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ANTI-ARMENIAN POLEMICS IN A SLAVIC CANON
LAW MISCELLANY

(Ms. Slav. No 461 from the Manuscript Collection of the Romanian Academy)

Desislava Naydenova

Cyrillo-Methodian research centre

Abstract: The article examines the Slavic compilation Cxasanie w apmencxou epecu

“Tale about the Armenia’preserved in Ms Slav. 461 (ff. 378r — 379v), a Nomocanon

from the manuscript collection of the Romanian Academy, written in 1651, in Bistrica,

by hierodeacon Efrem. The linguistic evidence, the absence of South-Slavic copies and
the position of the Tale among the Russian supplements in canon law miscellanies sug-

gest that its provenance was most probably Russian. Identical Byzantine text has not
been founded yet, but even if it is an original Slavic work, the analysis of the Tale shows

its strong connection with the Byzantine tradition of anti-Armenian polemics. Even if
the style of the compilation is pejorative and insulting, its contents demonstrate some

parallels with canons of ecumenical councils and rules of penitentials.

Keywords: Armenian, Nomocanon, Byzantium, canon law, heresy.

The absence of Armenians from the ecumenical Council of Chalcedon
in 451 A. D. set the religious seal upon the cultural and political differences
that played such an important role in the Byzantine-Armenian relations. The
highly individual character of the Armenian Church is evident in its doctrine
about the nature of Christ. There were also Armenian rites and customs that
were condemned by the ecumenical councils and provoked disputes hardly
less divisive than the theological differences. For instance, the 32"! Canon of
the Council in Trullo claimed that the Armenians performed a bloodless sac-
rifice bringing pure wine to the holy table, without mixing it with water; the
334 Canon of the same council accused them that, following the Jewish tradi-
tion they admitted only persons coming from priestly families into the clergy;
the 56™ Canon deposed the clerics and excommunicated the laymen who,
just like Armenians, ate eggs and cheese on Saturdays and Sundays during the
Holy Lent; the 99® Canon referred to the Armenians who brought pieces of
cooked meat into the holy sanctuary'.

' G. Nedungatt, M. Featherstone (eds.), The Council in Trullo Revisited. Rome, Pontifi-
cio Instituto Orientale, 1995 (Kanonika, 6), p. 106-111, 138-139, 179-180.

82



Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Miscellany 83

Byzantine anti-Armenian texts are very diverse. Their study showed that
the most common element among many of them is the large number of pa-
tristic testimonies, various apocryphal motifs, and fabricated stories®. In the
present paper, I will draw the attention to one such text, which sources most
probably originated in the Byzantine tradition. The text is entitled Ckasanie
w apmenckou epecu “Tale about the Armenian heresy” (further in the pa-
per, it is referred as 7ale). It is preserved in Ms Slav. 461 (ff. 378r — 379v), a
Nomocanon from the manuscript collection of the Romanian Academy (from
now on BAR 461), which was written, as noted in a marginal note, in 1651,
in Bistrica, by monk-deacon Efrem?. According to Radu Constantinescu, the

2 P. Tekeyan, Controverses christologiques en Arméno-Cilicie dans la seconde moitié du
XIF siécle (1165-1198). (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 124). Rome, 1939; S. Vryonis, Byz-
antium: the Social Basis of Decline in the Eleventh Century, Greck, Roman and Byzantine
Studies, 1959, N 2, 159-175; S. Vryonis, Byzantine Images of the Armenians, In: R. Ho-
vannisian (ed.), The Armenian Image in History and Literature, Malibu, California, Unde-
na Publications, p. 65-81; P. Ermilov, “Satanic Heresy”: On One Topic in Anti-Armenian
Polemic, In: A. Rigo, P. Ermilov (eds.), Orthodoxy and Heresy in Byzantium. The Definition
and the Notion of Orthodoxy and Some Other Studies On the Heresies and the Non-Christian
Religions, Rome, Universita degli Studi di Roma, 2010, p. 79-90.

3 P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei R. P R. Vol. 1I. Editura
Academiei roméne, Bucaresti, 2003, p. 284-289; Vechiul drept roméinesc scris. Repertoriul
izvoarelor. 1340—1640. Intocmit de R. Constantinescu. Editorea lucririi s-a ficut prin Ser-
viciul publicatii si valorificare din Directia Generali a Archivelor Statului. Bucuresti, 1984,
p. 226. When I presented my observations about the anti-Armenian text in BAR 461 on a
scholarly meeting of the Bulgarian-Romanian Commission in Sofia (Colloque Bilateral de la
Commission Bulgaro-Roumaine d’Histoire, 28 November, 2012), the Romanian colleagues
drew my attention to the fact that copies of the text might have appeared firstly in Moldova
in the 16% century, because of confessional persecution that happened at that time. Moldova
was a multi-ethnic and multi-confessional society. There were numerous ethnical commu-
nities in this region. Armenian communities were living in Suceava, Botosani, Siret, Vaslui
and Roman. Many Armenians came in the latter half of the 14® century which determined
Petru I (1375-1391) in 1384 and Alexandr the Good (1401-1435) in 1401 to consent to
the bishop of Armenian Church in Poland extending his authority over Moldavian Arme-
nians, with a temporary residence in Suceava (R. Laurentiu, A¢ Europe’s borders: medieval
towns in the Romanian principalities, Hotei Publishing, Brill, 2010, p. 353). Armenians were
persecuted in Moldavia since 1479, even during the supposedly tolerant reign of Petru Rares
(1527-1538; 1541-1546). The reign of Stefan Rares (1551-1552) displayed a strong ten-
dency to persecuting all non-Orthodox people in the land. The first incidents concerned
the Armenians and were described in detail in the chronicle of Minas from Thokat, who
had lived in Moldova and had witnessed the events (Cilatori striini despre tarile romane.
Supliment L. Editura Academiei roméne. Bucuresti, 2011, p. 46—-58). The violence against
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Nomocanon in BAR 461 can be attributed to the Russian redaction of the
Nomocanon XIV Titulorum®. The Zale was first published by archimandrite
Leonid at the end of the 19 century according to a copy in a 16" century
Russian manuscript No 739> from the collection of Trinity-Sergius Lavra.
However, it has not been studied in detail yet.

