of Bulgaria, 202

Krumbacher, K., 32 and 32 n. 26, 56 n. 104

Kumbrikios, see Mani

Kunochoritai, see Koinochoritai

Kyrion, Kat‘olikos of Georgia, 134, 145, 191

Lampetians, 208

Laodicaea-Koinochorion, Paulician church of, 51, 68 n. 153, 114 n. 5, 119 and n. 27,
124, 146. See also Koinochoritai

Latin sources on Paulicians, 13-17. See also listing by author’s name

Lazar, T*ondrake¢i leader, 143

Lazar of Ptarpi, 84, 156-157, 191, 203, 208-209, 213

—, Letrer to Vahan Mamikonean, 84, 208, 226

Le Beau, 18 and n. 30

Legends, see Paulician legends

Leo III the Isaurian, Emperor, 38 n. 60, 118, 121 n. 34, 122-123, 125, 176, 188, 193, 200

Leo V, Emperor, 58, 124-125

Leo VI, Emperor, 57 and n. 118, 58, 69 73

Leo Grammaticus, 32
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Leo the Montanist, Heresiarch, 119, 174, 215 n. 150

Letters, see listing by author's name

+ewond, Vardapet, History, 85, 123 n. 38, 136, 137 n. 109, 138 and nn. 114-115, 146

Lipshits, E. E., 24 n. 58, 38 n. 60, 39 n. 62, 46 n. 75, 63 n. 138, 124 n. 47

Lives, see listing by name of subject

Lizix (Selix, Zelikians), “Manichaean™ a secrefis, 34 and n. 40, 127 n. 58, 179-180, 183

Loos, M., 38 n. 60, 39n. 62,44 n. 70, 45n. 72, 48 and n. 85, 49 and n. 89, 70 and n. 159,
73 and n. 173¢, 214 n. 148

Lost sources on Paulicians, 46 and n. 75, 55. See also Ananias, Abbot of Narek,
*Treatise against the T'ondrakecf; Greek sources, on Paulicians, lost; *Source A,
*Source P; *Source S

Macarius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, Lefter 1o the Armenians, 81 and nn. 3-4, 230

Macarius of Pelecletes, Fira of, 33, 125 and n. 48

Macedonia-Kibossa, Paulician church, 117, 146

Macedonian dynasty, 13, 57, 111, 128 n. 60. See also listing by emperor’s name

Macedonius, 194

al-Mahdi, Caliph, 193

Maimbourg, L. de, History of lconoclasm, 18

Mamikonean family, 224, See also listing by name

Mammon, see Constantine V

al-Ma*miin, Caliph, 142

Manacrhi-Razik, Grigor, 89, 102 n. 79

Mananali, 71 and nn. 164-165, 115-116, 118, 137 n. 106, 143-144, 146, 150, 176-177.
See also Achaia-Mananali

Manazkert, 106, 107 n. 95, 143 and n. 137

——, Council of (725-726), 94, 111, 223

Mani (Kumbrikios), 20, 28, 56, 59 n. 126, 60-61, 97, 100 and n. 69, 116, 137, 168,
171 n. 116, 136-187, 189, 191-192, 194, 203, 208 n. 117, 215

——, acknowledged as the Paraclete, 187, 189 and n. 24

——, disputation with Archelaus of Kaikar, 57 and n. 116, 60-61, 190-191, 217

———, doctring of, see Manichaean, doctrine

——, Epistle of Mani, 190

——, Gospel of Mani, 190

———, pun on name of, 14 n. 4

Manichaean

— auditors, 187, 195

, customs, 28 and n. 10, 187-188, 192, See also Paulician customs

———, doctrine (Manichaeanism), 21, 28, 56, 60 n. 129, 61, 97, 99, 107 n. 96, 168, 174,
186-190, 200-202, 210, 212, 216, 233. See also Paulician doctrine

—, ——, asceticism of, 28 n. 10, 187-188

e, ——, attitude toward Orthodox Scriptures in, 28 n. 10, 187

——, ——, docetic christology of, 103 n. 84, 167 n. 95, 186, 200, 203, 215, See also
Daocetism

——, ——, dualism of, 17, 107 n. 96, 186, 192. See also Dualism; dualism of

—_— , ——, Good God, Lord of Light, 186-187

—, ==, ——, Lord of Evil, 186-187

e, e, TEjection of matter, 186-188, 200. See also Matter

——, ——, metempsychosis in, 28 n. 10, 187-188

——, ——, pacifism of, 187-188. See also Paulician customs, military; activity
——, —, rejection of Orthodox sacraments in, 187-188

——, ——, toleration of images in, 188-189, 201. See also Paulician docirine, basic

tradition, iconoclasm of
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——, ——, unaltered, 190

——, elect, 187, 195

——, hierarchy, 187

——, leaders, 28, 65

——, manuscripts, 189

—, sects, 17, 23, 76, 187, 188 n. 16, 190

——, women, see Kallinike; Sergius-Tychicus, taught by a Manichaean woman

“Manichaean™,

——, general term of opprobrium, 19, 28 n, 6, 34 and n. 41, 76, 158 n, 31, 179, 193-
197, 201-202

——, legal meaning of, 195 and n. 55, 196-197, 201, 231. See also Byzantine Empire,
anti-heretical legislation in

—, synonym for

, ——, Iconoclasts, see Iconoclasts, identified with Manichaeans

———, ———, Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with Manichaeans

Manichaean Formula, 21 n. 46, 27 and n. 1b, 28 and n. 6, 29 and on. 11 and 13, 43 n.
68, S0, 54, 79, 121 and n. 32, 170 n, 111, 173 and n. 124, 181-183, 216, 231

——, Codex Regius # 1818,27n_2b,29

——, Codex Scorialensis I R 15,27 n. 2b, 29

e, doctrine described in, 168

——, evidence of double Paulician doctring in, 29, 46, 181-183. See also Paulician
doctrine, double tradition present in Byzantium

——, relation to other sources, 28 and n. 10, 29 and nn. 11 and 13. See also Greek
sources on Paulicians, Sremmara of

Manichaeanism, see Manichaean, doctrine

Manichaeans

——, authentic, 27 n. I, 28 and n. 6, 107 n. 96, 169, 186-193, 200, 204, 205 n. 109

———, death penalty against, 58 n. 121, 193, 195-196. See also Byzantine Empire, anti-
heretical legislation of; Sasanids, Manichacans persecuted by

, distinguished from Armenian heretics, see Armenian “nameless heresy”, distin-
guished from Manichaeanism

——, identified with

—, ——, Arewordik®, 101, 191-192

——, ——, Iconoclasts, see Iconoclasts, identified with Manichaeans

——, ———, Monophysites, 194-195

e, =, Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with Manichaeans

——, persecution of, see death penalty against

——, presence of in Armenia, 101, 190-192, 206

Manuel I Comnenus, Emperor, 101

Marcellus of Ancyra, Heresiarch, 219

Marcionites, 21 and n. 44, 23, 82, 194, 205 and n. 109, 232

———, doctrine of, 21, 205. See also Dualism

——, identified with Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with Marcionites

. presence in Armenia, 205

Marcus Aurelius, Emperor, 228

Maré, heretical woman, 103 n. 84, 112

Mariés, L., 82 n. 7, 205

Markwart, J., 103 n. 84, 130 n. 77

Marriage, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, rejection of, Orthodex form of
sacraments, marriage

Martin, E. 1., 123 n. 38, 202

Mary, St., 29 n. 11, 56 n. 109, 110, 154, 163, 175, 180-182, 194, 201, 207, 217

——, identified with the Heavenly Jerusalem, 42 n. 67, 163, 173 n, 123, 175-176, See also
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Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, Mary, 8t., identified with the Heavenly Jerusalem

——, not recognized as the Theotokos, 59 n. 123, 73 n. 173e, 157, 170 n. 111, 173,179
and n. 143, 181, 194, 207 n. 113, 211, 217, 229. See also Paulician doctrine, basic
tradition, Mary, St., not recognized as the Theotokos

——, not a virgin after Christ's birth, 211. See also Paulician doctrine, basic tradition,
Mary, St., not a virgin after Christ’s birth

Mary, Mother of Constantine V, 179

al-Mas‘@idl, 107 n. 95, 111 and n. 114, 128 n. 62, 212213

Matal, 156, 163, 229

Matenadaran, collection of Manuscripts, 7, 85 n. 15, 102

——, MS #687, 102 and nn. 81 and 83, 239. See also Book of Heretics

—, MS #795, 92 n, 36, 210 and n. 129, See also Dvin, Council of 719, Canons

—, MS #3681, 102 and nn. 81 and 83, 103 n. 84, 239-240, See also Book of Heretics

Matter, 186, 191, 197-198, 200

, Tejection of, 188, 198.201, 207. See also Paulician doctrine, basic tradition,
iconoclasm of, rejection of matter

Matthew of Edessa (Matt'eos Urhaegi), Chronicle, 101, 148, 230

Maximinus Daia, 220

Maximus, heretic, 217

Mayragomegi, see John Mayragomegi

Mchin (Nisibis), 88, 220 n. 181

Meing (Meéur‘iun), 82-83, 205 n. 109, 207, 208 and n. 117, 209 and n. 123, 210, 214

