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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 medicval heresics at Columbia University.
Like most ather investigators of the problem, [ very soon found mysealf
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 naturc of Paulicianism. Such
an attempt must still be 1entative and fragmentary; some of the probiems
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 probtem of later Balkan Paulicianism and its im-
plications is too vast in itself to be included in such a study as this, and |
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 S8R (Matenadaran) is onfy beginning to be
known, and I learned of some of the material as this bock was going to
press.  Unfortunately, ciccumstances have not yet permitted me to see
the manuscripts themselves, but I have tried to integrate into the text of
this work whatever knowledge [ have been able to obtain of them.

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

Among the many peaple who have helped me in the preparation of this
book, my thanks go first to Professer Evans. Throughout the years taken
by this investigation, he has always been ready to give me help and advice
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bath scholarly and practical, and I 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 Qaks for her innumerable kindnesses in en-
couraging me 1o 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 Columbiz
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 Gairett Mattingly
of Columbia University for their encouragement and counsel at many
stages of this work. 1am also most grateful to the Mkhitarist Fathers of
San Lazzaro in Yenice where the rescarch for much of this bock was
carried out under a Fulbright grant, not enly 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 fricnds and colleagues 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

Naote;

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

N.G.G.
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INTRODUCTION

The sect of the Paulicians achieved a brief period of political importance
ot 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 dynastics. Nevertheless the arigin
of the scct, 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.

Tho earliest reference to the sect by name comes from Armenia and
dates from the middie of the sixth century, Thereafter a variety of
sources throughout the Middle Ages notes the presence of the sectarians
on Armenian and Mesopatamian territory, either under the general name
of Paulicians, or, after the tenth century. under the regional namc 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 sevenih century, we possess nc Greek scurces
earlier than the fiest part of the ninth century. The Greck material con-
sists of both historical and polemical texts which customarily refer to the
Paulicizns as Manichaeans.? Most of these sources are concerned with
the Paulicians in the period preceding the destruction of their capital,
Tephrike, on the upper Euphrates by the Emperor Basil I in 872, but we
possess references 1o the existence of the sect in the western provinces of
the Empire until the thirteenth century at least.

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

1 The Greek and Armenian sources will be discussed separately in Chapters T and 11
respectively.
*  For a discussion of this term, see Chapter V.
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Normans.? These Paulicians seem to be identified with Manichacans.*
Far more abundant are the documents fram 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, 184}), 55, “Hinc rediens Michael
confcssus cum paucis, relictis semivivis pro pavore Normanorum sevientium, scripsit
ad Siciliam, et venerunt ipsi miseri Macedanes et Faulikiani et Calabrenses; et collectis
insimul cum reliquis in caluna Moptis Polesi, tenc descendit catepanus filivs Budiang
in Apuliam; Michael rediit ad Siciliam, jubente imperatore, unde vencrat™.

We have evidence From the Greck sources that Paulicians were present in Traly at a
shill earlier date in the contingents brought by Micephorus Phocas, the elder, in 885,
Theophanes Continuatus, “Chronographia”™, ed. 1. Bekker, CSH 8, XXXI111 {Bonn,
1838), 313; “. .. vdv Aakovithy Exelvoy, &g Urepétng woté Tod watd iy Teppkny
Xpuoodxeipug Ny, oripo; iy dnd Mdvevrog tiiv Opnokeiny Eixéviov mpooenayd-
pevov'; also Cedrenus, “Historiarum Compendium®, ed. 1. Bekker, CSHB, VII
{Bonn, 1838}, 236, On the career of Diakonitzes among the Paulicians and his sub-
sequent conversion, see Theophanes Continuatus, Chrenographio, 275; (enesius,
"Regum™, ed. C. Lachmann, CSHB, XXI1I {Bonn, 1834}, 125; and Cedrenus, Compen-
dium, 211-212.

It is possible that we have evidenes for knowledge of Paolicians in the West at
an earlier date, “Anns decimo guinto Imperii sei Constantinus [V] Syros et
Armenios, quos a Theadosopoli et Mitilena [sic] duxerat, in Thracem emigravit, ex
guibus etiam Puhlicanorum haeresis est dilata”, “Historia Misceila ab ingerta Auclore
consarcinata™, KI5, 1 {Milan, 1759), 158. The dale of the Historia Miscefla is problem-
atic. The editor’s preface of the new edilion of the RIS (Rome, 1900, 1, ¢vil, is of the
opinion that the section queted must be dated in the late ninth or eadly tenth centory
and derived from Anastasius Biblicthecarius’ translation of Theophanes' Chronsgraphy.
Indeed this passage is an exact translation from Theophanes Confessor, Chronegraphia,
ed. C. Jde Buor (Lcipzig, 1883}, I, 429. The composition of Theophancs™ work is dated
between 31071 and 814/5 by K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzoniinischen Lirteratur,
Znd. ed. (Munich, 1897), 342, a date which is confirmed by G. Moravcsik, Byzanting-
mercica {(Budapest, 1942), 1, 147, but the term “Publicanorum haeresis™ suggests a late
date. The Anmaefs of Bari still use the Greek form, “Paulikiani™, in the cleventh century,
and Anastasius Bibliothecarius, nses the form “Paulicianorum’, Anastasius Biblio-
thecarius, Clronographia Tripertita, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1885), 28f. The form
“Publicani™ is not found normally before the twelfth century.
¢ William of Apulia, “Gesta Raberti Wiseardi”, MGHS, 1X {Hanover, 1851), 1, vv.
333.240, p. 248:

“Cum Graecis aderant quidam, quos pessimus error
Fecerat amenies, et ab ipso nomen habebant”,
These verses, which refer Lo the campaign of 1041 scem cicarly 1o contain the pun on
the name of Mani or Manes so dear to early ecelasiastical writers. The doctrine atiri-
butcd to these sectariant is rather confused:
“Plebs zolet ista Patrem cum Christo dicere passum,
Et fronti digita signum crucis imprimit uno,
Mon aliam Nati personain quarn Patri esse,
Hanc cliam sancti Spiraminis csse docebant™, fiid., vv, 341-344,
The correct Latin form seems 1o have been “Publicani™, though the forms
“Populicani'', “Poblicani”, and *“Paoplicani™, ete.... also occur. See Ducange,
Glossarium mediae e1 infimae latinitatis, ¥V, ed. G. Henschel (Pans, 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 aumbered 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 identificd as heretics.? After the

Ducange, “Histoire de I'emipire de Constantinople sous les empereurs Frangois™,
Corpus Byvzanrinae Srovica, XXV (Paris, 1658, 341-342.
¢ The Paulicians are listed among the Muslim continpgents as fallows:

a) In Asia Minor and particularly at the batde of Dorylasum: Histeire anonyme de
fa premiere croisade, ed. L. Bréhier (Paris, 1924), 111, 9, p. 48. Peter Tudebodus, “His-
1aria de Hierosolymitano itinere”, RHC-Oce., 11E (Paris, 1856}, 26. Robert the Mank,
“Historia lherosolimitana™, RAC-0cc., 111, T63; Henry of Huntington, “' e captions
Antiochae a christianis”, REFC-0cc., ¥ (Paris, 1893), 375.

b) In 1098, at the siege of Antioch: Histeire anonyme, VI, 20, p. 102. Pcter
Tudebadus, Historia, 55; Stephen of Chartres, "Ad Adelam pxorem svam epistola™,
RHC-Qcc,, 111, 888; Baldric of Dole, “"Historia Jerasolimitana”, RHC-Oce., 1V {Paris,
1879), 54.

¢) In the relicving Muslim army of Curbaran (Kerbogha): Histaire anonyme, 1X, 21,
pp. 110-112. Peter Tudebodus, Hisforia, 59; Robert the Monk, Historia, 308 ; Baldric
of Dole, Historia, 59; Henry of Huntington, De capiione, 377; Baldwin 1I[, “Historia
Nicaena vel Antiochena”, REC-Oce., ¥, 162; Hugo of 5t. Maria, “Itineris Hierosa-
Iymitani compendiom”, RNC-¢r,, V, 364; Guibert de Nopent, “Historia quae dicuntur
gesta Dei per Francos”, REC-Ocr., 1V, 189,

d) In 1059 ar the baitle of Ascalon: Albert of Aix, “Historiz Higrosalymilana™,
RHC-Occ., 1V (Paris, 1879), 490, 493, 497.