The Slavic text about the Armenians in BAR 461 consists of five differ-
ent stories, each of which discusses the faults of Armenians. The first one
tells how, after being excommunicated at the Seventh (sic!) Council, the
Armenians sent a legation to a certain Halep to ask for a “law”. Halep offered
them a conversion to Islam but they refused. Finally, after being threatened to
be killed if they did not accept his terms, the Armenians agreed to accept the

the Armenians (conversion to Orthodoxy, destruction of churches, religious art and liturgi-
cal objects and books) started on August 16, 1551 at Suceava and continued on August 19,
1551. It eventually spread to all Moldavian towns which had Armenian inhabitants. More-
over, the persecution targeted the clergy and the elite. This policy continued after the death
of Stefan Rares, under the reign of his successor. The hostility to competing confessions is
further apparent in the theological production of the time, which might have been influ-
enced by both the literary tradition of the Byzantine Commonwealth and Russian writings.
One possible explanation of this intolerant policy is rooted in the ambition of the Roma-
nian rulers to preserve the Byzantine heritage. The princes of Moldova wished to define Or-
thodoxy as the religion of the country following the model of Byzantium and its emperors
(M. Criciun, Tolerance and Persecution. Political Authority and Religious Difference in late
medieval Moldavia, Colloguia Journal of Central European Studies, Vol. X-XI, 2003-2004,
N 1-2,p.5-58).

4 Constantinescu compared the Nomocanon with Novgorodskaya korméaya (GIM.
Sin. 123 from the collection of the State Historical Museum, Moscow) and argued that it
was a special redaction of Novgorodskaya korméaya (Vechiul drept roménesc, p. 227-234).
The Tale about Armenian Heresy however was not part of the content of Novgorodskaya
korm¢aya as pointed by Constantinescu (according to him it begins on f. 462v). The aim
of the present study is not to determine the kind and redaction of BAR 461, but the jux-
taposition with the text of Sin. 123 shows that it follows another Russian redaction of the
Kormiaya.

E Apxumanppur Aeorup, Ipedeckue ckasku 06 apMIHCKOH Bepe, MEPEIICAIINE B HALTY
pycekyio nucbMeHocTs (n3 pyxonucu konna XVI sexa Tpoune-Cepruesoii aaspet N 739),
Umenns Obugecmse ucmopun u dpesnocmeis poccusickux, 1879, N 1, c. 1-4. The Tale was in-
cluded in the second volume of the publication of the Nomocanon XIV Titulorum as it is
part of the Russian supplements to the Slavic translation. dpesnecrassncras xopvas XIV mu-
mya06 6es mosxosanuii. Tpyd B. H. beneusesuua. T.2. TToaAroTOBACH K H3AAHMIO M CHAOXKEH
sonoarenusamu 10, K. Berynossiv, M. C. Yuuaypossiv u 4. H. anossiv, Codus, Msaare-
ABCTBO OOATAPCKOIL akapeMuH Hayk, 1987, ¢.178-181.
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following eight commandments to observe from then on: 1) To put a nail in
the cross and to kiss the nail, but not the cross; 2) Armenian priests, just like
Muslim sheikhs, should carry a piece of cloth (“ubrus”) around their necks; 3)
The priest should not eat pork on the day on which he celebrates the liturgy;
4) The animal sacrifice should take place in the church and the heart of the
animals (oxen and rams), divided into four, should be put into the kuzya (dish
made of grain mixed with walnuts, sugar, and raisins, and served at funerals
as a dish of commemoration®); 5) The priest should read the Gospel facing
South, not East; 6) The priests should be circumcised after their death. They
should be buried in sitting position facing South with the Gospel on their
knees; the cut foreskin also should be buried with them; 7) If a wife of a lay-
man dies, she should not be buried until her husband had sexual intercourse
with her; 8) The cult of the Theotokos is forbidden.

The second part of the Tale highlights the origin of the fast of Artzibouris,
which was observed in the week following the Sunday of the Publican and
Pharisee. Armenians had a teacher named Arzi, who had a dog Urzi. Arzi had
a habit of hanging his sermons on the neck of his dog and sending the dog
ahead of him when he visited his disciples. One day, the dog was killed and
caten by wolves. In his grief, Arzi issued a commandment to the Armenians to
annually mourn the loss of the pet and commemorate him by five days of fast-
ing. The fast was named after his beloved dog - the fast of Artzibouris.