, identified with

—, ~——, Messalians, see Messalians, identified with mciné

) ,» Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with mclné

Meillet, A., 109 n. 103, 221

Melik-Bashian, S. R., 24 n. 58, 145 n. 151, 206 n. 111, 209

Melitene (Malatya), 120 and n. 28, 122 and n. 36

——, Emir of, 114 n. 5, 120, 122 n. 36, 124-126, 128, 193

Melito, Bishop of Sardis, 228

Men as potential Christs, see Adoptionist, doctrine, men as potential Christs

Meriapuh, Bishop of the Mamikonean, 88-89

Magallaydné, 208. See also meiné

Mesopotamia, 13, 97-98, 144, 150

Mesrop, St., 81, 84, 222 and n. 190, 225n. 213,229 n. 233

——, Vira of, 218 and n. 171

Messalians (Enthusiasts, Euchitai), 82, 177, 206 n, 111, 207, 208 and n. 119, 209

——, beliefs and customs of, 208 and n. 120, 209 and n. 122

———, identified with

——, ——, mciné, 207-208, 210

——, ——, Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with Messalians

Metempsychosis, see Manichaean, doctrine, metempaychosis in

Methodius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 54

. *Vita of, 34

Metrophanes of Smyrna, 38 n. 60

Miaban (Ter Mkrttschian, G.), Book of Heretics, 22 n. 53¢, 102 n. Bl, 145 n, 151, See
also Book of Heretics

Michael I, Emperor, 53 n. 98, 58, 124-125

Michael II, Emperor, 124-125

Michael ITI, Emperor, 32 n. 27, 57 n. 118, 125 n. 48, 126, 128 and n. 60, 201

Michael, Kat‘olikos of Alovania, 92-94

Michael the Syrian, Chronicle, 111, 122 n. 36, 217, 222

Migne, J. B., 36 and n. 52, 55 n. 102, 62 n. 134
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MJusik, Persian physician, 142, 148 n. 169

Moeller, C. R., 59 and nn. 124-125, 60, 62 n. 135

Monarchianism, 211-213

Monophysites, 46 n. 77, 123 n. 38, 194-195, 197

Montanists, 58 nn. 120-121, 193, 215 n. 150, 228. See also Leo the Montanist

Montanus, Heresiarch, 215. See also Montanists

Moses, Prophet, 155, 158

Moses I1, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 91, 102 n. 79

Moses of Kalankatuk® (Dasxuran¢i), History of Alovania, 91-92, 230

Moses of Xoren, History of Armenia, 84-85

, Pseudo-, Geography, 130 and n. 77

Mosheim, J. L., Institutes, 19 and nn. 35-37, 21

Muralt, E., 36

Muratori, L, A, 18

Muslim

———, iconoclasm, see Iconoclasm, Muslim

——, persecution of Manichaeans, 193, 204

Muslims (Arabs), 14-15, 33 n. 38, 106 nn. 94-95, 111, 123 a. 38, 131, 135, 137, 138 n.
115, 139, 143, 145-146, 149-150, 193, 200, 204, 233. Dee also Islam

, relations with the Paulicians, see Paulician history, relations with Muslims

Mzxit'ar of Ayrivank®, Hisrory, 102, 141, 190

Nablus, see Neapolis

an-Madim, 190

Marek, monastery of, 98. See also Ananias of Narek ; Gregory of Narek, St.

Neander, A., 22 and n. 49

Meapolis (Mablus), 15 n. 6

Neo-Caesarea, 114 n. 5, 119 n, 27

——, bishop of, see Thomas of Neo-Caesarea

Nersés 1, St,, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 132, 223-225

——, Vita of, 82, 224

Mersés 11 of AStarak, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 88-90, 117 n. 13, 132-133, 167, 237

Nersés 111 the Builder, Katolikos of Armenia, 117 n. 13, 132-133

Mers&s 1V Snorhali (Clajensis), St., Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 101 and n. 74, 106, 139,
144, 166, 191, 209

——, Confession of Faith of, 101, 105, 147-148

——, Letters of, 101, 191 n. 32

——, Pastoral Epistle of, 160

Nersés Balientes, 106

——, Libellum of, 106 and nn. 90 and 94

“Mestorian™ as pejorative synonym for Orthodox, 86 n. 20, 146, 165

Nestorians, 85, 86 and n. 20, 87-89, 145, 233

, found in

——, ——, Alovania, 133 n. 89

——, ——, Armenia, 85, 86 and n. 20, 87-89, 190, 218, 222 and n. 190, 223 n. 196, 233

——, ——, —— doctrine of, 157 n. 29, 179 n. 143, 207 n. 113, 219-220, See also
Adoptionist, doctrine

——, ——, ——, identified with Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with, Nestorians

——, ——, Persia, 87, 89, 218, 233

——, ——, Syria, 87, 190, 218, 222, 223 n. 196, 233

Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople and Heresiarch, 88, 97, 165, 194

——, relationship with Paul of Samosata, 218 nn. 168 and 171, 219
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Nicaea, 72, 128

——, I Council of (325), 81 n. 4, 88, 220, 223

e, e, Canion XIX, 216

——, I Council of (787), 197, 199.200

Micephorus I, Emperor, 123

Micephorus, Patriarch of Constantinople, 99, 123 n. 38, 124, 194, 201, 204
——, Antirrhesis ( Refutatio), 199, 201 n. 85

——, Breviarium, 31 n. 21, 122 n. 35

——, Three Treatises against Constantine V, 34

——, Vita of, 34, 199

Micephorus Phocas the Elder, General, 14 n. 3, 150 n. 170
Nicetas Choniates, works of, 34, 180 n, 144

Nicholas Mysticus, Patriarch of Constantinople, Letter of, 33
Nicomedia, 72, 128

Nihorak, Persian viceroy of Armenia, 89, 238

Misibis, see Mcbin

Mormans in Italy, 14

Np'rkert (Miyafarkin), 130

Oath af Union, see Dvin, Council of 554, Oarh of Union of

Octavius Caesar, see Augustus, Emperor

Old Testament, 28 n. 10, 164 and n. 164, 187, 191 n. 33, See also Paulician doctrine,
secondary tradition, innovations in, rejection of, Old Testament

Olympias, Queen of Armenia, 223

Omar of Melitene, see Melitene, Emir of

On the Themes, see Constantine V11 Porphyrogenitus, On the Themes

Oratio Synodalis, see John 1V of Qjun, Oratio Synodalis

Oration on Holy Images against Constantine V, see John Damascene, St., Oration

Orations against the Armenians, see Isaac “Kat‘olikos”, Orations

Qriental patriarchs, 199

Oriental sources on Paulicians, 111, See also listing by author’s name

Origen, 198, 228

Orléans, heretics in, 16 n. 13

Orthodox,

-, clergy, see Armenian Apostolic Church, clergy; Byzantine Empire, clergy

——, community, see Christians

-——, sacraments, rejected, see Manichaean, doctrine, rejection of Orthodox sacraments;
Paulician doetrine, basic tradition, rejection of, Orthodox form of sacraments

Orthodoxy, 44, 60 n. 129, 87, 92-93, 100, 102, 158, 169, 175-179, 217, 228-229. See also
Christian faith

——, Armenian, see Armenian Apostolic Church, doctrine of

——, Byzantine, see Byzantine Empire, Church

———, claim of, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of, claim to be true
Christians

——, Coungil of, see Constantinople, Council of 843

——, re-establishment of, 18, 53-54, 64, 78, 123, 126, 149, 193,201, 206, 233

Pagan customs in Armenia, see Armenia, survival of pagan customs in
Panoplia Dogmatica, see Euthemius Zigabenus

Pap, King of Armenia, 222 n. 190, 224-225

Paraclete, 175, 187, 189 and n. 24

Parakondakes, Exarch, 119, 124
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Passion, the, 154, 163. See also Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of, in
interpretation of, Passion

Paul, St., 20 n. 38, 21 n. 44, 37 n. 57,65, 73 n. 1734, 117, 119 n. 24, 171 n. 115, 213, 228

Paul, son of Kallinike, Paulician leader, 58, 61 n. 131, 65, 69, 73 n. 173b, 112, 113 n.
3, 114, 115 and nn. 6-8, 116 and n. 10, 174 n. 127, 213, 214 and nn. 147-148

Paul the Armenian, Paulician leader, 115 n. 6,118 and n. 17, 121 nn. 33-34, 122, 131
n. 78, 135, 145, 183 n. 158, 214 n. 148

Paul of Samosata, Bishop of Antioch and Heresiarch, 139, 181 n, 153, 210-213, 214
and n. 148, 215-216, 218-220, 228, 230

——, accused of Judaizing, 211, 213

——, ancestor of the Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with, Paul of Samosata

——, doetrine of, 210-212, 218-219. See also Adoptionist, doctrine

——, ——, Adoptionist christology of, 211-212, 215, 218 n. 168, 219 n. 177

, ——, claim to be potential Christ, 211-212

ey ——, Monarchianism of, see Monarchianism

——, relation to other heretics, 210-211, 218 and n. 171, 219 and nn. 176-177, 220

——, worshiped by congregation, 211-212, 215. See also Heresiarchs, worship of

Paul of Taron, Lerters, 98 n. 61, 101 and n. 74, 144, 159, 162, 166, 191 and n. 33, 230

Paulianism, ree Paulinians

Paulician capital, see Tephrikg

Paulician churches, see Paulician organization, churches

Paulician customs, 28, 35, 43, 51-52, 85 n. 15, 95 n. 46, 105-106, 110, 139, 158, 162,
188, 229-230. See also Manichaean, customs; Paulician doctrine