¢} As garrisons in Mushim cities such as Arche and Neapolis {Nablus): Peter
Tudcbodus, Historia, 97; Baldric of Dwole, Historia, 91, 105, var. 19; Gilo of Paris,
“Historia Gilonis de via Hierosolymitana™, RHC-Occ., ¥, 788.

7 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
1o investigate the sitvation of Antioch in the fall of 1097, “Vencrunt itaque in vallem
prope Antiochiam ad quoddam castrum Publicanorum illicque avdierunt Turcos esse
in civitate {Antiochia] eamque fortiter defendere preparabant™. Peter Tudebodus,
Historia, 33, and Henry of Hustington, De captione, 383-384, are non-commital, bot
Robert the Monk, Hisioria, 770, shows that the garrison was hostile to the scouts,
"Perrexerunt igitur usque ad castrum Publicanorum, coque sibi subjugato...". This
point of view is supporied by the Anonymus Rhenanus, "Historia et gesta ducis
Gotfndi¥, RIFC-Oce., ¥, 458. This antagonism is far more characteristiv of the
attitnde of the Paulicians toward the Crusaders,

¥ ffisteire anonyme, 111, 9, pp. 48 and 110-111, “Eratautem numeris Turcorem, Persa-
rum, Publicanorum, Sarracencrum, Angulanorum aliorumgue paganorum...”; also
Baldric of Dole, Misteria, 54, *... Turcos, Publicanos... et plurimas alias gentilium
nationes..."”; Peter Todebadus, Historia, 26, 55, 39; Stephen of Chartres, Epistofa,
888; Robert the Monk, Fistoria, BOB: Albert of Ajx, Historia, 490, 497; &t al.

' The earlier chroniclers do not mention the name of the heretics found near Pelagonia,
Histoire anonyme, [, 4, p. 22, "Egressi de Castoria, intravimus Palageniam [sic] in qua
erat quoddam hereticorum castrum, guod undiguc aggressi sumus, MoAQue NOSLIO SUC-
cubuit imperio: acoenso itaque igne, combussimus castrum cum habitatoribus suis”.
Also Peter Tudebodus, Histerta, 16, and Reobert the Monk, Hisroria, 745, William of
Tyre, however, identifies the heretics as Publicani, P. Pacis &d,, Guillaume de Tyr ot rex
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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 2
general name for a heretic.!® In the Balkans they are still known to
Villehardounin carly in the thirteenth century, but he presents them as
traiters 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, 12
The background of these heretics is obscure, though Evervinus of Stein-
feld says that in 1146 heretics at Colegne confessed that their doctrine
wus ancient and had lingered in Greece.’ Qccasionally we find the

continaatewrs (Paris, 1879), I, 72, “Aprés il [Bohemond and his army] vindrent en la
terve de Pelagoing,.. puis olrent dire que prés de 1a avoit un chastel mout fort, oi
tuit li popelicain de la terre fesoient recet, por |a foree du lien; ne n*avoit iluec s¢ teus
genz nan mescréanz”. Willizm may be using the term “Publicani” as a gencral 1erm
of abuse {see n. 10), However, we know that Paulicians were still to be found in the
arca in the thirleenth century (see n, L),

L Guillowme de Tyr, 11, 420-421, “,. . car bien avoit Ve anz passez que uns popeliquans
Fu qui avait non [sic] Marons: de cestui estoient-il apelé Maronigue, porce qu'il le
sivoient en sa mescréandise™.

% Villechardouin, La Comguéte dr Constantinople, vd. E. Faral (Paris, 1939), 1,
210-212, This account of the attemapt made by the Paulicians of Philippopolis to
betray the city to the Bulgar Tsar Johanitza or Kalajan, their subsaquent punishment
by the Latin lord of Philippopolis, Renier de Trit, and the eventual surrandar of the
city to the Bulgars treats the entire episode on a purely political basis without any
overlones of heterodoxy.

B Hisloria Miseella, 158; “Historia Vizeliacensis monasterii”, in d’Achéry, Spicilz-
gium vererum aliquot scriptorum, 11, ed. de la Barre (Paris, 1723), 560; Louis YIi,
“Epistola CCCLYII[ad Papam Pascalem”, in Duchesne, ffistorioe Francorum Scriplores,
1V (Paris, 1641), 729; Lateran Courcil of 1179, Manxi, XXT1, 232; Alberic the Monk,
“Chronicon™, MGHS, XXTII (Hanover, 1874), 878; Robert of Anxerre, “Chronicon™,
RGFS, XYI1II (Paris, 1897), 249-250, 262; William of Newbridge, ““Libri quinque de
rebus Anglicis™, RGFS, XI (Paris, 18693, 108; Radulph Coggeshale, “Chronice
Anglicane”, RGFS, XY, 59, 92; Matthew of Paris, Chronica Majora, ed. H. R,
Luard (London, EB78), IIL, 375; William Brite, "'Philippidas™, in Duchesne, Scriprores,
¥, 102; Stephen Bellavilla, “De septemn donis Spiritus Sancti”, in d"Argentré, Collecrio
Judiciorum de novis erroribus (Paris, 1724), 1, %0; “Roman de Chantepleure™, in Ducange,
Glossarium, ¥, 350,

N william of Newbridge, Libri guingue, 108, “... incerto auctore habentes”. An
unknown ornigin is likewise ascribed to the heretics at Orléans in 1022; ser Peter Vivi
Senorus, “Chromicon®, in d"Achéry, Spicilegium, 11, 474, "Sub ipso tempeore exorta est
magna haeresis nova et inaudita in urbe Aurelianensi”. The same is true in Milan
in 1040; see Landulph Senior, “Medicalensis Historia®™, RIS, 1V, 2, new ed. (Bologna,
1942), 67, *...quandam haeresim inauditam...”. These last two heresies are not
specifically idemified with the Publicani by the contemporary scurces, though this is
done by Ducange, (lorsarium, V, 350,

M Evervinus of Steinfeld, “Epistola ad §. Bermardum de haereticis sui temporis”,
PL, CLXXXII {1879), 679, “hanc hacresim usque ad hace tempora occultatam fuisse
a temporibus martyrum, et permanisse in Graecia, et quibvsdam aliis terris™. The
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Publican: identified with the Cathari or Albigensians of southern France,'®
In the sources, the Paulicians are seldom cailed Manichaeans; they
must, however, have been so considered by analogy with the Cathari,
against whom this accusation is made.!” Thus we find, as carly as the
thirteenth century, the opinion widespread among western authors that
the Oriental Paulicians or Publicani were the probable ancestors of
western Manichacan 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 cbharacteristics.'?

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 Barenius 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
conlempararies; see Roberl of Avxcrre, Chronicon, 2T4; Matihew of Paris, Chronica
Majora, 78; Rainier Sacchoni, “Summa de Catharis et Leonistis seu Pauperibus™, in
Martene et Durand, THVA, V, 1767-1768, of al.

¥ Lateran Council of 1179, Adansi, XX1I, 232; Robert of Auxerre, Chranicon, 249-250;
William of Newbridge, Libri guingue, 108; et of.

' Louis YII, Epistala, 729, “Archicpiscopus Remensis H. [ratcr meus nuper in
Flandriant Terraen profectus, ibi invenit homines deprayetos, erroris pessimi seclarores
in Manichaeorum lapsos haeresim, qui vulgo Populicani vocantur”. Also Stephen
Bellavilla, De seprem donis, 90; Alberic the Monk, Chronicon, 945,

17 Eckbert of Schénau, “Sermones contra Catharos™, PL, CXCV (1B55), 16, er
passim: Moneta of Cremona, Adversus Catharos et Faldenses, ed. T. Ricchini (Rome,
1743}, et al.

M The concern of this study is only wilth the Oriental Paulicians 10 the exclusion of
any considerations of their possible survivai in the Balkans or western Furope.