The third part tells the story of Armenian Lina, who was so virtuous that
she was elected a patriarch. Everybody praised her virtues but one dared to
doubt, saying that she was just a week woman. To prove his word, he became
a servant of Lina, seduced her, and she gave birth to his child. He then ab-
ducted the child, fled to the Greek land and wrote a book, which mocked the
Armenian heresy and their female patriarch Lina.

The fourth part is about the Armenian communion. Its preparation was
not an ecasy task because the water for the communion should be taken se-
cretly at night in silence. If something broke the silence — barking of a dog or
movement of a fish, the water had to be poured out and then the vessel had to
be filled again. The dish for preparing the communion was never cleaned (the

author claimed that the skull of a dog could be also used for this purpose).

¢ For details about the animal sacrifice in the Armenian Church, see A. Sharf, Animal
Sacrifice in Armenian Church, In: A. Sharf, Jews and other Minorities in Byzantium, Bar-llan
University Press, Jerusalem, 1995, p. 190-222.
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Armenians baked in it paste with butter, called loaves communion bread and
ate them everywhere, even when they ploughed.

The last part portrays Armenians as unctuous and hypocritical people.
They are easily converted into different religions according to the circum-
stances and they may pretend to have changed religion three or four times.
If a Christian and an Armenian were on the road together and had only one
glass, the Christian should not give it to the Armenian. If a Christian was
passing by an Armenian Church, he should close his ears to avoid hearing
their chants. If an Armenian entered a Christian church, the service should
stop. The monk Sergius, friend of German, testified that the Armenians, be-
ing God’s enemies, mocked the Christians by pissing on vegetables and serving
them to the Christians afterward.

The Tale was widespread in the Russian manuscript tradition, it was found
in different canon law miscellanies dated from the 13 to the 17 centuries”
and incorporated in the Kirilova kniga (a polemical miscellany, edited in 1644
after an order of the Russian king Michail Feodorovich (1613 - 1645)8. The
linguistic evidence, the absence of South-Slavic copies and its position among
the Russian supplements in canon law miscellanies suggest that its provenance
was most probably Russian. Identical Byzantine text has not been founded
yet, but even if it is an original Slavic work, 7ale is strongly connected with
the Byzantine tradition of anti-Armenian polemics. The 7z/e mentions that
the story about the Armenian patriarch — Lina, was written in certain “Greek
text”. Furthermore, the two first stories — the one about an Armenian delega-
tion to Halep and the other about the fast of Arzibouris — are in fact dis-
torted versions of Byzantine tales. The first one is similar to a beginning of a
Greek text, published by Pavel Ermilov after two manuscripts — Mosquensis
Synod. 298 from the 13™ century, and Patmensis 450 from the 16® century.
Not much is known about the literary tradition of the Byzantine text. Ermilov

7 1. H. Wanos, Busanmuiickoe u twoxcrociassuckoe npasosoe nacredue wa Pycu 6
XI-XIII ss., Mocksa, Mapareanctso «Hayka», 1978, c. 229; Apesnecrasanckas xopuas
X1V mumyaos, c. 178; M. B. Koporosuna, «CkasaHne o apMEHCKOI €pec> OIIBIT U3yde-
Hust Mu¢oB 06 nHocTpansx, Yenosex, 2012, 1, 132-137.

8 M. Karan, Kupuanosa xuura, Crosaps kuuncnuxos u kuuscnocmu Apesueis Pycu, PAH,
Cankr-Tletepbypr, 1998, Broin. 3, 4. 3, . 163-166. About some copies of Kirilova kniga in
Romania see: A. Huxoaos, ABa Baaamickux cnincka «KupnaaoBoil KHUTH» ¢ IHapaAA€Ab-
HBIM PYMBIHCKHM HepeBoaoM Bropoii nosoBunsl XVII Bexka, Curasanosedenue, 2008, N 2,

c.62-69.
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assumed that it had been composed towards the end of the 12% century as
some kind of “academic version” about the split between the Armenian and
the Roman Church®. After the Armenians split from the Romans on the dog-
ma of the Council of Chalcedon, fearing that the Romans might come and lay
to waste, they sent a delegation to the Persian King Hosrov to negotiate the
terms. Hosrov gave the Armenians five commandments, which they should
observe and keep as a testimony of their rejection of the Romans (accord-
ing to the Slavic Tale, Armenians sent a legation to Halep after the Seventh
Council). The commandments, they received are eight, with only one of them
being the same with this, revealed by the 7a/e: during the whole day, on which
the liturgy was celebrated, the priest should not eat pork. Another one is simi-
lar — the entire nation had to be circumcised, and in the Slavic text the priests
were to be circumcised after their death; the priests had to pray without a
belt, first prostrating three times to the South; in the Slavic text — Armenian
priests should carry “ubrus” around their necks and read the Gospel facing
south, not east. Some of the commandments in the Greek text as the one in
the Slavic 7a/e are obviously fictitious and aim at humiliating and mocking the
Armenians. For instance, according to the fourth commandment found in the
Greek text, the Armenian monks had to eat meat, cut their hair and urinate
in a sitting position.