———, deceitfulness, see Paulician doctrine, hidden

——, imitation of Christ's Passion, 154, 162-163

——, military activity, 126, 188. See also Manichaean doctrine, pacifism in; Paulician
history, military expeditions against Byzantium

——, rejection of,

——, ——, cross, see Orthodox practices, the cross

. , intercession of saints, see Qrthodox practices, intercession of saints

——\ —, Mani, 19, 100 and n. 69, 116, 168, 171 n. 116, 214 n. 147, 215

———, ——, Orthodox clergy, 41 n. 66, 56 n. 109, 110 n, 107c, 155-156, 161, 163, 166,
172, 176 n. 135, 177-178

ey ——, Orthodox practices, 155-156, 160-161, 163-164, 166, 172 and n. 121

——, ——, ——, asceticism, 155-157, 173, 178, 188-189, 232, See also Manichaean,
doctrine, asceticism of ; Paulicians, accused of immorality

——, —— ——, auricular confession, 155, 163, 167

ey e, —, baptism, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, baptism

——, ——, ——, baptismal font, 160-161, 230

-, ——, ——, churches, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, church as com-
munity of faithful

——, ——, ——, Cr0s$, the, 41 n. 66d, 56 n. 109, 110 n. 107b, 156, 165-166, 170,
171 and nn. 113-114, 173, 176-178, 188, 229, 231. See also use of crosses in times
of sickness (below); Paulician doctrine, secondary tradition, cross identified with
Christ in

~——y —, ——, Eucharist, see Paulician docirine, basic tradition, rejection of,
Orthodox form of sacraments, Eucharist

—_ s , fasts, 20 n. 11, 155, 157, 163, 167, 173 and n. 124. See also rejection
of, asceticism (above)

—, ——, ——, images, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, iconoclasm of

——y ——, —, intércession of saints, 102 n. 83, 155-156, 164 n. 74, 167

—, ——, ——, maraf, 156, 163, 229

——, ——, ——, prayers for the dead, 102 n. 83, 163, 164 and n. 74
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—, —, Paul of Samosata, 116, 214 n. 147, 215, See also Paulicians identified
with, Paul of Samosata

~——, use of crosses in times of sickness, 42 n. 67, 73 n. 173c. See also rejection of,
Orthodox practices, cross (above)

Paulician doctrine, 13, 22, 28, 30, 35-36, 41 and n. 66, 43, 46, 51-52, 55, 56 and n. 109,
60, 66 and n. 149, 67, 80-81, 85, 96-97, 101, 102 n. 83, 105, 108, 110, 115, 133, 139
145, 151-185, 188, 228, 231-233, See also Adoptionist, doctrine; Manichaean, doc-
trine; Paulician customs

—, acceptance of Orthodox Scriptures, see basic tradition, orthodoxy of, acceptance
of, Orthodox Scriptures

—m—, Adoptionism of, see basic tradition, Adoptionist christology

——, Armenian, see basic tradition

———, basic (Armenian) tradition, 151-167, 172-173, 177-178, 180, 182-185, 186, 190,
206, 230, 231-233. See also secondary (Byzantine) tradition (below)

——, ——, absence of docetism and dualism in, 158-159, 164, 167, 172-173, 177-
180, 182-185, 204, 206, 212, 233. See also secondary tradition, Gnostic character
of (below); Paulicians, distinguished from Gnostics

——, ——, Adoptionist christology of, 25, 211-213, 218, 231-233. See also Adoptionist
doctrine; secondary tradition, innovations in, docetic christology (below)

-—, ——, ——, Christ

—_— ——, ——, ——, adopled, see a creature (below)

—, ———, ——, ——-, a0 angel, 45, 180-181

-\ ——, ——., ——, a creature (Jesus, son of Mary), 152-154, 156-157, 159-160,
166, !73 I?9-135 139 207, 212. See also Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature;
secondary tradition, innovations in, dogetic christology (below)

—, ——, ——, men as potential Christs, 143 n. 137, 154, 156, 161-162, 166, 185,
212. See also Adoptionist, doctrine, men as potential Christs

——, ——, baptism, 89. See also, secondary tradition, innovations In, symbolic
interpretation of sacraments, baptism (below)

—, ——, ——, main sacrament in, 152-157, 159-161, 166, 188-189, 212, 228, 232

—, ——, ——, Orthodox form rejected, see rejection of, Orthodox form of sacra-
ments, baptism (below)

—, ——, —, reserved for adults, 153, 156, 160-161, 166, 173

. , chnsmlogy, see Adoptionist christology

—e—, ——, church as community of faithful, 162, 177, 178 and n. 139

——, ——, claim to be true Christians, see orthodoxy of, claim to be true Christians
(below)

e, =, different from secondary tradition, see secondary tradition, innovations
in (below)

——, ——, disappearance of in Byzantium, 183-185. See also presence of in Byzantium
(below)

e, = Eucharist, see rejection of, Orthodox form of sacraments, Eucharist
(below)

» t] , 164 and n, 81,
165-167, 171 n. 114, 173, 176-178, 185, 188-189, 201-204, 206-207, 228-230, 231-232.
See also Manichaean, doctrine, toleration of images in; Paulician customs, rejection
of Orthodox practices, the cross; Paulicians identified with, Iconoclasts

——, ——, ——, rejection of matter, 166, 170, 171 n. 114, 207. See also Matter

e, —— Incarnation, see Adoptionist christology, Christ, a creature

. St., 41 n. 66b, 56 n. 109. See also Mary, St

——, ——, —, blessing of transferred to the faithful, 110
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——, ——, —, identified with the Heavenly Jerusalem, 41 n. 66b, 42 n. 67, 66
n. 149, 163, 170, 175-176

—, ——, ——, not recognized as the Theotokos, 59 n. 123, 157, 169-170, 173

— ——, ——, not a virgin after Christ’s birth, 41 n. 66, 110, 154, 157, 167, 169

——, —, men as potential Christs, see Adoptionist christology, men as potential
Christs

—, —, monotheism of, see orthodoxy of, monotheism

~——, ——, orthodoxy of, 68 n. 153, 171 n. 115, 173-177, 179, 228

—, ——, —— acceptance of

—_— =, ——, —, Orthodox Scriptures, 20, 52, 155 and n. 21, 164 and n. 81,
171 n. 115, 174 and n. 127, 189. See also secondary tradition, innovations in, rejection
of, Old Testament (below)

—_— =, ———, —— Saint Peter, 155, 164, 171 n. 116. See also secondary tradition,
innovations in, rejection of St. Peter (below)

- ——, —, Christ as intercessor for mankind, 154, 156

——, ——, —, ¢laim to be true Christians, 66 n. 149, 100 and n. 69, 154, 163,
ll56-l6? 172, 1?4—[?5 176 n. 135, 178, 213

——, ——, —, in interpretation of

-, =——, ——, ——, Passion, 154, 173. See also secondary tradition, innovations
in, docetic christology, Passion illusory (below)

——, ——, ——, —, Resurrection, 154, 164 n. 74, 173, See also secondary tradi-
tion, innovations in, docetic christology, Resurrection illusory (below)

— — . monotheism, 152, 156, 158-159, 173, 180, 189, 212, See also second-
ary tradition, innovations in, dualism (below)

——, ——, presence in Byzantium, 174-185. See also disappearance of in Byzantium
(above): Paulician doctrine, variations in

\ . rejection of
—, ~——, —=—, Orthodox customs, see Paulician customs, rejection of, Orthodox
practices

——, —— Orthodox form of sacraments, 26 n. 60, 110 n. 107a and d, 154-
]56, 161, 163, 166 172 and n. 121, 173, 175, 176 and n. 135, 177-178, 188. See also
secondary tradition, |nnovatlons m symbolic interpretation ot' sacraments (below);
160-161, 163, 167, 172

and nn. 118 tnd I2I 175-176 1?3

-, ~——, ——, ——, Eucharist, 41 n. 66c, 89, 163, 166, 167 and n. 95, 175, 176
and n. ]35 178
Paul:cm.ns msed of immorality

——, —, set forth in the Key of Truth, see, Key of Truth, doctrine of

——, ——, similar to early Christianity, see Paulicians, identified with, primitive
Christianity

——, —, transformed in Byzantium, 29, 46, 151-152, 182-185, 206-207, 231-232.
See also Paulician doctrine, variations in; unaltered in Armenia (below)

~———, —, unaltered in Armenia, 167, 185, 207, 232. See also transformed in Byzan-
tium (above)

——, christology, see basic tradition, Adoptionist christology (above); secondary
tradition, innovations in, docetic christology (below)

———, concept of church, see basic tradition, church as community of faithful (above)

——, cross, see Paulician customs, rejaction of Orthodox practices, the cross; sscondary
tradition, the cross identified with Christ (below)

———, described in,

——, ——, Codex Scoriglensis, see George the Monk, Chronicle, Codex Scorial-

. 107d, 163 and n. 69, 173 n. 124. See also
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ensix, doctrine described in

——, ——. Key of Truth, see, Key of Truth, doctrine of; basic tradition (above)

e, ——, Letter of Theophylactus Lecapenus, see Theophylactus Lecapenus Lerrer
ta Peter Tsar of Bulgaria

—, ——, Manichaean Formula, see, Manichaean Formula, evidence of double
Paulician tradition in

——, —, Paulician Formula, see, Paulician Formula, doctrine described in, evid-
ence of double Paulician tradition in

——, ——, Peter of Sicily, see Peter of Sicily, History of the Paulicians, doctrine
described in