"W M. Rader ed., Peiri NSiewl! Historia Manichaeorum {Ingolstzdt, 1604). Only the
Histary of Peler of Sicily was cdiled by Rader, and nol the Sermons following il, which
were first published by A. Mai, Nova patrum biblivtheca (Rome, 1847), 1V, 3, §-79,
2 Ducange, “Observations sur Uhistoire de Geaffroi de Ville-hardouhin™, Corpus
Byzrantinge srovicee, XX V1IN, 3142, does not list Pater of Sicily among his sources. 1n the
Glosrarium, ¥, 350, which was published some twenty years later, the mention of Paul
and John as the ariginalors of the Paulician secl may well be a reference to Peter of
Sicily, History, Chapters XX1 and XXI[1, PG, CIV. 1273/4-1275/6. This added source
would explain Llhe change in point of view from the suggestion of a doubt in the
Ohservations, 342, “0r quoy gque les hérétiques Pauliciens sokent diférens des Mani-
cheanaz [sic] ... il5 sant ordinairement recannus dans les aultheurs sous le norn de Mani-
cheans™, to the categorical identification of the Paulicians as Manichaeans in the
Glossarfum, ¥, 350, Here not only does Ducange consider the Paulicians to have been
Manichaeans, bul he identifies them with the Publicari, and derives the herelics of
Orléans and the Waldensians lrom them,
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Ecclesiastical Anngls.” Maimbourg, basing himsell on Peter of Sicily
and the Byzantine chroniclers, Cedrenus and Zonaras, included in his
History of Iconaclasm a nole on the persecutions of Paulicians {n the
Byzantine Empire during the ninth century. These Paulicians, he noted,
werg not only Manichaeans, but Iconoclasts. This additional characteris-
tic was the cause of their persecution by the Empress Theodora after the
re-gstablishment of Orthodoxy ar Constantinople in ¥43.2 More im-
portantly, Bossuct, in his history of the Protostant 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,? Walf,?? Ricchini,?® Myrateri,?® and Le Beau.3® 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

n . Baronius, Amnales Ecelesigstici (Luoca, 1742-1744), XI, 459-463; XTI, 76,
298-209, 628-629; XIII1, 485-490; X1V, 313-314; XV, 223, 232 (editic princeps, 1588
1607). This is an hislorival aceount drawn mainly from Peter of Sicily. The Paulicians
are invariably characterized as Manichaeans,

2 L. Maimbourg, Histaire de I'hérisie des Jeonoclasres (Paris, 16R6), 430-482.

¥ ] B. Bossuet, "Histoire das varialions des églises protestantes”, Oewwres, 1V (Paris,
1852), 172-174 {edirio princeps, 1648).

" fbid, 174,

i P, Bayle, "Paulicicns™, Dictionnaire histarique, new ed. (Paris, 1830), X1, 475-509
{editio princeps, 1695-1697). Almost all the material for Bayle's article is taken from
Bossuet.

(G, Fleury, Histoire ecclésiastique, new ed. (Paris, 1858), 111, 223, 225-227, 229,
243-244, 259, 319, 4RT-48§ 645 (edirio princeps, 17200, 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 11F, 223, 225-227, 487-488, 645, 1V, &40, 685,

# 1, C. Woll, dnecdora graeca racra ef profana (Hamburg, 1722-1724), I vols. The
preface to the four polemical books against the Pauligians attribuled to the Patriarch
Photius, of which this is the first edition.

® T. Ricchini, “Preface™ to Moneta of Cremona, Adversus Carharos er Valdenses
(Rome, 1743), xiv-xviii.

L. A, Muralori, “Disserlatio scxagesima, Quaenam hacreses sazeulis rudibus
Ntaliam divexarint”, Antiguitates Halicar Medii Aevi (Arezzn, 1771, XI, 436-444,

¥ & Beau, Histaire du Bas-empire en connmengant ¢ Constaniin fe Grand (Maestricht,
1780), XIv, 259-261, 265, 358; XV, 28-30, 88, 172-186: XVII, 569-571. Le Beau is
sequainied with most of the chroniclers coneermed with the Paulicians with the
exception of George the Monk whose chronicle was not published until the following
century. He is not interested in Paulician influence in the Wesl, but he does nol
question the characterization of the sect as Manichasan.
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other Protestant authors ihat 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 ¢ventually among the Paulicians.”

Yoltaire suggested that the name “Manichaean” was given inaccurately
and pejoratively to all the opponents of the established Church, though
he himselfl referred to the Paulicians persecuted by Theodora as Mani-
chaeans.®® The first sericus criticism of the identification of Paulicians
with Manichaeans was to come from Mosheim.® In his Institures,
Masheim 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 easly heterodox Christianity.?®
He came to the conclusion that the Paulicians were descended from ene of
the many Gnostic sects.® The Protestant point of view was probably

M3, Chassanion, Hisigire des Afbigenis (1593), 28 {.; I. Perrin, Mistoire des Voudois
ef des Alhigeoiz {Geneva, L618), passim; ). Léger, Flistoire geénérale des dplises évangd-
figues vaudaises (Leyden, 1669), I, 18, 126-131; 11, 328; E. Gibbon, The History of the
Decline and Fall af the Roman Empire, ed. J. B, Bury {London, 1902}, VI, 111, 113, 125;
F. Schmidt, Historia Pauficianorum Orientalium (Halnia, 1826), 1-2, 68-74; 1. K. L.
Gieseler, “Untersuchungen dber die Geschichte der Paulikianer”, Theolupische
Srudien und Kritiken (Hamburg, 1829), I1, 80; Bossuet, Variarions, nnd Fleury, Histoire,
1V, 767, make a poinl of distinguishing between the Albigensians and the Waldensians,
The tradition of the Paulicians as the ancestorz of the Waldensians, however, waz 1o
persist as late as the nineteenth century; ree A. Lombard, Fauliciens, Bulgares, et Bons-
hommes en Grient ot en Oceident (Geneva, 1879), xviii-xix, 18-19, 271, eic. On this
point see C. Schmide, Histeire . .. des Cathares ou Albipeois (Paris-Geneva, 1849), 267 i,
M Volraire, “Examen important de Milord Balingbroke ou le tombeau do fanatisme,
écrit sur 13 fin de 1736", OQewwres, XLI1, ed. M. Bauchat (Paris, 1831), 196-197.

= 1, L. Mosheim, Instivetes of Eccleriastical History Ancient end Modern, trans.
1. Murdock, 3rd cd. {New York, 1845-1849), 3 vols; G. Amold, Unparteyische Kirchen
und Ketzer Historien, new ed. (Schaffhausen, 1740), 1, 321 (editic princeps, 1699), alsa
questioned the Manichaean identification. I. de Beausorbe, MHistoire critigue de Mani-
chée et du manichéisme (Amsterdam, 1734), 1, 254, 262, criticized the accuracy of
Peter of Sicily, Photins and Euthymius Zigabenus in their accusations against the
Manichaeans and the Bogomils. He apparently left a manuscript study of the Paulici-
ans, but this was never published, ibid., 3, “Preface™, 5, and 262; C. Schmidt, Hisroire,
11, 268 n. 2.

* Mosheim, frsriruzes, 11, 135-136, 4635,

= fhid., 103-104, ... it is certain that they were not genuine Manichaeans, although
they might hold some docirines bearing a resemblance to those of that sect™.

3% 7hid |, 103,

¥ Ihid, 104, and 104, n. J2. The tendeacy o 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,
Gibbon pointed out that the Paulicians had rejected all identification with
Mani and his doctring, and therefore he, too, considered them a Goostic
sect, though he admitted the presence of Manichaean elementsamongthem.
Ir 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
Giescler in 1829.2% In additicn to characterization of the doctrine and
establishment of a systematic history and chronefogy 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 distike of images, and by their opposition o the
hierarchy, more than by their other religious opinions™.
1®  Gibhon, Decline and Fall, VI, 111-1t5, [24-115. “The visible assemblics of the
Paulicians or Albigeois were extirpated by fire and sword; and the bleeding remnants
cscaped by flight, concealment, or catholic conformity. But the invincible spirit which
they had kindled still lived and breathed in the Western world, In the slate, in the
church, and even in the ¢loister, a latent succession was prescrved of the disciples of
51, Paul; who protested against the tyranny of Rome, embraged the Bible as the rele
of faith, and purified their creed from all the visions of the Gnostic theology. The
struggles of Wickliff in Eagland, of Huss in Bohemia were premature and ineffectual;
bul the names of Zuinglius, Luther, and Calvin are pronwunced with gratitude as the
deliverers of nations™ (125), Gihbon was atse the first 1o consider the possible means
for the ransmigzion of the Paulician doctrine to the West. He suggested: 1) pilgrimg
passing through the Balkans on their return Erom Jerusalem; 2) Eastern traders in
Venice; 3) Paulician contingents in the Byzantine provinces in Italy, ibsd., 123, Peter
de Marca, Histoire de Brarn (Paris, 1640), VIIL, xiv, 728, had suggested that the
Paulicians had joined the French armies returning from Palestine by way of Bulgaria
and g0 reached France, but e gave na proof of this hypothesis.