The second story in the 7ale is widely known. It is about a certain Sergius
and his dog — Artzibouris (the Slavic author did not know their real names and
named the teacher Arzi and his dog Urzi). In the 12 century it was included
in Panoplia of Euthymius Zigabenus'?, a much consulted handbook on here-
sies and the dogma, and by this the story has acquired “official” status!!. What

9 Ermilov, “Satanic Heresy”, p. 79-90.

10°0On the Slavic translation of Panoplia see: K. Vsanosa, O caaBsuckoM mepeBope
“ITanonanu Aormaruku> Espumus 3urabena, B: MccaeaoBanust mo apeBHeil 1 HOBOI AU-
teparype, Aenunrpaa, Hayxa, 1987, c. 101-105; H. Iarosa-Teopruesa, H. EAun BeposTen
npeBoAauecKkH aBTorpad ot wppsara 4eTppT Ha X1V B. (Ome BeprDXK 32 PAHHHS CAABAHCKU
npeBoa Ha «Aormarmdecko Beeopbxue oT Esrumuit 3urasun), Palacobulgarica, 25, 2001,
N 1,c 79-94.

1 Most probably, the story first appeared in the most important Byzantine anti-Ar-
menian source — The Invective against the Armenians, created around the middle of the
11t century and attributed to a fictional author, a certain Isaak, the Catholicos of Greater
Armenia. About the origin and literary tradition of this see the detailed analysis by A. Sharf
(A. Sharf. Byzantine Orthodoxy and the “Preliminary fast” of the Armenians, In: A. Sharf,
Jews and other Minorities, p. 223-246); cf. Ermilov, “Satanic Heresy”, p. 79-90.
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is important for the present study is the obvious lack of authenticity of the
story'2, as other stories incorporated in the Slavic text it is a fictitious legend.
These narratives evidence for a biased hostile perception of the Armenians
that does not seem to be grounded on religious differences only — Armenians
are naturally mendacious and sly, impure, idolaters and ungrateful.

Even if the style of the Tale is pejorative and insulting, its contents dem-
onstrate some parallels with canons of ecumenical councils and rules of pen-
itentials. The excommunication and deposition of the clergy were foreseen
for those who forswore Christianity (after the 1°* Canon of the Council of
Antioch and the 8™ Canon of the Seventh Council in Nicaea), those who
celebrated Shabbath and Passover, prayed and received communion with the
Jews (the 7%, 65, 70" and 71° Canons of the Holy Apostles, and the 29,
334, 37, and 38 Canons of the regional Council of Laodicea), those who
married women of other faith, those who baptized their children in other faith
or married them to Jews or heretics (the 14™ Canon of the Fourth Council
in Chalcedon), those who communicated with Jews, visited their healers and
bathed together with them (the 11" Canon of the Sixth Council in Trullo).
These regulations (as attested in the respective canons) of the ecumenical and
regional councils were basic unit of different canon law miscellanies, including
collections translated into Slavic such as the Synagogue among the 50 works
of John Scholasticus'3, the Nomocanon 14 Titulorum'4, the Nomocanon 14
Titulorum with interpretations by Theodore Balsamon, John Zonaras, and
Alexius Aristinus'>, the Syntagma of Matheas Blastar!®.

In most cases, however, these works had considerably poorer dissemina-
tion in the Slavic manuscript tradition, than other, smaller or larger, collections
of penitential canons. Armenians were very rarely (hardly ever) mentioned
in these miscellanies unlike the Latins and Jews. An exception from this is

2Ermilov, “Satanic Heresy”, p. 79—90.

13 Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici. T. IV. Brno, 1971, 243-363.

14 B. H. Benemesuy, Apesuecrasancras xopmuas XIV mumyios bes mosxosanuii. T.1,
Cankr-Tletep6ypr, Tunorpadus Mmneparopckoit Akapemun Hayk, 1906 (= Subsidia Byz-
antina. Lucis opera litetrata. Vol. II b. Leipzig, 1974).

15 3axononpasuao uau Homoxanon Cserora Case. Maosmuxu npemnuc 1262 r. [pupe-
AMIO ¥ IPUAOT ¢ Hantucao Ap Muoapar M. ITerposuh, Topwu Musanosau, 1991.

16 Maruje Baacrapa Cunrarmar. AsbyuHu 360pHHUK BUSAHTH]CKUX LIPKBEHHX H APXKaB-
HUX 3aKkoHa 1 npaBuaa. CaoBeHcku npeBop BpemeHa Aymanosa, Msaao C. Hosaxosuh, be-
orpap, Cpricka xapaseBcka akapemuja, 1907.
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the Nomocanon Cotelerii (known in the Russian tradition under the name of
Pseudo-Zonaras)!”. This widespread collection!8, along with the traditionally