~—, ——, Pseudo-Photius, see Pseudo-Photius, History of the Manichaeans, doc-
trine described in

—_ , *Source P, see, *Source P, doctrine described in

. , *Source &, see, *Source 5, doctrine described in

——, distinguished from,

——, ——, Gnosticism, see Paulicians, distinguished from, Gnostics

\ , Manichaeanism, see Paulicians distinguished from, Manichaeans

——, ——, Marcionite doctrine, see Paulicians, identified with, Marcionites

———, ——, Messalians, see Paulicians, identified with, Messalians

——, distortion of, 63 n. 138, 65, 66 and nn. 149-150, 67, 68 n. 153, 78, 110, 151, 175-
177, 233

——, docetism of, see secondary tradition, innovations in, docetic christology (below)

, double tradition present in Byzantium, 46, 174-185, 207, 231-232. See also
variations in (below)

——, dualism in, see secondary tradition, innovations in, dualism (below)

——, early Byzantine tradition similar to basic (Armenian) tradition, 177-178, 180,
182-185. See also basic tradition, presence of in Byzantium (above); basic tradition,
transformation in Byzantium (above)

——, Eucharist, see basic tradition, rejection of Orthodox form of sacraments, the
Eucharist (above)

———, Gnostic, see secondary tradition, Gnostic character of (below)

——, God, see basic tradition, orthodoxy of, monotheism (above); secondary tradition,
innovations in, dualism (below)

——, hidden, 51 and n. 94, 52, 56 n. 109, 66, 100 and n. 69, 118 nn. 19-20, 168, 171 n.
116, 172 and n. 119, 173, 175, 215

——, iconoclastic, see basie tradition, iconoclasm of (above)

——, Incarnation, see basic tradition, Adoptionist christology, Christ, a creature
(above)

———, Mani, see Paulician customs, rejection of, Mani

——, Mary, St., see basic tradition, Mary, St. (above)

——, matter, see basic tradition, iconoclasm of, rejection of matter (above)

, men as potential Christs, see basic tradition, Adoptionist christology of, men as
potential Christs (above)

——, Passion, see basic tradition, orthodoxy of, in interpretation of, Passion (above)

, Resurrection, see basic tradition, orthodoxy of, in interpretation of, Resurrection
(above)

——, sacramental theory, see basic tradition, rejection of, Orthodox form of sacraments
(above); secondary tradition, innovations in, symbolic interpretation of the sacra-
ments (below)

-————, Saint Peter, see basic tradition, Orthodoxy of, acceptance of, Saint Peter (above)

, Scriptures, see basic tradition, Orthodoxy of, acceptance of, Orthodox Scriptures

(above)
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——, secondary (Byzantine) tradition, 168-174, 177, 180-185, 186, 189, 203, 205-
207, 214, 231-233. See also basic (Armenian) tradition (above)

——, ——. appearance of in 9th century, 182-185, 192 n. 40, 203, 204 n. 99, 206, 232

——, ——, cross identificd with Christ, 41 n. 66d. 66 n. 149, 167, 171, 175-176. See also
Paulician customs, rejection of, Orthodox practices, the cross

——, ——, Gnostic character of, 169, 206, 232. See also Gnostic, doctrine; Paulicians,
identified with, Gnostics

——, innovations in: 172-173, 182-185, 206-207. Ser also Paulician doctrine,

variations in

——, ——, docetic christology, 59 n. 123, 167 n. 95, 169, 170 and n. 111, 172-
113 l‘M n. 130 175, 177, 179-183, 185, 188, 206-207, 231-232. See also Docetism;
basic tradition, Adoptionist christology

—_— —— ——, —, appearances of Christ in, 169-170, 180-182

—_ —, ——, ——, Incarnation illusory, 56 n. 109, 159, 170 and n. 111, 173,
1?7 181, 207

—, e, =——, ——_ Passion illusory, 170 and n. 111, 173, 182

—_—, ——, —, —, Resurrection illusory, 167 n. 95, 170 n. 111, 173

—, ——, ——, dualism; 24 and n. 58, 41 n. 66a, 44 n. 71, 59 n. 123, 100, 169 and n.
108, 172-173, 175, 177, 179-183, 185 and n. 165, 192 n. 40, 203-204, 205 and n. 103,
206-207, 231-233. See also Dualism; Paulicians, identified with, dualists; basic

tradition, orthodoxy of, monotheism (above)

—_ —, ——, ——, Demiurge {Creator of the World), 39 n. 63, 110 n. 107, 155
n. 21, I69 1?3 ISD-IBI 205, 207. See also Satan

— » ——, —, Heavenly Father (Lord of the Future), 39 n. 63, 100 and n.
71, 110 n, 107, 169-]?0 173, 180-181, 205

—_ , ——, ——, mitigated, 169, 188, 232. See also Manichaean, doctrine,
dualism

— —, , rejection of

—, ——, ——, ——, matter, see basic tradition, iconoclasm of, rejection of matter
{abovel

—_ . 115. See also basic
tradition, orthodoxy of, acceptance of, Orthodox Scriptures (above)

—, ——, ——, —, Saint Peter, 41 n. 66, 44 n. 71, 73 n. 173¢, 164, 166, 171 and
n. 1]6. See also basic trad:tmn or:hodoxy of, acceptance of, Saint Peter (above):

, 175, See also

bastc tradmon rejection of, Orthodox form of sammr,nls (abovc)

—y ——y ——, ——, baptism, 172 and n. 118. See also Baptism

— —— —— ——, Eucharist, 41 n. 66¢, 66 n. 149, 170 and n. 112, 175, 176 and
n. ]35 .S'ee also Euchamt

——, ——, similarities to basic tradition, 66-67, 152, 172-173, 180, 182-183, 185.

See also innovations in (above); Paulician doctrine, variations in

——, variations in, 25-26, 46, 68, 100-101, 151-152, 168, 174-185, 206-207, 231-233.
See also basic tradition, unaltered in Armenia

Paulician Formula, 22 n. 53¢, 27 and n. 2a, 28 and n. 5, 29 and n. 11, 43 n. 68, 53 and n.
96, 54, 66 n. 150, 78, 107 n. 95, 118 n. 17, 121 and n. 33, 125 n. 49, 168-169, 173,
183, 231

—, doctrine described in, 28 and n. 5, 168 and n. 98, 169 and n. 108, 170 n. 111, 171
nn. 114-116, 172 n. 121, 173 and n. 124, 181-182

——, ——, evidence of double Paulician tradition in, 181-182

——, relation to

=, ——, Manichaean Formula, see, Manichaean Formula, relation to Paulician
Formula
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_ , Peter the Higumen, see Peter the Higumen, Treatise, relation to Paulician
Formula

Paulician history, 13, 21, 26, 31, 35-37, 51 and n. 91, 52, 56-57, 62, 64-65, 67, 71-73,
75-76, 77 n. 183, 80, 85, 112-150, 233. See also Paulician legends; Paulician organiza-
tion; T*ondrakegi

, chronology, 20, 117 nn. 13 and 15, 118 n. 21, 119 n. 24, 121 n. 34, 125-127, 129 n.
68, 132-133, 140-143, 147-150

-———, deportations of sect, 14 n. 3, 31 n. 21, 46 n. 77, 122, 123 and nn. 38-39, 130,
146-147, 149-150

——, embassy of Basil I, see Bzsil I, embassy to the Paulicians of

——, favor of Iconoclastic emperors, 54, 118 n. 20, 122, 125, 137-139, 146, 149, 171 n.
114, 188 and n. 17, 192-193, 196, 202, 233, See also Leo I11; Constantine V

——, military expedition against Byzantium, 31 n. 24, 32 and n. 26, 72-73, 111, 124-125,
128, 129 and n. 68, 130, 139, 149-150, 188, 193

—, origin of sect, 13, 25-26, 51, 56, 58, 61, 64, 69, 80, 102, 113116, 125, 210, 213,
214 n. 148, 233, See also Paulician legends

——, ——, in Armenia, 13, 87-88, 90, 112-113, 131, 138, 145, 149, 210, 232-233

——, ——, in Byzantium, 13, 51, 69, 88, 112, 116, 125, 132, 149, 233

——, persecutions

—_ , in Armenia, 89, 94-95, 98, 132-133, 135, 138-139, 144-145, 149-150, 232

——, ——, in Byzantium, 18-19, 30, 53 n. 98, 54, 58, 62, 65, 72-73, 117-120, 122-128,
127 and n. 58, 131 and n. 78, 135, 137-139, 146, 148-150, 158, 188 and n. 17, 193,
See also favor of Iconoclastic emperors; Byzantine Empire, anti-heretical legisla-
tion in

——, ——, by Muslims, 118, 139, 143, 149, 184

——, presence of the sect in

——, ——, Armenia, 13, 26, 82, 90 and n. 28c, 91, 108, 130-136, 138-139, 145-150,
152, 213, 232-233. See also Paulicians, Armenian

——, ——, army of Thomas the Slav, 24 n. 58, 124 and n. 47, 125, 188 n. 17

——, ——, Balkans, 15and n. 9, 16 and n. 11, 17 n. 18, 18, 20 n. 38, 33 n. 33, 46 n. 77,
111 n. 111, 130, 138, 150, 232-233

——, ——, Bulgaria, 28, 33, 55, 57,75-76, 79, 113 n. 3, 122, 130, 149, 216, 232, See also
Balkans (above)