1t 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, howevar, is based on social
and economic and not on theological grounds. See, for instance, K. Iuzbashian,
“Toward the History of the Paulician Movement iz Byzantium in ihe [X Centory™,
FProbleme of the fHistory of Religion and Atheism, TV (1956), 269-270,
® Gieseler, ""Untersuchungen™. Two earliee monographs on the Paulicians exist:
1) F. Schmidt, Historia Panfivianorum Orientalium (Hafnia, 1826), and 2) §. Engelhardt,
“Dic Paulikiuner. Eine kirchenhistorische Abhandlung”, Newes kritisches Joornal
der thealogischen Litteratur (Sulzbach, 1827), VII, 3-33, 129-165. Schmidt, however,
merely gave at aceount of Paulician history and dogma from the attempied reconciliation
of Peter of Sicily, Photius, and Cedrenus. The study of Enguthardt, though more critical
and thorough than that of Schmidt, was immediawly superseded by that of Gieseler.
% Gieseler, "“Untersuchungan™, 87-101, 114-120.
# Jbid., 80, B2-B6, er passim. Gieseler was to give a new edition of Peter of Sisaly,
Peiri Siculi Historia Manichaeorum seu Paulicianorum {Gottingen, 1846}, as well as of
the polemical author known az Peter the Higumen, [Mévpov fhoglotow povoxol
'Hyoupévou mepi Tlaviuaawvdy 1@y kal Maviyaiow (Gottingen, 1849),
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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
phasc of Paulictanism as a fable invented by Orthodox polemicists. s
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 doctring of the Paulicians, he further concluded that its closest
analogy lay intheearly Christian heresy of the Marcionites whose anti-Ju-
daistic, Pauling attitude he found reflected in the later Paulician tradition.

By the middie of the nineteenth century the generad theory was, there-
fore, that the Paulicians had held 2 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 palemical works of Peter of Sicily
and the Patriarch Photius, as well as on the notices found in the works of
the Greek chroniclers.®® Two additicnal factors were to complicate the
study of Paulicianism in more recent times.

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

¥ Gieseler, “Lntecsuchungen'™, 81-86.

B hid., &1, 83, 87, 102, 107-108.

o gbid., 103-111. Gieseler emphasizes the Paulician reverence for 51. Paul and their
rejection of the Old Testament. He idealifis this as parl of the Marcionite tradition,
ibed., 83, 104-105, {08-10%,

(. Schmide, Hisroive des Cathares. Schmidt attempted to demonstrate the absence
of any relation between the Cathari and the carlier dualistic sects, “Preface®, iv-v, 11,
252-271, er passim; he did nol, however, queslion the duaiistic character of the Pauli-
cians, 1, 12; L[, 261-262. H. Finlay, A Histery of Greece from the Conguest by rthe
Rormans to the Present Time, B.C. M6 ra A.D. 1864, new ed., ed. H. F. Tozer (Oxlord,
1877}, 11, 243-244. Finlay comes 1o no particular conclusions about the Paulicians,
but he is inclined to believe in their early Christian character. Lombard, Pauliciens,
12-21. The work of Lombard tends to be polemical and unscholarly. Al best it repra-
duces the conclasions of Gieseler.

*  The work asributed to Peter the Higumen had been published by Gieseler (see
n. 4i). Two addilional sources on the Greek Paulicians were available in this period:
1) an abjuration formula published by Tollius, Jesignia itinevarii hofici (1696), 126 .,
reprinted in PG, I, 146142-1471/2 {known to Gieseler); 1) Buthymius Zigabenus,
Fanopiia Dagmatica, iirst published in Latin tranglation by P. F. Zinus (Venice, 1555},
and in Greek by the Monk Mitrophanes {Tergovisl, 1710). The works of Pholius 2nd
in particular those of Peter of Sicily remained, however, the principal if not the only
sources up 1o this period.
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Michael Camgean, who had included some information on the history
and doctrine of the Armenian Paulicians and T*ondrakexi in his History
of the Armenigns, published in Venice in 178447 amgean considered
theze sectarians 1o have been Manichaeans. In 1834 one of the main
polemical sources against the Armenian Paulicians, the work of the
Kat‘ofikos John of Ojun, was also published in Venice, together with a
Latin translation.*® These works were familiar te Neander®® gnd particu-
larly to D&llinger,*® 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 theorics.’?

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), Histary af the Armenians from the Crearion of the
Warld to A.D. I784 according ta the Accounis of all the Sourcex, 3 vols (Yenice, 1784
1786), 1, 765-68; 11, 356-357, I86-384, 195, 884-895. (amiean was acquainied with the
Greek chroniclers as well as with the work of Peter of Sicily, though apparentiy not
at first hand, fbid., 1, 767-T68.

1 Iohn of Ojun, Domini Johannis Philosophi Orzniensis Armeniorum Cathalici,
Opera, ed. I. B. Aucher (Venice, 1334), F. Windischmann, ““Mittheilungen aus der
armenischen Kirchengeschichte™, Tiibingen theologische Quartalschrift (1835}, gives a
discussion of this work.

i A Neuander, Allgemeine Geschichte der christlichen Religion und Kirche (Humburg,
1836), 1V, 450-453. Neander was acquainted with the work of Camiean through a
translalion given to him by Petermann, ibid., 451, nn. 1, 3. He does not seem to have
kncwn the work of John of (dun or the article of Windischmann.

¢ 1. von Dbllinger, Beitrdge zur Sektengeschichic des Mitrelalrers {-—Gesclifvhve der
gnostisch-manichiischen Sekten im fritheren Mitrelafters (Munich, 1890), 1-31, 54, 58-59,
113-116, 123, 127, 129-131. Dillinger was alsa acquainted with the work of (:.ambean
at second hand, but he devoted a chapter to the work of John of Qjun, ibid, 24-31.
He was of the opinion that the Paulicians might be relaled to the sect of the Archontics
as well as 1o the Marcionitcs, /bid., 2-3, bul he docs not otherwise seriously modify
the thesis of Gieseler.

¥ B. Sargisean, Nesearch on the Manichavo-Paulician Sect of the T'ondrakians
{Venice, 1893). K. Ter Mkrtischian, Die Paulikianer im byzantinischen Kaiserreiche and
verwandte ketzavixche FErscheinungen in Armenien {Leipzig, 1893}, Some of Ter
Mkrttschian’s conciusions seem unfounded, but H. Grégoire's condemnation of the
work as “‘un livre faux d'un bout & I'autre", seems enduly harsh, H. Grégoire, “Autour
des Pauliciens”, Byzantion, X] (1936), 610, Much of Ter Mkritschian's material is of
primary imporiance, and he made some of the Armenian sourcs available Lo western
schelars for the first time ] see, Die Paulikianer, Appendices, 129 1.

o Although Ter Mkritschian criticized and rejected part of the Greek sources (ree
n. 54}, he too accepted the thesis of the Marcionite origin of Paulicianism, ibid., 106-111,
though he also suggcsted a relation 1o the Mossalians, ibfd, 4249, 62-63, 84, 89, 111.
¥ @) (Gearge the Monk, Chronicon, ed. E. Muralt (St. Petersburg, 185%). This is the
first complete edition of the chronicle and of i1s continuation. It contains the chapter
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Sicily and the Patriarch Photius, was atfacked by Ter Mkrttschiapn.®
Consequently the majority of recent works on the Faulicians have devoted
themselves primarily to the establishment of the validity and sequernce of
the Greek sources.®® No definitive conclusions on this subject have been
reached up 1o now. Nevertheless, the general opinion at present remains
that the Paulicians were a non-Manichacan 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 omitled in OSFHB8, XXXIIl (Bonn, 1838). The Muralt
edition was reprinted by Migne, PG, CX (1863). A betier edilion was brought out by
C. de Boor, Geargii Monuchi Chronican (Leipeig, 1904), 2 vols.

b) J. Friedrich ed., “Der ursprilngliche bei Georgios Monachos nur theilweise
erhaliene Bericht iber die Paulikianer™, Sirzungsberichie der philosophisch-phifologischen
und der historizchen Clasre der K.B. Akademie der Wissenschaften 2u Miinchen {1896), 67-
til. This is the publication of the chapter concerning the Paulicians in the Codex
Scorialensis, and it Jiffers radically from Lhe versivn of de Boor (see my Chapier I).

¢} 4. Ficker ed., "Eine Sammlung von Abschwirungsformeln™, Zzitschrift fir
Kirchengeschichre, XX VI1(Gotha, 1908), 443-464. This contzins an abjuration formula
different from the one published by Tollius and Migne (5ee n. 46).

d) M. M. Petravskii ed., “Letter of the Patriarch of Constantinople Theophylactys
1o the Trar of Bulgaria Peter™, FAN, XVITE, 3 (1913), 3558-372,

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

“ K. Ter Mkritschian, Die Pawlikioner, 34, 9-14, 127 accepied 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, haowever, not accepted.