17 At this stage, the scholarly investigation excluded detailed textual analysis of both
the Greek and the Slavic text. The existing editions (Greek, J.-B. Cotelerius, Ecclesiae
Graecae Monumenta, Vol. 1. Luteciae Parisiorum, 1677, p. 68—158, and Slavic, cf. phototype
edition of Ms. 1160 from the manuscript collection of the Archives of the Institute for
Church History to the Bulgarian Patriarchate (further LIIAM) in A. Kpscres, Lls.
Suaxuesa, Apxuscku nomoxarnon. Beseapcku psxonuc om XIV 6., Qororunno uspanue,
YU ,Enuckon K. Ipecaascku®, Illymen, 2007) can be only a tentative evidence for the
composition of this Nomocanon. In fact, not much is known about this collection. The
time of its compilation is not earlier than the first half of the 12% century and not later
than the end of the 14% century (A. C.Tlasaos, Homoxanon npu Bosvusom Tpebuuxe.
E20 ucmopus u mexcmor 2peseckuii u cAABIHCKUG, ¢ 00SCHUMENDHOIMU 1 KPUINULECKUMY
npumevanusmu, Mocksa, Tunorpadus I. Auccuepa u A. Temeas. 1897, c. 40-42), and
the emergence of the Slavic translation dated not later than the beginning of the 14
century, around the time at which the first Middle Bulgarian copies were dated (for more
details about the Slavic copies and the history of the text, cf. L. Snaxucsa, YO. [Tanayp,
ITascorpadudeckue U rpadUKOAMHIBHCTHYECKOE ommcaHue pykomucu M 106/16 us
bubanorexn Aebpenerckoro Yuusepcutera umenu Aaitoma Komyra, Palaeobulgarica,
XI, 1987, N 1, c. 86-94; L. fInakueBa, AMHIBUCTUYHO ONPEACACHHE HA CAABSHCKH
poxonuc N 2617 ot Mcropuueckus myseit B lllymen, [lpecrascka xnuncosna wxora, 1998,
N 3, c. 211-217; 1iB. Snakuena, Cpeanoboarapckas pyxomucs N 1160 us ITMAM xak
BEPOSITHBIN rpoTorpad enurumuiinoro Homokanona Caasust Oproaoxca, B: Pyccxuii a30ix
u pycckas aumepamypa 6 cospementiom obugecmese, Illymen, YU ,Enuckon K. I'lpecaasckn®
1999, c. 216-222 M. PaiixoBa, 3a eAuH 0ro3amapHOOBATApCKH IaMeTHHK OT XV B.,
Maxedoncku npezaed, XXXI, 2008, N 3, c. 29-46; E. B. Beasixona, O cocraBe Xaya0Bckoro
HOMOKaHOHa (k ucTopuu cbopuuka <«3unap»), Cmapobsazapcka aumepamypa, 2007,
37-38, c. 114-131; A. Haiiacrosa, O pabore Has KaTaAOTOM CAABSIHCKHX IOPHAMYCCKUX
pyxomnuceit us cobpanuii 6oarapcknx 6ubaunorex, B: Cospesennvie npobaemos apxeozpapun.
Céoprux cmameii no mamepuaiom xonpepenyuu, npoxodusuieti 8 bubanomexe PAH 25-27
mas 2010 ., bubanorexa Poccuiickoit akapeMun Hayk, CaHKT—HeTep6ypr, 2011, c. 55-63;
M. Llubpancka-Kocrosa, [oxasinama xuuncnuna na Beszapccomo cpednosexosune IX -
XVIII 6. (esuxoso-mexcmorozuunu u Kysmyporoeusnu acnexmu), Vlspareactso Basentun
Tpasinos, Codus, 2011, c. 259-380.

18 Nomocanon Cotelerii is largely distributed within the Romanian manuscript tradi-
tion. It has a couple of Moldavian copies: BAR 148, miscellany, end of XV c., {f. 111-11806.
(P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei R. P. R. Vol. 1, Bucaresti, Editura
Academiei romane, 1959, p. 188-191); BAR 162, miscellany, XVI c., ff. 31-9006 (P. Pa-
naitescu, Manuscrisele slave, Vol. 1, p. 244); BAR 636, miscellany, 1557 (Vechiul drept roma-
nesc, p. 111-114); BAR 661, prayer book, 1499 (Vechiul drept roménesc, p. 53-54); BAR
685, miscellany, XVI B.; BAR 692, miscellany, 1581 (Vechiul drept romdnesc, p. 115-117);
BAR 726, miscellany, 1618 (Vechiul drept romanesc, p. 117-118).
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found larger canon law miscellanies explicit prohibition for Christians to ob-
serve Artzibouris’ fast!?, contains two regulations related to Armenians:

1. If somebody eats together with an Armenian or a Paulician or any other
heretic, and/or is in love with any of those infidels, he must stop at once and
come clean to the Church. And if he unwillingly has done these deeds, the
priest must sanctify him. If he willingly has done this, he must hear an admo-
nition and be sanctified, after being given a small prohibitive penalty. If he
does not obey the rule, but still wants to eat and drink together with infidels,
he must not ecat together with the Christians, and he must not be admitted
into the Church but every Christian must turn away from him as if he is an
idolater. And if he ever comes back for a confession, he must be separated in
penance for three years; and neither communion bread, nor any other sacrifice
coming from his home must be accepted for two years; then at the third year
he may take communion bread in the Church and remain in penance during
the third year?°

2. Anathema to anyone who eats or drinks together with an heretic, or has
a friendship, love or union [with such], i. e., with an Armenian, or a Jacobite,
or a Muslim, or a Paulician or others such as Patarens and Bogomils*!

The prohibition on accepting food from pagans and infidels is often in-
terpreted as an attempt to distinguish the Christian community because food

19Apxu3mu Homoxanon, A. 72v-73v, 86r. For Armenians in the canon law miscellanies,
see A. A. Tepa, ApMsHe U TPy3HUHBI B aHTHOXHICKHNX MOHAcTphIpsax X1 B. (o » [AKTHKOHY "
Hukona Yeproropua), B: B. M. 3arpebun (pea.), Pyco u woncnvte crassme. Cooprux crmameii
x 100-1emuro co ous powcdenus B. A. Momuna (1894 —1987), Canxr-Iletep6ypr, Mspare-
AbCTBO “AaeTeiisa’, 1998, c. 198-203.