——, —, Byzantium, 26, 75, 79, 90, 113-130, 137-139, 145-150, 152, 213, 232-233

——, ——, ltaly, 13, 14 nn. 3-4, 20 n. 38, 150 n. 170

—_— , Pontus, 85, 136-137, 146

-, ——, Syria-Palestine, 14, 15 and nn. 6-7, 16, 111, 129-130, 144, 147, 150, 232

o ——, Western Europe, 16 and nn. 12-14, 17 and nn, 15-18, 19

———, relations with

—, ——, Alovanian heretics, 92, 95 n, 45, 132-134, 139, 144-145, 149, 160, 185 n,
165, 203, 232-233

——y, ——, Byzantium, see favor of Iconoclastic emperors (above); military expeditions
against Byzantium (above): persecutions, in Byzantium (above)

~—, ——, Crusaders, 15 and nn. 6-9

—, ——, Muslims

y ———y ——, Co-operation with, 15 and n. 6, 114 n. §, 120, 122 and n. 36, 124-
126, 128, 131 and n. 78, 135, 137, 139, 146, 149, 184, 193, 204, 232-233

—, ——, ——, Opposition to, 118, 137, 139, 143 and n. 137, 146, 149

L splits in sect, 46 n. 75, 58, 63 n. 138, 100 and n. 72, 101, 117-120, 178, 183-184

——, state on the Euphrates, 13, 31, 53, 73 n. 170, 77-78, 121, 124-129, 146-147, 150
232233

Paulician leaders, see Paulician organization, leaders
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Paulician legends, 20, 65, 69, 102 and n. 83, 103 and n. 84, 112, 113 and n. 3, 114-115,
130-131, 135, 167 n. 95, 191 n. 32, 213, 214 and n. 148, 220 n. 181

Paulician organization, 43 n. 68, 51, 119, 127, 232, See also Paulician history

——, churches, 28 n. 6, 35, 43, 48, 49 n. 89, 51, 68 n. 153, 75 n. 174, 89, 114 nn. 4-5,
119, 121, See also listing by name

—, elect, 155, 163, 228

——, hierarchy, 155, 163, 177, 178 and n. 139, 179 n. 140, See also leaders (below)

——, leaders, 28 and n. 6, 35, 43 and n. 68, 50 n. 90d, 51 and n. 92, 53 n. 96, 62, 63
n. 138, 67, 73 n. 173f, 91, 114 n. 4, 116 n. 10, 118-120, 121 and n, 33, 127, 147, 232,
See also listing by name

Paulician orthodoxy, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of

Paulician morals, see Paulicians, accused of immorality

Paulician scriptures, 41 n. 66, 108-109, 171 n. 115, 174 n. 127, 189. See also Key of
Truth; Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of, acceptance of, Orthodox
Scriplures

Paulician sources, see Armenian; Crusader; Greek; Latin; Oriental, sources on
Paulicians

Paulician state, see Paulician history, state on the Euphrates

Paulician territory, 119 n, 27, 131, 137 and n. 106, 145-146, 149-150

Paulician war, see Paulician history, expeditions against Byzantium

Paulicianism, interpretations of,

——, adoptionist thesis, see Paulicians, identified with Adoptionists

—, Catholic, 18

——, dualist thesis, see Paulicians identified with dualists: Manichaeans

——, Protestant, 18, 19 and n. 37, 20 and n. 38

——, Soviet, 20 n. 38, 24 and n. 58, 80, 205 n. 103. See also Paulicians, identified with,
proletarian rebellions

Paulicians,

——, accused of immorality, 29 n. 11, 92, 107 n. 95, 110 n, 107d, 144, 157, 163 p. 69,
167 n. 95, 172, 173 n_ 124, 179 n. 140

———, Armenian, 22, 26, 106, 109, 148 n. 169, 160, 167, 203. See also Paulician docs
tring, basic tradition

——, ——, Old Believers, 226-230, 233

——, customs of, see Paulician customs

——, distinguished from

—_—, ——, Arcwordik®, 95 n. 46, 107 n. 95, 191 and n. 32, 192. See also Manichaeans,
identified with, Arewordik®

——, ——, Gnostics, 189, 192 n. 40, 210. See also identified with Gnostics (below);
Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, absence of docetism and dualism in

——, ——, Manichaeans, 17 n. 20, 18, 19 and n. 35, 20-21, 23 and n. 56, 27 n. 1, 69,
97, 98 and n. 60, 167, 169, 188-189, 191, 193, 204, 208 n. 117, 233. See also identified
with, Manichaeans (below)

——, doctrine of, see Paulician doctrine

——, earliest references to, 13, 14n. 3, 31, 82, 87 and n. 24, 88, 90 and n. 28, 131-132, 210

——, forms of name, see Paulicians, name of, forms

——, history of, see Paulician history

——, identified with

——, ——, Adoptionists, 25, 179, 210-230, 231. See also Paulician doctrine, basic
tradition, Adoptionist christology

—, ——, Armenian “nameless heresy”, 157, 213-214. See also mciné (below)

——, ——, Cathari, 16 n. 14, 17-18, 20 n. 38

——, —, dualists, 19-20, 21 and n. 45, 24 and n. 58, 158-159, 164, 166, 206, See
also Gnostics (below); Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, absence of dualism in
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——, —, Epicureans, 100 and nn. 70-71

——, ——, Gnostics, 19-21, 23, 192 n. 40, 205-206, 210, 230, 232, See also dualists
(above); distinguished from Gnostics (above); Paulician doetrine, basic tradition,
absence of docetism and dualism in

——, ——, heretics condemned at the Council of Sahapivan, see, melné (below)

——, —, Iconoclasts, 18, 34, 91, 166, 201, 202 and n. 91, 203-204, 232, See also
Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, iconoclasm of

~—, ——, Judaism, 213

=, ———, Manichaeans, 13, 14 and n. 4, 17 and nn. 20-21, 18 and nn. 26 and 30, 19-
22, 23 n. 56, 34 and n. 41, 36 n. 52, 37, 61, 68 n. 153, 69 and n. 156, 83 n. 9, 90 n.
28e, 97, 98 and n. 61, 100, 103 n. 84, 112, 124, 162, 168-169, 172, 174 and n. 127,
185 n. 165, 186, 188, 190, 192, 197, 201, 203-204, 215 n. 150. See also Paulicians,
distinguished from, Manichaeans

——, ——, Marcionites, 21 and n. 44, 22 nn. 50 and 52, 23 and n. 56, 205, 208 n.
117, 232

—, ——, mciné, 82, 83 n. 9, 140, 209-210, 213-214

——=, =, Messalians, 22 n. 52, 207-208, 209 and n. 123, 210. See also meiné (above)

, ——, Muslims, 15, 33 n. 38

, —— Nestorians, 85, 89, 90 n. 28e, 132, 146, 157, 165, 219

——y ——, Paul, St., 20 and n. 38, 21 and n. 44, 65, 213

——, ——, Paul of Samosata, 90 n. 2Be, 139, 210, 212-213, 214 and n. 148, 215-216,
218, 230-231, 233, See also Adoptionists (above); Paulinians (below)

. , Paulinians, 90 n. 28¢, 102 n. 83, 168 n. 98, 174, 216 and nn. 154 and 156.

See also Paul of Samosata (above)

———, ——, primitive Christianity, 19 and n. 37, 20 and n. 38, 21 n. 45, 220, 226-
230, 233

——, —, proletarian rebellions, 24 and n. 58, 138 n. 115, 143 and nn. 139 and
141

—, ——, “sons of sinfulness”, 85, 136-137, 146

s, e T'Ondrakeci, 85 n. 15, 9596, 97 and n. 53, 139, 140 and n. 122, 147-148,
167

—, =, Waldensians, 17 n. 20, 19 and n. 31

——, name of

——, ——, forms of, 13, 14 n. 5, 61, 95, 115 n. 6, 140 n. 122, 210, 213 and n, 145, 214

——, ——, origin of, 112, 115-116, 145, 213 and n. 145, 214 n. 148

——, precursors of the Reformation, 19, 20 and n. 38

——, relations with other groups, see Paulician history, relations with

——, transmitters of dualism to Western Europe, 17, 18 and 18 n. 26, 19, 20 n. 38, 21,
233

Paulinians (Paulianism), 90 n. 28e, 174, 216, 219 n. 174, See also Paulicians, identified
with, Paulinians

Pauloicannai, see Paulicians, name of, forms of

Payl, 113 n. 3

Payl i keank®, 92 and n. 36, 94 and n. 40, 210, 213 n. 145, 214. See also Paulicians, name
of, forms of

Paylakenut‘iun, 210. See also mclné

Peeters, P., 86, 222 and n. 190, 225 n. 211, 229 n. 233

Pelagonia (Palagonia, Pelagoine), 15n. 9

Persia, 134, 148 n. 169, 190, 224

Persian

——, authorities, see Sasanids

——, customs in Armenia, 95 n. 46, 103 n. 84, 107 n. 95, 111 n. 114, 185 n. 165, 191 n.
32, 192. See also Armenia, survival of pagan customs in
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=, physician, see Mjusik

Persians, 130

Peter, St., see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of, acceptance of, Saint
Peter

Peter, Tsar of Bulgaria, 28 and n. 4, 30 and n. 15, 76, 215

, *Letter 1o Theophylactus Lecapenus, 30. See also Theophylactus Lecapenus.
Letter to Peter Tsar of Bulgaria