3% K. Ter Mkritschian, Pie Paulikianer, 2-14, 28, 127, et passipr. 1. Fricdrich, “Der
urspritngliche Bericht”, 67-69, 81 if. C. de Boar, ''Dxr Bericht des Georgios Monachos
iber die Paulikianer™, BZ, V11 {1900}, 3949, 1. B. Bury, *Appendix £, in Gibben,
Decline and Fafl, V1, 540-54). K. R. Moeller, De Photif Petrigue Sicult lfbris conrra
Manichaeor scriptiz (Bonn, 1910). H, Grégeire, “Les Sources de I"hisioire des Pauoli-
ciens. Pierre de Sicile est authentique et "“Photius’ est un faux™, ARB-BL, XXILI, 5e
serie (1936), 95-114. Grégoire, "Sur I'histoire des Pavliciens'. ibid., 224-226. Grégoire,
“Autour des Pauliciens™, Byzantion, XI (1936), 610-614 (hereafter, ““Pauliciens™).
Grégoire, “Précisions geographiques et chronologiques sur les Pauliciens™, ARB-BL,
XXXILL, Se série (1947), 289295 F. Scheidweiler, “'Paulikianerprobleme”, BZ,
XL, 2 (1950), 10-39, 366-384. E. Lipshits, “Froblems of the Faulician Movement
in the Light of Conlemporary Bourgeois Historiography™, FF, ¥V {1952), 235-241.
M. Loos, “"Dreux contributions a U'histoire des Pauliciens', Byzentinosfavica, XVII, 1
{Prague, 1956), 19-57. Good résumés of the various conclusions presented in these
works are (o be found in Bury, “Appendix”™, in Gibbon, Decline end Fell, V1, 540-543;
Gregoire, “Sources', 95-101; and Locs, “Contributions 1, 19 ff. See also ). Scharf,
“Zur Echtheitsirage der Manichierbacher dey Photiug”, BZ, XLIV (1951), 487 f.
V. Sharenkoff, 4 Srudy of Manichaeism in .ﬁ'ufgorf'a with .S'_pecia! Reffrent‘f 10 rthe
Ragomils (New York, 1927). H. Grégoire, “Sources™, 95-105. Grégoire, "Pour
Thistoire des églisca paulicienms Kewvoxdpwv du Pont, Episparis en ®avepoa”,
Orientalia Christivna Periodica, X111 (Rome, 1947), 509, 513 (hercalter, “Eglises™).
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is held by Saviet scholars. In 1947 the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of the Armenian SSR set before Armenian scholars the
problem of iracing 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 fo support it have not been particularly convincing
so far. Such an approach, however, 15 far too limited to give any com-
prehensive insight into the real character of Paulicianism. In the realm of
theclogy, Soviet scholarship still accepts the thesis of Paulician dualism.**

Grégoire, “*Precisions”, 301. A. Dondaine, Lin rraité neo-manichéen du Xiflfe sicele te
liber de ducbus principiis (Rome, 1939), 52, 56, T. Mersoyan, “The Paulicians”, The
Eastern Churches Quarterfy, ¥, 12 (London, 1944), 403-412, H. C. Puech and A.
Vaillunt, Le Troité coatre les Bogomiles dv Covmas fe prétre (Parvis, 1945), 305-306.
311, 317-325. S. Runciman, The Medieval Manicliee (Cambridge, 1948), 26-62. D,
Ohaolensky, The Bogomile (Cambridge, 1948), 28-38. Scheidweiler, “Pavlikianer-
prableme”, 366 . H. S&derberg, La Refigion des Cathares (Uppsala, 1949}, 24-29, 33,
52-53, 55, 103, 117-118, 120-121, 268, cic.

The thesis of the Manichaean origin of the Paulicians scems 10 have been abhandoned
in favor of a Gnostic dualism, though Dondaine stitl gives the former serious con-
sideration, Le liber de dupbus principiis, 52, “Les débuts du laulicianisme sont mal
connus; ses premiéres manifestations certaines ne remaonient puére av deld du milieu
du ¥ile siécle. Un licn historigue avee le manichéjsme n'a pu &tre étahli, cependant
ses origines aux confins de I'Europe et de 1" Asie o0 les doctrines de Mani avaient encore
de nombreux adeptes rendent fa Aliation des plus vraisemblable™.

In view of the recent enthusiasm lor the Marcionile origin of the Paulicians, it will
ke well to remember that the autherity on the Marcionites, A. Harnack, had doubts
as 10 the resemblanoe of the 1wo sects; see¢ his Marcion, das Evangefium vom freniden
Gorr {Leipzig, 19213, 303-3, also 382-383. The relation of Paulicianism to Mani-
chacunism and Marcionitism had already been denied in the last centery by 1. V.
Cheltsov, “About the Paulicians", Khristianshoile Chtenie (Christian Readings), 3-4
(1877), 513-19.

# 8. Melik-Bashian, The Pardician Movemens in Armenia, Russian cdition {Moscow,
1955), 12,

® E. Lipshits, “The Paulician Movement in Byzantium in the V11T and the First
Part of the IX Ceniuries™, ¥V, V (1952), 49-72. §. Melik-Bashian, The Paulician
Mavemenr in Armenig (Ercvan, 1953). This work was received wilh severe criticism;
see K. luzhashian, “Rueview”, Voprasy Istorii (1955, #1), 158-162. The Russian transla-
tion appeared with some corrections in 1955, and all references to the work of Melik-
Bashian in this study will be to the comrected Russian edition. A. G. loannisyan
(Hovhannisyart), “The Tondrakian Movement in Armenia (1X-X! 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 lime, 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 upen 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.®

Voprasy Istorii, X (1954). A. Manatsakanyan, “On Some Major Problems of the
T<cndrakian Movement™, F4NA (1954, #3), 63 T (unferlunately unchtainable at
present). K. N. luzbashian, “On the History of the Paulician Movement in Byzantium
in the IX Century”, Problems in vhe History of Religion and Atheism, iV {Moscow,
1958), 246-279. K. N. luzbashian, "The T*ondrakian Movement in Armenia and the
Paulicians™, fANA {1956, #9), 3144, A. G. loannisyan, “Smbat Zarchavangi, his
Times and his Contemporaries”, Muaienadaran Bufletin, [1I (Erivan, 1956), 7-30,
H. Bart'ikyan, “0On the Probletn of the Paulician Movement in the First Half of the
Eighth Centory™, PV, ¥I11{1956}, 127-131. H. Bart'ikyan, “Concerning the Evaluation
of Certain Sources on the Paulician Movement”, fANA {1957, #6), 85-97. H. Bartj-
kyan, “On the Organization of the Pavlician Community™, FHistorica-philolagical
Jowrnal of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenion SSR {1958, #3), 18-187.

Sowier scholars have benefited from a great deal of new manuseripl material, but
their lack of interest in theological maiters has kept them from questioning the
traditional interprelation of Paulicianism as a duoalisi 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
1My, but Thomas had galthered 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 (o 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 zacicly were alsa present in the sect. Finally, the
Iconaclasm of the Paulicians need not be explained exclusively in terms of their
opposition to the wealth and exploitative character of the monasteries. For thesc
arguments see, for example, Lipshits, “Paulician Movement™, 57-58, 64 ff., 67-72, etc.
The theory of & lower-class origin for the Paulicians had already been suggested by
Chel'tsov, “"About the Paulicians'', 495, 512, ete.

#*F. C. Conybearc, “Introduction™ to The Key of Truth, A Manual of the Paidician
Church in Armenia (Oxford, 1898), xviicacvi {hereafter X7-f). The publication of
The Key of Truth provides the first document purporting to be by the herstics them-
selves rather than being the work of their opponems. 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. Cooybeare's
discovery brings us nearer o the true nature of Paulicianism™, “Appendix 6", in
Gibbon, Decline and Falf, ¥1, 543, A number of scholars rejected Conybears's thesis
as upfaunded; see L. Mariés, “Frederick Comwallis Conybeare. Naotice 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 hodies of material, and therefore
reject or disregard part of the evidence. Furthermore, they are led astray
by the assumgption that Paulician doctring showed no geographical or
chronological variations, but remained static throughout the history of
the sect.®?