20 Hzke atpe ek ApMENTHW HACT"s HAH C'h NARATKTANHNG HAH C'h HHRM™ EQETHKW 0 kakor®
AHEO, H ALIE NAYE AWEOR HMA KTO AMEO ¢k TAKORKIMH. CEM [AE AA OCTARHT €A CEMO H Ad
NPHKOAHT K'h UPKEH vHCT'R. H aljie NERRNTEMS CE CRTROPHAS ERAE ,A,A OCTHT™L M0 TepeH.
AYIE AH B'BALIN O\rCAhIU.IM NAKAZANTA, NAKKI Ad ocrrwrm M0 AABs EM ZANOERAR MAAR W
ZANPRIPENTA. ALjIE AN e nocASIIAE NAKAZANTA HR xoqu C'k NHMH [CTH H NHTH. TAKORKIH €
XPTCTTANKI AQ HE 1ACTS. H Bk UJKRR AQ NE NPHEMAET CA. HR prALeru cA © HEro Bhcrkkom
XpicTianung rako ® HAOAOCAS?KH’FE/I'R AQ ALIE KOTAA MAKKI npmAs K'h HCTIOR'KAH, Ad WARYHT
CA NA NOKAANTE AR.I. M B ABOH ARX™h Ad NE NPHRTO ERAE ® AOMA EMO NH npoc(l)opm NH
HHO HHKAKOROKE ngmuomsms A Bk TPETTE ARTO AA NPHEMAET cA NPocdopa eMo Bk UPKE'S. H
TAKO Ad C"th"hI.IJM H 'l‘pE’l‘lE ABTO B’k NOKAANH, See Apxuscku nomoxarnot, a. 68v.

21 E’hc'kKo m,A,,mpA N EpE'I‘IKW HAH ﬂMrY\uJA HAH APSKERI ,A"'RX\ll.IA H AKBRH H CThEAHNE-
NTA. cnp'k Ch APMENHNO. HAH Ch TAKWEHTW. HAH ¢k MSCSAMANHNOMbL. HAH C'h NARAHKIANH-
HOMh. HAH. HAKE CRTh NPOYTH TAKORTH, HAKE CRTh NATEPHHH H BMOMHAH, TAKORAIO AHAOEMA.
Apxuscku nomorxaron, s. 88v.
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sharing could be interpreted as faith sharing?%. The tradition of the sworn con-
tracts established through food sharing was attested in the Old Testament.
Eating from someone else’s food was a symbol for participation in his fellow-
ship. In most cases, this is common everyday (not religious) food?3. This is one
of the reasons why sharing food with infidels was discussed in the canons of
the Holy Apostles and the ecumenical councils. Food began to be an issue as
soon as Christians started establishing their position. The food prohibitions
became important due to a striving for separating the Christian community
from the Jewish one (the last had a strict food regime). The Church also had to
demonstrate a stance on sacrifice to the idols. Last but not least, various dual-
ist sects had strict dietary regulations. It is worth mentioning that the works
of Byzantine authors that discussed eating habits of some barbarian groups,
considered the food not only in its religious aspect but as a distinguishing
feature of civility. Byzantine historical literature shows that the people in the
Empire were quite aware of the ethnic distinctions among them and impor-
tant cultural overtones were attributed to these ethnic distinctions. The tradi-
tional division of the world into Byzantines and barbarians plays a crucial role
in forming of Byzantine authors’ specific view on the people living outside the
borders of the Empire. All higher spiritual values, known to the Christians, are
gathered within the borders of the Empire. The world beyond the borders was
considered infidel, barbarian, and lawless*4. The historical texts indicate the
existence of a particular, violently hostile perception of the “others”, a percep-
tion that prima facie does not seem to be grounded on religious differences.
The description of the eating habits of some “barbarian” groups tells us more
about how Byzantines have pictured “the others” — as a caricature, with mock-
ery and disregard®.

22'There are a number of studies on the symbolism of eating habits and prohibited food,
such as S. Kunin, We think what we eat. Neo-structuralist analysis of Israelite food rules and
other cultural and textual practices, London, T&T International (Journal for the study of the
Old Testament. Supplement series), 2004, where a discussion and an extensive bibliography
on the issue can be found.

2 A. Vinberg, Symbols of Law. A contextual Analysis of legal symbolic acts in the Old
Testament, Almqvist & Wiksell, Stockholm, 1992 (= Coniectanea Biblica. Old Testament
series, 34), p. 70-76.

24 For details, see D. Nicol. Byzantine Political Thought, In: J. Burns (ed.), The Cam-
bridge History of Medieval Political Thought c. 350 — c. 1450, Cambridge, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1991, p. 62.