Peter Getadarc, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 141 n. 128

Peter the Higumen, Treatise, 20 n. 41, 35 and n. 47, 40-43, 44 and n. 70, 45-54, 71 n.
165, 100 n. 71. See also *Source P

——, characteristics of, 51 and n. 93, 52-53

e, cONtent of, see, *Source P

——, date of, 50, 53-54, 67 n. 152, 78

——, doctrine described in, see, *Source P

——, &ITOrS in, e, *Source P

——, fragment in Codex Vaticanus Graecus # 511,41 and n. 65, 59

——, Inquisitor’s manual, 52-54, 78

——, relation to

-_— , George the Monk’s Chronicle, 40 and n. 64, 41-45, 46 n. 77, 47, 49, 50-
51, 53-54, 78

ey ——, Paulician Formula, 53 and n. 96, 54, 78, 171 n. 115

——, ——, Peter of Sicily’s History of the Paulicians, 40, 41 and nn. 65-66, 42, 47-
48, 49 and n. 89, 50 and n. 90, 53, 56, 59-60, 61 and n. 131, 64, 66 n. 149, 115 nn.
6-7, 170 n. 111

— ——, ——, “Epitome™ of, 48 and nn. 84 and 85, 49 nn. 87 and 89, 56

——, =, Pseudo-Photius’ History of the Manichaeans, 42 and n. 67, 50 and n. 90,
53-54, 59 n. 126, 73 and n. 173¢, 74, 115 nn. 6-7

e . *Source P, see, *Source P

Peter, Metropolitan of Damascus, 204

Peter of Sicily (Petrus Siculus), 36, 45 n. 72, 49 and n. 89, 50, 53, 55, 57, 59. 61, 63 n.
138, 64, 67-73, 75 and n. 175, 76 n. 180, 99-100, 168 and n. 101, 170 n. 111, 171 n.
113, 173, 188

——, Histary of the Paulicians, 17-18, 19 n. 33, 20 nn. 39-41, 21 and n. 46, 36 and
n. 52, 40-41, 45 n. T4a, 46, 47-49, 50 and n. 90, 51, 54-79, 90 n. 28d, 110, 112, 115
nn. 6-8, 117 n. 13, 118 n. 19, 119 nn. 22 and 24, 120 and n. 31, 158 n. 31, 168, 214 n.
148, 215, 231

——, ——, authenticity of, 22, 23 and n. 54, 44 n. 70, 55, 56 and n. 106, 57, 59, 61 n.
130, 68-73, 75 n. 175

——, ——, chapter X, 41 and n. 66, 56 and n. 109, 59, 60 and n. 127, 66 n. 149, 6%

——, ——, Codex Vaticanus Graecus # 511 of, 36 and n. 52, 41 and n. 65, 56, 59

—, ——, compilatory nature of, 59 and n. 125, 60-68, 73-74, 79, 231

—, —, content and organization of, 42 n. 67, 48 and n. 84, 56-68

——, ——, contradictions in, 56-60, 62, 64-65, 68, 70, 78

——, —, date of, 36 n. 52, 48-50, 55, 57 and n. 118, 60 n. 127, 64 and n. 143, 68-70,
73, 75 and n, 175, 76-77, 79, 231

——, ——, dedication of, 55 and n. 102, 56, 59-60, 68-70, 74-77

, —, doctrine described in, 41 and n. 66, 56 and n. 109, 60, 66 n. 149, 110, 151,
159, 168-170, 171 n. 115, 172 and n. 120, 173, 174 nn. 127 and 130

—_— , variations in, 59 and n. 123, 68

——, ——, epilogue of, 57, 67-68

——, ———, geographical ignorance in, 70, 71 and nn. 164-165, 116, 146

——, —, incorporation of lost sources in, 64-68, 231

——, ——, Manichaean sections in, 56-57, 59 n. 126, 60-61, 67-68, 73, 169, 188
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——, political ignorance in, 64, 67, 70-72, 73 and n. 170, 77 n. 183, 78
——, prologue of, 55 n. 102, 56, 74, 168

——, purpose of, 55-57, 61, 66, 69, 169, 231

, —, rejecied as a forgery, see authenticity of (above)

|11

, —, relation to
ey e, e Acts Of Archelaus, 60 and n. 129, 67
, ——, — Peter the Higumen, see Peter the Higumen, Treatise, relation to
Peter of Sicily
» —— —— Pseudo-Photiuvs, 40, 50, 54, 56, 73 and n, 173, 74, 75 and n. 175

ey ———y — *Source P, see Peter the Higumen, Treatise, relation to, Peter of
Sicily

_— , *Source S, see, *Source 8, relation to, Peter of Sicily

—_ , style of, 51 n. 93, 59 and n, 124, 60, 62 and n. 137, 63 and n. 138, 64-67,
68 and n. 153, 73

——, identification of Paulicians as Manichaeans, 61, 69 and n. 156, 97, 168 and n. 101,
169, 172, 197, 231. See also Paulicians, identified as, Manichaeans

——, purperted embassy to Tephriké 55, 57 68-73, 75. See also Basil I, embassy of

———y Sermons of, 17 n. 19, 36, 48 n. 84, 60 and n. 127, 70, 73 nn. 171 and 173¢, 77 n.
183

Peter of Sicily, Bishop of Argos, 77 n. 183

Petronas, Domesticus, 128

Petros, Bishop of Siunik®, 88-89

Phanaroia, 61 n. 131, 71 n. 165, 112, 118, 122, 137

Phantasiasts, 94, 200

Philippi, Paulician church, 119 and n. 23

Philippicus, Emperor, 121 n. 34, 122 and n. 36, 131 n. 78, 149

Philippopolis, 16 n. 11, 130

Photinians, 195, 219 and n. 175

Photinius of Sirmium, Heresiarch, 219, See also Photinians

Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 18 n. 27, 21, 27-28, 30, 31, 31 and n. 20, 35,
38 and n. 60, 39 and nn. 62-63, 75 n. 175, 77 n. 183, 78 n. 184, 99, 174, 182, 199-
200. See also Pseudo-Photius

——, Amphilochian Questions, 35

——, Confession of Faith to Pope Nicholas I, 35

——, Eneyclical Letter for the Year 866, 30

——, History of the Manichaeans, attributed to, se¢ Pseudo-Photius

——, Letter to Theophanes the Monk, 35, 200 n. 79

——, Letters, 27-28, 30, 31 and n. 20, 37 n. 55, 39, 75 n. 175

e, Sermons, 37 and n. 55, 39 and n. 63, 40, 46 n. 75, 75 n. 175, 77 n_ 183, 78 and n.
184, 100 n. 72, 171 n. 115, 231

Phrygia, 119, 137

Poblicani, see Publicani

Poem addressed to Basil 1, 33

P&t of Ayrarat, heretic, 112, 131 n. 78, 135, 214 n. 148, 220 n. 181

Poladian, T., 86 n. 18

Polikean, 87, 112. See also Paulicians, name of, forms of

Pontus, 85, 136, 137 and nn. 106 and 109, 138 n. 115, 146, 22¢

Poplicani, see Publicani

Populicani, see Publicani

Poson, battle of, 128

Proclus, Patriarch of Constantinople, 225

——, Tome of, 86, 218

Froteren, heretic, 162
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Protestant interpretation of Paulicianism, see Paulicianism, interpretations of, Prot-
estant

Pseudo-Photius, Histery of the Manichaeans, 18 n. 27, 19 n. 33, 20 n. 39, 21 and
n. 46, 29, 37 and n. 57, 40, 42 and n. 67, 50, 53-55, 59 and n. 126, 71 n. 165, 73 and
n. 173, 74-77, 79, 112, 114 n. 5, 115 nn. 6-8, 117 n. 13, 118 n. 21, 120 and n. 31, 168,
188, 197, 214 n. 148, 231

——, authenticity of, 23 and n. 54, 29 n. 13, 37, 38 and n. 60

——, date of, 29, 3840, 50, 75, 77 and n. 183, 79

——, doctrine described in, 38 and n. 60, 151, 168-170, 171 and nn. 115-116, 172,
174 n. 130

——, relation to

——, ——, authentic works of Photius, 38 n. 60, 39 and n. 63, 40

——\ ——, Manichaean Formula, see, Manichaean Formula, relation to other sources

-, ——, Peter the Higumen, sec Peter the Higumen, Treafise, relation to, Pseudo-
Photius

——, ——, Peter of Sicily, see Peter of Sicily, History of the Paulicians, relation to,
Pscudo-Photius

y , *Source P, see, *Source P, relation to Pseudo-Photius

, Style of, 59 n. 126, 73 and n. 173f, 74-75

Publicani (Poblicani, Poplicani, Populicani), 14 and n. 5, 15-16

Puech, H. C,, 187 n. 10, 189 n. 24, 150

Fullades, 129

Qudama, 111, 128 n. 61

Rabbula of Edessa, 225, 229 n. 233

ar-Rashid, Caliph, 193

Redemption, doctrine of, 100 n. 71, 154, 170 n. 111

Responsio of Daniel de Thaurizio, see Daniel de Thaurizio, Responsio of

Resurrection, 191 and n. 33. See also Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, orthodoxy of,
in interpretation of, Resurrection

Ricchini, T, 18

Romans, 130

“Romans"”, 48 n. 85, 172

Rome, 104

Runciman, 5., 30 and n. 15, 56 n. 106, 94, 132, 195

Sacraments, see Paulician doctrine, basic tradition, rejection of, Orthodox form of
sacraments