The purpose of this study is first to re-evaluate all the avaitable material
on the subject of the Paulicians; second to present the history of the
Paulician maovement, 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.

cl bibliographie critique™, REA4, Y1, 2 (1926), 247-251, Whilc it iz guite (rue that
Conybeare’s enthusiasm carries hin too far on a number of ocrasions, 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. Ses my Chapter ¥ for a discussion of Adan-
tionism and of Conybeare’s thesis.

**  Qne more interesting exception 1o 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. 58}, and belicves that the sect grew from the
widening of the gap between the clergy and the i2ity in the Empire during the seventh
century (327-528). During the first century of its existence the sect showed no signs
of helerodoxy, according 1o him, but was murely a gathering for the reading and
expounding af the Scriptures (495-502), It was anly with the leadership of Sargius in
the early ninth century that this gathering becarne a definite sact {303). After Sergius’
reform the Paulician movement, though heretical, was merely antu-clerical. This
opposilion 10 the clergy and to the vsapes of the Church led the seclarians eventually
deeper inta heresy and resuited it their rejection of the Orthodox sacraments (519 ),
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 unsupported conchusions, 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 besn
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 histerians;

3) Occasional refesences 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 documenis 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 Abjurarion Formulae for
heretics returning to the Orthodox Church;® some Letters of the Patriarch

! The references to the Manwchaeans in the impenial docoments will be discuzsed
elsewhere, together with the subject to which they pertain. The official documents
never associate the Paulicians with the Manichaeans.

¥ a) IMepi ol néx ¥phH tov and IMovivadvey Tpooepyopevoy avalspatitziv whv
olpeowv v Movluoawariy, Codex Scariglensis R T 15, Tols. 88a-20h, in Ficker,
Abschwirunesformein, 453-453 (hereafter Paufician Formala).

b} “Quomodo haeresim susm scriptis oporteat anathematizare eos qui e Manichaeis
accedunt ad Sanctam Dei catholicam et apostolicam Ecclesiam™, Codex Regius 1818 =
Parisines 1362 in Clement 1, “Appendix mooumentorum TEH, dubia®, PG, T (1851,
1451/2-1471/2. Also Codex Scoriclensis R J 13, Tols. 66b-72b. This version hardly varies
from the one published by Migne to which I shall refer. See Ficker, Abschworungs-
formein, M5-446, and 445, n. 5, 446, n. 5 (hereafier Manicheean Formuia).
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Photius(858-867, 877-886);% and one Letter of the Patriarch Theophylactus
Lecapenus {(933-256) to his nephew by marriage, Peter, Tsar of Bulgaria,
who had apparently complained of ihe presence of heretics in his realm.*

The Paulician Formula is a brief document consisting of eighteen
anathemas to be pronounced hy the abjuring heretic, followed by an
indication of the rilual to be used in recetving him back into the Orthodox
community, This formuia contains a3 good deal of material on the doc-
trine and practice of the Paulicians, but almast no historical infarmation.
Despite its brevity, this is an important and usefu! documeni. 1t may be
dated toward the middle of the ninth century by means of a comparison
of its historical content and the doctrines anathcmatized in it with some
of the other material which we possess from this perind.®

The second formula 1s ostensibly devoted to Manichaeans, although it
is evident that parts of it, at least, refer to the Paulicians.® The character
of this documeant is vary different from that of the Pgulician Formula.
Apparently concerned with completeness rather than coherence, the
Manichaean Formula anathematizes, pell-meli, Mani, his disciples, doc-
trines and books, the Paulician leaders, Manichaean feasts, and Paulician
beliefs and customs.” Brinkmanon® and Ficker® long since ohserved that
we are dealing here with a composite document drawn from a number of
sources. The Manichavar Formula actually appears to be a confused com-
bination of an earlier formula concerned exclusively with Manichaeans!®

} Photius Patriarcha, “Encyclica epistola ad archicpiscopales thronus per Crienter
obtinentes, Epistolarum liber primus'’, PG, CI (1360), Epistola XI111,721/2.
“Epistolarum liber tertius™, fbidl, Episiolae [, 1X, XIX, XXV, 9278, 933/4, 94142,
945/6.

¢ Codex Ambrosiamus 270 E 9 sup,, {ols. 171v-173r, early fourteenth ceniury.
Theophylactus Patriarcha, Lerrer, 361-368. V. Grumel ed., fes Rigestes des actes du
parriarear de Constanrinaple, I, 2 (1936), 789, 223-224. On the relation of Tsar
Peter 1o Theaphylactus, zee Ghaolensky, Bogemils, 111-112, and 112, n. 1.

* Seen. 96 and Chapter V. The tentative suggcstion made by Ficket, Abschwdrengs-
Formein, 461-464, 1hat the date of this lormula should be shified from the ninth to 1the
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 1o the ninth cenory.

* 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 “Mamnichagans™.
? The rcferences to the Paulicians occur mostly in the latter part of the formula,
ibid., 1467/B-1471/2.

* A, Brinkmann, “Die Theosaphie des Aristokrites™, Rheiniches Museum flir
Philologie, Newe Folge, LI (1896}, 273, 273,

*  Ficker, Absehwiryngsfornefn, 446, 448,

1 “"Qrec del dvaleporilely Lrypdons tobs ard Mavixaiov npoccpropbvong T
dyig Tob Geot "Exkinola”, Codex Barberinus Graccus 336, ninth century at the latest, in
PG, C(1860), 1324/2-1323/4. Also in Ficker, Abschwdrungsformeln, 446-448. This for-
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and the Paulician Formufa already described. Several anathemas of the
latter are repeated, together with the ritual for the reception of the re-
canting heretic back into the Chucch.!! 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 Formuia in such collections of abjura-
tion formulae as those found in the Coedex Scarialensis I R {5 and the
Codex Regius 1818 impliesthat it was a2 document in actual use, though the
confusion of its content and its coniradiclions undermine its practical
value. On the other hand. the similarity long noted by scholars between
the Manickaean Formufa and such poletnicat works as the History
attributed to the Patriarch Photins, which must be dated as late as the
tenth century,!? suggests the possibility that this formula iz 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. Tts 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 Formiila, we possess a Letter

emula 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, 0. 1. The Merichaean Formuta with which
we ar¢ concerned may not derive directly from this particular earlier formula, but merely
from a similar one. Our [ormula is rather more elaborate if less precise than the
carlier ong. Our formuly lists the Ggures of the Manichacan mythology such as Opifex,
the Fons, the Virgin of Light, etc. Manicharan Formala, 1461{2; the prophels of the
Old Testament rejected by the Manichaeans, ibid., 1463/4; and the names of the
Munichaean scriptures, ibid., 14565/6. It also refers to such Manichasan doctrines ay
metempsychosis and the beliel in extreme asceticism, ibid., omitted by the earlier
formula. However, the anathemas of the Manichacan Formulu, 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 2 number of occasions, so that an intimate
relation between the two formulae cannot be denied. Moeller, De lbris, 60-61,

' The paraliel between the AManrichaean and Paolician Formofar i3 as close as the
relation discussed in the preceding note:

Paidician Formula Manichaean Formula
Anathema 1V, 453 Mary and the Szinls 1459/70B

Anathema V, 451 Christian fastg 1459/ TO0R

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

453-453 Ritual for the reception  1469/70D-1471/2 A, eilc.
of recanling heretics

% Moeller, De libris, 60-61; Brinkmaon, “Die Theosophie”, 273-275, er al,
13 Brinkmane, "Die Theosophie”, 273-273, dated the Manicharan Formula in lhe
ninth century, but solely on the hasis of its dependence on the History attributed to
the Patriarch Photius, which he considercd authentic. For a discussion of Photins®
authenticity, see below.
*  Faor the discussion of the alteration of the Paulician doctrine, sz 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 cxpressed a rather low opinion of Theophylactus
competence as a theologian.'® This Leffer, 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.
TFsar Peter, in & lost Lestter, had apparently complained that the advice
given him in a carlier Letter from the Patriarch was insufficiently compre-
hensive.’? [n the Lerfer 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, theolegical 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 Leiter for the Year 864 shows that the Patriarch Photivs
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 Letrers of the Patriarch are purely unofficial in character.

¥ Theophylacius was patriarch from February 2, 933, to February 27, 956, Grumel
Régestes, 222, Obolensky, Bogomils, 112, observes that the fatherly tone of the Lerrer
scarcely suits the beginning of this period, since Fheophylactus, the fourth son of
Romanus Lecapenous, was made patriarch at the age of sixteen. On the other hand,
Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 68, thinks that this document cannot postdale 954,
the year in which Theophylactus was incapacitated by the riding accident from the
conseguences of which he was to die two years later. In view of the 1one of the Lerer
und of the fact that this was not the first such advice sent to Tsar Peter (see n. 17),
T would be inclined to date chis document very close to 950,

*  Runciman, Medieval Manichee, 67.