2 'T. Kolbaba, The Byzantine Lists. Errors of the Latins, University of Illinois Press, Ur-
bana and Chicago, 2000, p. 145-161.
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The texts included in the Nomocanon Cotelerii confirm that the prohi-
bition on taking food from pagans and infidels should be interpreted as an
attempt to separate the orthodox community. The punishment according to
the Church canon involved both public and private penance?®. In the second
regulation, the punishment is the hardest. The anathema is the hardest church
sanction and one of the most often used formula for punishing the heretics. It
is enforced by the bishop and is mostly public punishment. The anathema is
equivalent to a curse but the sinner is not only expelled from the Church but
his sins are considered unforgivable and his body is left without a chance to
take its normal form after death?’.

Another two canons from the Nomocanon Cotelerii can be associated
with the same rule of prohibition on sharing food and drinks with the infi-
dels. Both involve a prohibition on eating and drinking everything that had

26 Pyublic penance involved prohibition on attending the Holy Liturgy, carrying cer-
tain garments or a haircut for a given period of time depending on the committed offense.
The imposition of a public penance could be executed by the bishop, mainly for offenses
affecting the whole community. The procedure and methods for it were determined by
the church canons (J. Brundage, Medieval Canon Law, London and New York, Longman,
1995, p. 24-25). In the Eastern Church, the penitent passed through four consecutive
stages, for which there was a certain period determined by the canon, as follows: 1. crying
(mpoaihaiovtes, flentes) — those who had to stand outside the church during the liturgy and
ask the entering people to pray for them; 2. listening (dxpodyevor, audientes) — those who
were allowed in the church narthex where they could stay during the reading of the Gospel
and then must leave the church; 3. fainting (dmomintovreg, genuflectentes) — those who could
enter the church beyond the narthex but to stand on their knees all the time and after the
Liturgy of the Catechumens they had to leave the church; 4. “standing with the faithful”
(ovvioTdpevor, consistentes) — those who were allowed to attend the Liturgy but not to take
communion. Between the 5 and the 6 centuries, the private penance was gradually replac-
ing the public one. Its distinctive features were the primary role of the priest, the private and
sacred nature of the confession and being forgiven after performing a kind of penalty such as
fasting for a given period of time, bowing, reciting psalms, vigils, prayers, alms, among others
(W. Pléchl, Geschichte des Kirchenrechts, Bd. 1, Wien-Miinchen, Verlag Herold, 1953, s. 78;
J; K. A. Makcumosud, BusanTuiickas npaxruka mybananoro nokasaus B Apesneii Pycu:
TEPMHUHOAOTHS ¥ npobaembr penenuud, In: Russica Romana, 1995, 2, p. 7-24; E. B. Kpy-
meapHunKas, Enurumuiinnk npen. Knpuasa Beaosepckoro xak HCTOYHHK 0 HCTOpHU Ay-
xoBHHYeckoi npaktuky, B: E. I. Bogoaaskun (coct.) Monacmowpckas xysvmypa: Bocmox u
3anad, Canxr-Iletepbypr, PAH, MuctutyT pyckoii auteparype (I Tymxunckuii soom), 1999,
c. 196-210).

27 M. Krikorian, Anathema, Schisma und Hiresie, Kanon. Jabrbuch der Gesellschaf? fiir
das Recht der Ostkirchen, 1974, 2, p. 143-153.
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been desecrated by a hand of a Jew?® (unless it had not been consecrated by
the bishop afterwards), along with a prohibition to take bread and meat from
the Jews and drink water from a vessel touched by a Jew?. Similar canons
can be found in other penitential compilations such as the Commandments
of the Holy Fathers, found in a florilegium in the so-called Berlinski sbornik
(Berlin Miscellany)®®, and the Rules of the Holy Fathers according to the
Commandments of St. Basil the Great®!, among others.

Similar compilations — Russian by origin, but comprising texts following
the South Slavic tradition — order a three-day fast for a person who has eaten
or drunk anything prepared by heretics; he could take communion on the
fourth day after a prayer had been read for forgiveness*>. Another canon pos-
tulates that a person who had tasted anything prepared by Jews, had to fast for
ten days if he had not known that the thing he had eaten had been prepared
by aJew; if he had known it, he should fast for two years.

Other prohibitions, parallel to the ones in the discussed Zale about the
Armenian heresy in BAR 461, can be found in another two Russian texts,
namely Zapovedi svyatih otec k ispovedayshtemsya sinom i dshterom®* and

28 In penitential compilations, same prohibitions are often attributed to different con-
fession communities. Therefore, some copies do not specify and give penalties for the here-
tics as a whole.

29 The attitude toward Jews in the canon law miscellanies was discussed in: A. Haiiae-
HoBa, EBpenre B kanonnanonpasuute texcrose (Prronucnu 3-1-63 n 3-1-68 or coupkara Ha
I'pyna B Myses na CpbOckara paBocaaBHa LIbPKBa B ECArpaA), B: A. Huxoaos, I. Huxoaos
(cper.), Cpednosexosnusm Gorzapun u ,opyeume". Cooprux 6 wecm na 60-200umnunama na
npodp. dun Ilemsp Anzenos, Codus, YU ,,Cb. Ka. Oxpupcku®, 2013, c. 319-329.

30 X. Muxaac, A. Tacesa, M. MoBucsa, Bepauncru coopuux, Codust, BAH, Kupuao-
MeropueBcku Hay4deH neHTBp, 2006, . 56-76.

31V, Jagi¢, Opisi i izvodi iz nekoliko juzno-slovenskih rukopisa. 2. Sitna gradja za crkve-
no pravo, Starine, 1874, N 6, c. 133-146.