Sahak I, St., Kat'olikos of Armenia, 84-85, 86n.20, 104 n. 86, 209, 222, 224.225, 229

=, Answer ta Proclus, 86, 225

Sahak, Bishop of Amaras, 92

Sahapivan, Council of, 82, 140, 156, 207-210, 213

~——, Canons of, 82-84, 209-210, 225 n. 213, 226, 234-235

Saints, 162, 167, 197-198, 201, See also listing by name

-——, intercession of, see Paulician customs, rejection of, orthodox practices, intec-
cession of saints

Salin, 130

Samaritans, 200

Samarra, 126-127

Samosata, 58, 71 and n. 165, 73 n. 173b, 101, 112, 115-116, 128, 146, 214 n. 148, 220,
222, 229 n. 233

Samosata of Armenia, see Arsamosata

Samuel of Ani, History of, 92, 102, 141, 190, 237-238
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Sanasar, 227

Sanasnai, 227

Saracens, see Muslims

Sargis, T*ondrakeci leader, 143, 147-148. See also Sergius-Tychicus

Sargisean, B., 22

Sasanids, 192, 222

———, favor Syrian party in Armenia, 222-223, 225, 233

——, Manichaeans persecuted by, 192, 196 n. 62

——, oppose Byzantium in Armenia, 222

Sasun, 130

Satan, 44 n. 71, 110 n. 109, 112, 113 n. 3, 135, 153, 155 and n. 21, 156, 158, 160-162,
166, 169, 171 n. 116, 187, 191 n. 33, 197, 207, 208. See also Paulician doctrine,
secondary tradition, innovations in, dualism of, Demiurge

Scharf, J., 38 n. 60, 70 n. 159

Scheidweiler, F., 38 n. 60, 39 n. 63, 45 n. 72, 48 and nn. 84-85, 49 and nn. 87 and 89,
51 n. 93, 55 n. 102, 57 and n. 118, 60 n. 127, 62, 68 n. 153, 69 and nn. 155-157, 70,
73 nn. 171 and 173¢, 111 n. 171, 155 n. 21

Sects, see listing by name

Selix, see Lizix

Sennecherib, 227

Sergiotes, see Sergius-Tychicus, followers of

Sergius, T'ondrakegi leader, see Sargis, T‘ondrakegi leader

Sergius-Tychicus, Paulician leader, 37 n. 57, 62 and n. 135, 63-64, 71, 74, 114, 116 n. 10,
119-120, 121 and nn. 32-34, 147-148, 168, 177, 183, 204 n. 99

——, birthplace of, see Tabia

——, competition with Baanes, 119, 184

—, date of activity, 37 n. 157, 73 n. 173b, 119 and n. 24, 121 n. 34, 123-124, 127,
147-148, 204 n. 99

——, death of, 43 and n. 68, 53, 57-58, 64 and n. 141, 67 n. 152, 73 n. 173a, 114 n. §,
120, 124, 127

——, doctrine of, 168, 174 and n. 130, 175-176, 183-184, 204 n. 99

——, flight to Argaous, 53 n. 98, 114 n. 5, 120, 124, 131 n. 78, 148

——, followers of (Sergiotes), 62, 63 n. 138, 64, 67 n. 152, 120, 127, 175, 183-184.
See also Paulician history, splits in sect

——, founder of three Paulician churches, 114 and n. 5, 119

———, Greek origin of, 148, 183 and n. 158

——, identified with T*ondrake¢i leaders, see Sargis; Smbat of Zarehawan

——, Letters of, 56 n. 106, 62 and n. 136, 65, 67, 68 n. 153, 75 and nn. 174-175, 78,
171 n. 115, 174, 176, 231

———, missionary activity of, 62, 119 and n. 26, 148

—-—, relations with Leo the Montanist, 119, 174, 215 n. 150

~——, taught by a Manichaean woman, 75 n. 174, 183

——, transformed Paulician doctrine, 184-185. See also Paulician doctrine, basic
tradition, transformed in Byzantium

——, worshiped by followers, 175, 184, 212, 215. See also Heresiarchs, worship of

Seti, heretical woman, 103 n. 84, 112, 113 n. 3, 130, 131 n. 78, 214 n. 148

Sidé, Council of (390), 209

Sidma, see K'akirt*

Silvanus, see Constantine-Silvanus

Simeon of Beth Arsam, 211 nn. 134-135, 219 n. 176

Simon Magus, Heresiarch, 97, 211

Sinodik of Tsar Boril, see Boril

Siro)r-ﬁpihi, Lord of Gardman, Prince of Alovania, 92, 93 and n. 39, 133-134
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Sis, 86, 106

——, Coungil of, 106 and n. 93

» ——, Profession of Faith of, 106 and n. 94, 107 n. 95, 166

Sit‘it‘ma, see K'alirt®

Siunik®, 87

Smbat I Bagratuni (the Martyr, Smbat Nahadak), King of Armenia, 141

Smbat Bagratuni (Abi’]-‘Abbds), see Smbat Bagratuni, the Confessor

Smbat Bagratuni, Sparapet of Armenia in 691, 142

Smbat Bagratuni, the Confessor (Ab@i'l-‘Abbls), Sparaper of Armenia (826-855),
140-143

Smbat Bagratuni (Xosrov Snum), 142

Smbat of Zarchawan, T*ondrakegi leader, 140 and n. 122, 141 and n. 128, 142-143,
146-147, 150

——, identified with Sergius-Tychicus, 148 and n. 169

——, worshiped by his followers, 143 n. 137, 162, 175, 212. See also Heresiarchs,
worship of

Snavank" (Dog Monastery), 99 n. 67, 147 n. 160. See also Koinochoritai

Socinian heresy, 111 n. 111

Socrates Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, 59 n, 125, 60, 67, 188

Son of God, see Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature

Son of Mary, see Adoptionist, doctrine, Christ a creature

Sons of Sinfulness, 85, 136-137, 138 n. 115, 146

Sons of the Sun, see Arevordik®

*Source A

——, authentic Paulician source, 65 and n. 147, 66-67, 68 n. 153, 73, 78, 114, 151,
183, 189, 231

, distorted by *Source S, 63-67, 78, 114, 116, 175

*Source P, 43 and n. 68, 44-55, 67, 75 n. 174, 78, 99, 107 n. 95, 112, 115 and nn. 6-8,
116, 120-121, 168, 197, 213, 214 n. 148, 231. See also Peter the Higumen, Trearise of

——, characteristics of, 43, 64, 114

——, content of, 43, 48, 51, 64-65, 112, 114 and nn. 4-5, 115 n. 7, 116 and n. 10,
118 n. 17, 120-121, 125 n. 49, 127 n. 57

——, date of, 43 and n. 68, 67, 78, 214

——, doctrine described in, 41, 51, 66 and n. 149, 67, 100, 107 n. 95, 110 n. 107, 151,
169, 170and n. 111, 171-173, 174 and n. 127, 176, 180-182, 186, 188, 206-207, 214 and
n. 147, 231

——, errorsin, 51,68 n, 153, 114and n. 4, 115 n. 6, 116, 171 n. 116

——, identified with

——, ——, George the Monk's Chronicle, 44-47, 51

o, ——, Peter the Higumen's Trearise, 44-47, 50-54, 78

s , Peter of Sicily's History of the Paulicians, 47-51. See also Peter the Hi-

gumen, Treatise, relation to, Peter of Sicily

——, ~——, Pseudo-Photius’ History of the Manichaeans, 41-41, 42 and n. 67, 47,
50 and n. 90d. See also Peter the Higumen, Treatise, relation to, Pseudo-Photius

——, lost original source on Paulicians, 43-44, 54

, relation to *Source S, 64-65, 114 and n. 4, 121, 176, 182

*Source S, 64-65, 67, 68 n. 153, 73 and n. 173f, 74, 75 n. 174, 78, 99 n. 67, 114, 115 and
nn. 7-8, 116-121, 124-125, 127, 135, 137-138, 145, 148, 162 n. 101, 183, 188, 231

. accuracy of, 62-64, 114, 116, 121, 125

——, author of, 62, 63 and n. 138, 64-65, 67, 78, 119, 127, 175, 177, 184

——, character of, 62-64, 177

——, date of, 63 and n. 139, 64, 67, 78, 127

——, doctrine described in, 66 n. 149, 67, 151, 174-177, 182-184, 189
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—, purpose of, 63, 67, 177

——, relation 1o

——, Peter of Sicily’s, History of the Paulicians, 64, 114, 115 nn. 7-8

, *Source A, see *Source A, distorted by *Source §

, ——, "Source P, see, *Source P, relation to *Source S

Sources on Paulicians, disagreement among, see Armenian sources, apparent contra-
diction of Greek sources; Greek sources, on Paulicians, disagreement among

Saviet scholars, see Paulicianism, interpretations of, Soviet

Splits in Paulician sect, see Paulician history, splits in sect

Stephen Orbelean, Hisrory of Siunik®, 102, 142-143, 145-146, 237

Stephen of Taron, see Asolik

Strzygowski, J., 91

Subotin, disciple of Satan, 113 n. 3

Sudalis, 126

Sun worship in Armenia, see Arevordik®. See also Armenia, survival of pagan customs in

Sutil, disciple of Satan, 113 n. 3

Symeon Magister ac Logothetes, Chronicle, 32

Symeon-Titus, Paulician leader, 65, 116 n. 10, 117-118, 121 nn. 33-34, 122, 146, 183
and n. 157