7 Grumel, Régester, #7838, 223, Theophylagtus, Leiser, 359-350, 362, * "Ensl 88 oot
Kai fi8n repi i wopavols dvreypdpn xatd @ fpoanBévia alpioems, kal wviy
Tpuvitepdy T8 Kai Sielududrepoyv ypdpouey mdliy Gg Enelitnaag™.

' lhid, 362, “. . tekshrepov Gvopabovieg 2 dpdv tob ddypatog 1o EEdyictov.
Fpagopev 8& copel héyo, yopvi tlEvies T rpdypota, ud A tov ypeppdtoy, kedng
nEimoas”. Also Grumel, Répestes, 223, The similarity of the anathemas of Theo-
phylactes and of the Poulician and Aanichaean Formelae suggests that the latter
documents were familiar to the patriarchal chancery if not still in corrent use. While
the Letier of Theophylactus adds little to the Pauvlician doctrine such as we know it
from the dbjuration Formalae, its great interest for us lies in the chavacterization 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, “Epislularum liber primus, Epistula XINI™, PG, CII, 721/2, “pddeara 82
xatd tiv BeoiAsboraay ndiiy, v fi nohid Beob ovvepysig, vév dveiniowov kathpbo-
wr roliai St yAdoool thy spotépav Siertuodpeval puoapdmmra, 1OV KOOV
andvroy Nidowmy, kai Anpmovpydy, ped’ fudy duvelv Edidaybnooy™.
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They are written to a certain spatharios, John, whe 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 Pzaulician leaders.

The references to the Paulicians in the various Byzantine chronicles
which form the sccond 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 Chronicle of Theophanes the Confessor, composed in the first
years of the ninth century.® The next reference to the sect comes from
the Chronicle of Gearge the Monk in the Sixties of the same century,2?
The main reference Lo the Paulicizns in this work presents 2 serious
problemy and wili be discussed subsequently along with the polemical
material, OF necessily, both of these sources treat the history of the
Paulicians before the period of their political importance, which lies
between ca. 843 and 872.2 The historical documents which cover the
periad of the established Paulician state date mainly from the middle
of the tenth century. They are the Basileia of Genesius, written al the
order of Constantine Porphyrogenitus,® and the so-called Continvator

¥ Photius, “Epislotarum liber tertius”™, ibid., 927/8, 933/4, 941{2, 945/6. " 'lwavvy
oraBapid 1 Xpoaoyépn™, ikid, 933/4. These letters indicate that Photiug' admoni-
tions did not always meet with the success of which ke boasts in his Encyelical Larer.
¥ Theophanes, CAronopraphia, ed. C. de Boor, 2 vols, {Leipzig 1883-1884). Krum-
bacher, Byvzantinische Litieratur, 342, dated the work of Theophanes between 8117812
(the death of Syncellus) and 814/815 (the emprisonment of Theophanes); so also Morav.
csik, Byzamtinonircica, 333 ff. There is no mention of the Paulicians as such in the
work of the Patriarch Wicephorus whi died in 829, Nicephorus Patriarcha, *'Brevia-
rfium historicum de rebus gestis post imperium Mauricii™, PG, C (1860}, §75/6-993/4.
Nicephorus refers 1o the shift of population from Armenia to Thrace in the reign of
Conslantine ¥, whence Theophanes derives the spread of Paulicianisim, Chrenographia
1, 429, but he describes the emigrants as Armenians and Syrians without ary suggestion
of heterodaxy, Niccpharus, Breviarium, 975/6 R.

#  Georgius Monachus, Chronicea, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1904, 1I. Krumbacher,
Byzantinische Litterarur, 352, and Moravesik, Syzantinoturcica, 144, date this chronicle
¢a, 866-867. Ter Mkrutschian, Die Pawlikianer, 30-31, says that there are no mentions
of the Paulicians in George's Chronicle outside of the polemical chapter devoted to
themn. This assertion, however, is inaccurate; cf. Georgius Monachus, Chronfcen, 751,
¥ For the history of the Paulicians, see Chapicr 111,

*#  (ienesius, “Regum™, CSHB, XXII, ed. C. Lachmann {Bonn, 1834}). Krumbacher,
Byzantinische Litteratur, 264, and Morcavosik, Byzantinctarciea, [75 F. Also A A,
Vasil'ev, Byzantium and the Arahs. The Political Relations of Byzantivm and the Arabs
During the Period of the Macedonian Dymasty (867-959), (St. Petershburg, 1902, in
Russian), (hereafter Macedonian Dynasty), Vasil'ev is of the opinion that Genesiug
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of Theophanes,® of which the fifth book, on Basil 1, 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 destrue-
tion of the Paulician capital of Tephniké and the end of the Paulician
War.*® Finally, we possess for this period the works of Leo Grammaticus
and the Continuator of Geerge 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

t a good and reliable source in general, i, 34, n. 1, thongh he eriticises him for
making Hasil [ the leader of the second campaign against the Paulicians, and fer
attributing the destruction of Tephriké to an earthquake.

' Theophanes Continuatus, “Chronographia", CSHE, XXX1II, cd. §. Bekker (Bonn,
1838).

= Krumbacher, Byzanrinische Lirteratur, 253, ascribes the work to the period of
Constantine's sole rule, 945-959, as also does Moravesik, Byramtinoturcica, MO
For thc suke of convenience T shall continue 1o refer to the work as Theophanes
Continuatus, Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dymasty, 41-43, points out that th2 filth book of
Theophanes Continuatus is a combination of the accouent of Genasiug and an unknown
source. He further points out that the two campaigns of Basil I against the Paulicians
arc combined 1o minimize the defeat which ended the first campaign. Thus the entine
account is to be considered unrzliable and used with the greatest caution.

*  Constantine Porphyrogenitus, "¢ Thematibus™, Srudi ¢ Testi 160, ed. Pertusi
(vatican City, 1952). Vasil'ev, Macedomion Dynasty, 34, n. 1, points out again the
inaccuracy of Constantine who speaks of the Paulician leader ¥.arbeas as still alive
in the reign of Basil 1 when we know that he died in 863 under Michacl I1I, ibid., 25,
¥  Constantine Porphyrogenitus, "De ceremoniis aulae Byzantinae™, CSHB, X1, cd.
J. Reisk {(Bonn, 182%), 498-503. Vasil'ev, Macedonian Dymasty, 34-37, and 34, n. 3,
notes that the two iriumphs of Basil 1, the victory over the Pauficians in 872 and the
campaign of Germanicia in 882, are described by Constantine as a single ceremony.
# Leo Grammaticus, “Chronographia®, CSHB, XX, cd. I. Bekker (Bonn, 1842).
Georgius Monachus, “Vitae imperatorum recentigrum®, CSHB, XLI, ed. . Bekker
(Bonn, 1838), 763-924. This section is not included in the edition of de Boor, which
ends with George™s own waork in 842, 1 shall cite this section as Georgius Monachus
Continuatos. Also Symeon Magister ac Logotheles, “Annalss a Leone Armmenio ad
Nicephorum Phocam”, CSHA, X1, ed. I. Bekker {Bonn, 1838), 603-760. See
Krumbacher, Byrantinische Litteratur, 154385, 359, 361 Vasil'ev, Macedonion
Dynasiy, 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 infarmation
is not always accurate. The inhabitants of Tepheik® arc identified as Arabs rather than
Paulicians: *"Ectpatcvoe 82 & foouheds Katd rév "Ayapnvidy 1@y olg Tegpuav...”,
Georgius Monachus Continuatus, Firge, 841,

I CGeorgius Cedrenus, “Historiacum Compendium™, CSHE, VI-¥11, cd. I. Bekker
{Bonn, 1838). See Krumbacher, Byzrantinische Lirteratur, 368, Cedrenus incorporated
into his chronicle theworks of Theophanes, Georgius Monachus, and Theophanes Coa-
tinuatus, His account is nol always clear; ree Vasil'cv, Macedonian Dynauty, 32, 1 2.