32 C. V1. Cuupuos, Mamepuav. 015 ucmopuu dpesnepycckoti noxasuuoti OUcyuniutol,
Mocxsa, Cunopassnas Tunorpadus, 1913, c. 153. According to another version of this can-
on, the person who had shared his food and drink with the heretics must to observe a 12-days
fast. However, if he had done that out of necessity, the fast continued only three days, cf.
Idem. p.74.

33 [bid. p. 126: AATHNCKSIO ([PKER HE NOAORAE RXOHTH NH NHTH ¢ NHMH H EAHNO YatlM,
HH KICTH HH NOHAMTA HM's AATH; see also note 36 below.

3% Ibid. p. 112-132; F. Thomson, The Ascription of the Penitential 3amoseau cBsitpix
OTeIb K HCIIBEAAIOLIEMCS CBIHOM U AbliepoM to metropolitan George of Kiev, Russia Medi-

aevalis, 1979, N 4, p. 5-15.
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Otvety Georgia, mitropolita Kievskogo na voprosy igumena Germana”>> These
texts contain prohibitions for entering a Latin church, drinking from the same
glass as Latins, and eating together with Latins®.

As regards the particular detail in the 7a/e that the vessel used by the
Armenians for preparing the communion bread and that the food prepared
by them are unclean, it is interesting that the Nomocanon Cotelerii has rules
for those who ate and communicated with Armenians are quite inconsistently
scattered among other diverse food prohibitions (on eating various animals
and birds whose meat should not be eaten, and instructions on the procedures
to be followed if an animal was drowned in a well, contaminated the wine or
was born in the wheat). In some later copies of the Slavic translation of the
Nomocanon Cotelerii, where a numbering of the regulations was introduced,
the rules about the food, eating and communication with the Armenians,
along with these dealing with issues around treating food and water that have
been contaminated by an animal, form an entire paragraph under certain
number. Here they are united also by the similarity of the measures to be taken
in such situations — contaminated food should not be consumed until it had
been sanctified by a priest. In the Commandments of the Holy Fathers®” and
the Rules of the Holy Fathers according to the Commandments of St. Basil
the Great®®, anyone who had eaten or drunk food and water contaminated by
an animal should be subjected to a five-day fast, and on the sixth day he could
be purified after the priest read a prayer for cleansing®®.

Another motif found in the 7ale — a warning for passing along an
Armenian church with blocked ears, can be related to the penitential texts
too. They prescribed excommunication from the Church of those who prayed

3SAA. Typuaos, Otserst Ieoprusi, mutponoaura Knuesckoro, Ha BOIpochl UTyMeHa
Tepmana — apeBHeiuee pycckoe «Bonpomenue», B: Crasane u ux cocedu. T. 11. Crasan-
cxutl mup mewcdy Pumon u Koncmanmunonosem, Mocksa, Muppux, 2004, c. 211-262.

36 AaTHHCKSI (TPKRK HE MOAOKAE RXOHTH NH IHTH ¢ HHMH H EAHNO YALLH, HH 1ACTH HH
nonaria ums AamH. (A. A. Typuaos, Otsersr Teoprust, N 31); e B8AeTH Of AATKINHHA
nuan. To MATES cTRopewe n nuTH U3 WH. (Idem. N 35) He AocTONTK B AATKINKCTRH ([pKEH
cTOTH H 'kNia 0 caoywaTh. (Idem. N 39).

37 Muxaac, Tacesa, Mosuesa, bepanncku cbopruux, c. 70, N 84; ¢. 72-73, N 91-97.

38V. Jagié, Opisi i izvodi, c. 140, N 1.

39'The real use of this canon is attested by the inclusion of a special prayer for cleansing
for those who had eaten contaminated food, in the Euchologion, see J. Goar, Euchologion

sive Rituale Graecorum, Graz, Akademishe Druck und Verlaganstalt,1960, p. 670.
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in the temples of infidels and heretics, prayed together with them, accepted
their faith and then returned to the Orthodox Faith. Thus, the Slavic text of
the Nomocanon Cotelerii contains a canon to sanction those who accepted
the Judaism®’. The church punishment included both public (standing at
the place of the catechumens), and private penance (fasting and prayers).
Other penitential texts such as The Rules of the Holy Father according to the
Commandments of St. Basil the Great, provided only a 40-day fast for those
turned into heresy or Judaism and later returned to Christianity*!. According
to another canon, such person had to first damn the wrong doctrine in front
of all the community, then fast for two years, during which no Christian was
allowed to eat together with him*2,

* kX

The Tale about Armenian heresy in BAR 461 attests for a powerful textual
stereotypes, which were part of the official discourse concerning the image
of Armenians in Byzantine and Slavic literary tradition. It preserves its main
features, and evolves with time.

40Apxu5(7m HOMOKAHOH, A. 69 V.

iy Jagic, Opisi i izvods, p. 133—146, N mm; cf. Muxaac, Tacesa, HMosuena, DBepauncku
cbopnux, 56-76,N 75-76.

2 C. . CmupHoB, Mamepuase: o5 ucmopun APEBHE-PYCCKOH IMOKASIHHOM AHC-
nunaussl. Mocksa, Cunopasssas tunorpadus, 1914, . 52, 74.
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