Synekdemoi, 120 n. 30

Syria-Palestine, 16, 87, 205, 218, 220, 223 and n. 196, 229, 232-233

, Mestorians in, see Nestorians, in Syria

Syriac

——, documents, 84, 218 n. 171

——, language used in Armenia, 81, 221

Syrian,

——, abbots in the Monastery of St. John the Precursor, 222, 224

——, Church

e, = Adoptionism of, 210-211, 218-220, 223 226, 228, 233. See also Adoption-
ist, doctrine

——, ——, relations with Armenia, see Armenian Apostolic Church, relations with
Syria

——, deacon, see Constantine-Silvanus, befriended by a Syrian Deacon

——, kat‘ofikoi in Armenia, 223 and n. 193, 225

——, kat'ofikos, addressed by Gregory Magistros, 212, 223, See also Gregory Ma-
gistros, Letter ro the Syrian Kar'olikos

——., missionaries in Southern Armenia, see Armenian Apostolic Church, relations
with Syria

»

at-Tabari, 111, 128 n. 61, 129 n. 68

Tabia, 119 and n. 24, 148

Tarasius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 197, 200

Taron, 98, 221, 222 n. 187, 227 and n. 223

Tarsus, 130

Tephrike (al-Abrik, Divrigi), Paulician capital, 13, 32 and n. 29, 33, 53 n. 98, 55, 68-70,
71 and n, 164, 73 n. 171, 78, 120 n. 31, 126 and n. 51, 128, 129 and n. 68, 130, 139,
147, 150 and n. 170, 184, 193, 215, 232

Ter Minassiantz, E., 87 n. 21, 221, 222 n, 187,225 n. 213

Ter Mkritschian, G., see Miaban

Ter Mrkttschian, K., 22 and nn. 51-52, 23 and n. 54, 31 n. 22, 38 and n. 58, 41-42,
44 n. 70, 46 n. 77, 48 n. 85, 56, 68 n. 153, 80, 82 n. B, 88, 91 n. 33, 95 n. 46, 96 n.
51, 98 n. 61, 99 n. 67, 102 n. 83, 133, 145, 178 n. 139, 183 n. 158, 205, 207, 213 and
n. 143
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Tertullian, On Baprism, 228

Thaddeus (T otik), Abbot of the monastery of 5t. John the Precursor, 224

Thaddeus, Armenian heretical monk, 133 and n. 86, 164

Theodora, Empress, 18-19, 53, 125 n. 48, 126, 127 and n. 58, 179, 201

Theodore, Paulician leader, 118, 121 n. 33, 145, 183 n. 158

Theodore, Tondrakegi leader, see T'odoros

Theodore Balsamon, 90 n. 28e, 216 and n. 155

Theodore of Mopsuestia, 218 and n. 171, 219 and n. 176, 222 and n, 190, 223, 225,
229 and n. 233

Theodore of Studius, 35, 99, 199 and n. 78, 201 and n. 86, 215 and n. 152

Theodoret of Cyr, 208 n. 119

Theodosian Code, see Theodosius 11, Code of

Theodosiopolis, see Erzurum

Theodosius [I, Emperor, 196, 222

——, Code of, 195, 196 and n. 60

Theodotus, disciple of Sergius-Tychicus, 120, 184

Theodotus Melissenus, Dux Orientis and General of Anatolikon, 39 n. 62, 126-127

Theaphanes Confessor, Chronicle, 14 n. 3, 18 n. 26, 31 and n. 21, 46 n. 77, 118 n. 21,
122 and n. 36, 123 and nn. 38-39, 124 nn. 43-44, 179, 202-203, 204 and n. 99

Theophanes Continuatus, Chronicle, 14 n. 3, 18 n. 24, 31, 32 and n. 26, 39 n. 62, 126,
127 and n. 55, 128 n. 60, 129 n. 66, 150 n. 170

Theophilus, Emperor, 34 n. 43, 37n. 57, 73 n. 173 a, 119, 121 n. 34, 125 and n. 48, 127

Theophylactus Lecapenus, Patriarch of Constantinople, 28 n. 4, 30 and n. 15, 77 and
n. 183, 182

——, Letter fo Peter Tsar of Bulgaria, 22 n. 53d, 28 and n. 4, 29, 30 and n. 15, 76, 77 n.
183,79, 90 n. 28e, 101, 121 n. 33, 171 nn. 114-115, 174, 182, 215

— , doctrine described in, 30, 182-183, 215-216

, *Leiter o Peter Tsar of Bulgaria, 30

Thomas Arcruni, History of the Arcruni, 142, 143 n. 140, 165, 227

Thomas of Hromklay, 86

Thomas, Bishop of Neo-Caesarea, 119, 124

Thomas the Slav, 24 n. 58, 124 and n. 47, 125, 188 n. 17

Thrace, 122, 139, 149

Three Apologetic Dialogues on Holy Images, see John Damascene, St., Three Apologetic
Dialogues

Three Treatises against Constantine V, see Wicephorus, Patriarch, Three Treatises
against Constantine V

Tigran VII, King of Armenia, 223

Tigris River, 130, 135 and n. 100

Timothy, see Genesius-Timothy

Titus, see Symeon-Titus

Todoros, T*ondrakegi leader, 143

Tome of Proclus, see Proclus, Patriarch, Toeme of

Teondrak, 13, 95 n. 47, 96-99, 107 n. 95, 143 n. 137, 148, 161, 227

Trondrakegi, 13, 26, 84, 95-98, 107-108, 139-146, 150, 159, 191, 203, 212-213. See also
Paulicians

—, appearance of sect, 95, 102, 140-143, 146-147, 148 n. 169, 150

———, doctrine of, 22, 96-98, 101, 108, 139, 145, 158-159, 161-167, 189, 209. See also
Paulician doctrine, basic tradition

—, identified with

~——, ——, Manichaeans, 21, 97-98, 101, 107 n. 96, 158, 203. See also Paulicians,
identified with, Manichaeans

——, ——, Paulicians, see Paulicians, identified with, T‘ondrakegi
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——, leaders, 143. See also listing by name

——, punishment of, 84, 98, 140, 144-145, 209. See also Paulician history, persecutions
in, Armenia

——, relations with Alovania, 144-145, See also Paulician history, relations with,
Alovanian heretics

Trearise against the Bogomils, see Cosmas the Priest

*Treatise against the T ondrakegi, see Ananias, Abbot of Narek

Treanise in Defense of Images, see Vrt*anés K'ert*ol, Treatise in Defense of Images

Turfan (Chinese Turkestan) 189, 201

Turks, 15 nn. 7-8, 108, 112

Tychicus, see Sergius-Tychicus

Umayyad caliphs, 136, 204
“Urspriingliche Bericht", see, ® Source P
Uxtanés of Urha (Edessa), History of the Armenian Kat‘olikol, 86

Vahan, see Baanes

Vahan Mamikonean, Persian viceroy of Armenia, 84 and n. 10
Valentinians, 194

Varaz-Grigor, grandson of the Lord of Gardman, 93
Varaz-Grigor, Sparapet of Alovania, 92-93

Vasil'ev, A. A, 31 n. 24, 32 nn. 26 and 27, 29, 126-127, 128 n. 60
Vaspurakan, 98, 144, 150, 221

Venice, 21-22

Yillehardouin, 16 and n. 11

Vitae, see listing by name of subject

Voltaire, 19

Vri‘anés, 5t., Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 223-224

Yrt‘anés Kert'ol, 91 and n. 31, 92, 98 n. 61, 133 and n. 86, 134, 142, 162, 165, 167, 203
——, Lerter to Kyrion Kai'olikos of Georgia, 134, 191

———, Treatise in Defense of Images, 90, 164 and n. 81

Vrver of Siri, Prince, 143 and n, 141, 145-146, 160, 165

Waldensians, 19, 19 and n. 31

al-Walid 11, Caliph, 204

Western European sources, on Paulicians, see Latin sources

Western scholars, 21, 30, 82

William of Apulia, Gesta Roberti Wiscardi, 14 n. 4

William of Tyre, History of Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, 15n. 9, 16 and n. 10
Wolf, J. C., 18 and n. 27

Xenaias of Mabbug, Bishop of Hierapolis, 200

Xad of Marak, Bishop of Ariarunik® and Bagrewand, 224
Xortokopeion, see Antioch of Pisidia

Xosrov 1 Anufirvan, King of Persia, 88-89, 237-238

Xosrov 11 Parviz, King of Persia, 142

Xosrov Anjevagi, Bishop, 85 and n. 15, 96 n. 52, 162, 178 n. 139
Xoyt*, 227

XuZastan, 89

Yesu, T'ondrakeci leader, 143
Yusik, Kat‘olikos of Armenia, 225
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Zacharias, Paulician leader, 40 n. 64e, 45 n. 74, 51 and n. 92, 66 and n. 150, 73 n. 173c,
114n.4,1160. 10, 118, 119n. 22, 121 n. 33,137

Zarehawan, village of, 140-141, 148

Zelikians, see Lizix

Zenob of Glak?, History of Taron, 84 and n. 11, 109 n. 103

Zonaras, Johannes, Annales, 18 and n. 26, 32, 130 n. 72, 179 n. 143

Zoroastrian

—, customs, see Persian customs

——, dualism, see Dualism, Zoroastrian

Zoroastrians, 82, 192

Zosimus, disciple of Sergius-Tychicus, 63 n. 138
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