*1 Johannes Fonaras, “Annales”, CSHA, XLIII-XL1V, ed. M. Pinder (Bonn, i841).
See Krumbacher, Byrantinische 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 ¢xtensive 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 Vita of the Forty-
two Martyrs of Amerium® and in the Vitae of Macarius of Pelecletes and
Eustratus of Agaurus.’ A fragment of a Poert addressed to the Emperor
Basil [ and containing references to the Paulicians has survived in a
Fiorentine manuscript of the ninth or tenth century.® The fall of
Tephrike is mentioned in & Lerter of the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus.?”
A vague and distarted memory of the Paulician leaders, Karbeas and
Chrysocheir, lingered in the Byzantine national epic of Digenes Akrites.3®

% Michael Glycas, “Annales”, CSHB, XXI11, ed. 1. Bekker {(Ronn, {838). See
Krumbacher, Byzantinische Litteratur, 380-381.

B Anna Comnena, Afexiade, vd, und trans. B. Leib, 3 vols. {Paris, 1937). A passage
in MNicctas Choniates, "Hisloria”, CSH8, XXXI, ed. 1, Bekker {Bonn, 1835), 527,
probably refers to Paulicians, but they arc spoken of as Armenians and the cpisode
takes place exclusively in the Balkans.

Y, Vasil'evski and P. Wikitin eds., “The Legend of the Forty-iwo Marlyrs of
Amorivm and their Chorch Service”™, 744, 8th series, Y11, 2 (1%06), 22-36 {in Russian).
Only ane of the many versions of this legend is of intérest to us. This is the version
designated as I', which was to be found in MS. 385 of the Moscow Synodal Library,
written by an unknown Theophanes in 1023, ibid |, 150, {hercafter Martyrs of Amorfum.
The ather versions coniain no references (o the Paulicians.

* H. Delahaye ed., “S. Makarii monasterii Peleclates hegumeni. Acta Graeca™,
Analecra Bollandiana, X¥1 (1897), 140-163. This version is derived from the Codex
Parisinuy 548, fols, 136r-154v, of the gleventh century, fbid., 142, A. Papadopoulos-
Kerameus, "Avidexty "lepooolunnikfi¢ Etaxvodoyisg, (S1. Petersburg, 1897), 1V,
382

M Codex Mediceus Bibllothecae Lawrentianae 1X, 21, printed in the “Introduction™
to Alexander of Lycopaolis, Coatra Manichae! opinianes dispurario, ed. A. Brinkmann
(Leipzig. 1855). Xvi-Xvii. Grégoire, “'Prégizions™, 292, dales this poem in the first
years of Basil's rule, 867-869. A. Vogt, Bausile  {Paris, I908), xxiii, attributes it to
Photius n the period B63-B71.

*  Nicholaus Mysticus, "Epistala LXXVY", FC, CX1(1863), 277/8A, *.., & minnog
ol factiéng fudy tob xepol Kwuvatoveivon thy Tegmkny Enpdvice .. ",

M Digenes Akrites, ed. and trans. J. Mavrogordatlo (Oxford, 1956), I, vy. 284 . By
the cloventh century when the Digenes Akrires was composed, the memery of the
Panlician leaders was very confused. Chrysocheir (Xpuoofepyog) had become the
grandfaiher of Digenes and Karbeas {Kagpdng) his great uncle. Poth these charactars
arc significantly presented as Muslims. Sec “iIntroduction™, fbid., xlii, Ixi-levi, Dixix,
Ixxxiv; Vanil'ev, Byzance ar fes Arahes, fa dynastie a' Amorium (Bruxelles, 1935), 232,
n. 1 and H. Grégoire, “Motes sur I'épopfe byzanting™, Syzantion, XIII (1938), 25.
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Of particular interest 15 the brief passage preserved among the works of
Nicetas Choniates from a lost Life of the Patriarch Mcthodius (843-847)
by Gregory Asbestas, Bishop of Syracuse.?® In this fragment Gregory
describes the convession by Mcthodius of a “Manichacan"” 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 conicmporary dogma of the Paulicians.

On the ¢rucial problem of the relation of Paulicianism to Iconoclasm
in Constantinople, we possess a number of additional sources among the
waorks 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 aeainst
Constantine V, and the Three Apologetic Dialagues on Holy Imagess
There is also a description of a very interesting Ivonoclastic sect in his
Compendium of Heresias®* Equally important are the Fhree Treatises
against Constantineg V of the Patriarch Nicephorus (B06-B1S), as well as
the Patriarch’s Life, composed by Ignatius the Deacon.* For the second
period of the Tconoclastic controversy, we have the numerous works of

3 Wicetas Choniates, “Ex libro incerto thesauri Crthodoxae fidei”, PG, CXL (1365}
281/2-283/4,

¢ These seclarians are also known under the name of Zelikians, in Genesius, Regum,
85; Theophanes Continvatus, Chronographia, 161-162; and Cedrenus, Compendium,
VI, 150. Unforlunalely these sources tell us nothing aboul thesy sectariany beyond
their conversion to Orthadaxy,

1 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
impartance in establishing the meaning of the word “Manichacan™ in the eighth and
ninth centuries {zee Chapter V).

1 Johannes Damascenus, "*Dialogus Contra Manichaeos™, Prr, XCIV (1860}, £ 505/6-
1583f4. *“Oratio demonstrativa de sacris et venerandis imaginibos ad Christianos
omnes adveryusque imperatorem Constantinom Cabalinum ac haerelicos universos™,
PG, XCY (1860), 305/10-343/4 (hereafier Orerfo). "Orationes apoiogeticae adversus
e0s qui sacras imagines abjiciunt™, PG, XCIv (1860), 1231/2-141%/20 (hereafter
Orationes).

¥ Johannes Namascenus, “Te hacresihus compendium unde ortac sint et quomodo
prodierunt™, P£G, XCIY {1860), 677/8-779/80 (hereafter Comipenditrnl. 'The other
work occasionally attributed to St John Damascene, the “Epistola ad Theophilem
imp. de sanctis et venerandis imaginibus”, PG, XCV (1860), 345 iT., cannot be his work
on chronological grounds alone, John lived in the first half of the eighth century,
while Thaophilus reigned from B29 to 842, See Hefele-Leclerq, fifsioire des Conciles,
11, it (Parig, 1910), 631, 625, n. 1, 831, n. 2.

. Nierphorus Patriarcha, “Relutalio et eversio delirmmenlorum inscite ¢t impie ab
irreligiosi Mamonae vaniloquentia dictorum adversus salutarem Dei Verbi incarnatio-
nem”, PG, C (1860), 205/6-533/4 (hereafter Refurario). Ignatius Dizconus, “S.P.N.
Nicephori Canstantinapolitani archiepiscopt. Vita", fbid , 41{2-167/8.
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the most vigorous champion of images, Theadore of Studius.® Finally,
the attitude of the Patsiarch Photius on the dogmatic aspects of Icono-
clasm is partinent 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 inlormation 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 ol sources of various
lengths and kinds. 1 shall list and describe them before I tura 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 2 summary of its beliefs and practices (this work is
generally attributed to a certain Peter the Higumen) ;7

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 viclently polemical tone (this version is found ir orly one manu-
script);*®

% Theodorus Praepositus Studitarum, “Antirtheiici tres adversus [conomachos™,
PG, XCIX (1860), 327/8-435/6 (hereafler A4ntirrhetici). “Refutalio et subversio
impiorum poematum Johannis, Tgnatii, Sergii, et Stephani, recentivm Christomacho-
ram™, ibid., 4315/6-475/6 chereafter Refurario). "“Quaestionss aliquae propositae
iconomachis gqui Dominum Nostrum Tesum Christum secundom corpoream formam
depingi nolunt™, sgid., 477/8-485/6 (herealter (Quaestioner). “Epistolae™, ibid., 903/4-
1679480,

4¢  Photius Pauiarcha, “In omnibus sanctissireo, sacratissimo, reverendissimo com-
ministro Nicholao papae senioris Romae, Photius episcopus Conslantinopoleos novae
Romae”, PG, CIT (1860), SR5/6-593/4, “Epistola CI1 Theophani monacho™, ibid.,
923/4-525f6. “Amphilochia sive in sacraz litleras et quacstipnes diatribae™, P,
CI (1860), 45/6-1171/2.

¥ I, Gieseler vd., “TTéxpov haxiorov povexod "Hyovpbvoy nepl [Tevlwaaviiv vhv
ol Mavixaloy™, Aprendiz ad Petei Sicali Historiam Muamichasorum seu Poalicianarars
{Gottingen, 1849). This work was edited by Gieseler from the sole Panis MS., Codex
Parisinus 852, of the eleventh century, ibid., 58. Another fragment exists in a Yatican
MS., Codex Vaticanus Graecus, 511, [ols. 79r-80r, a8 was demonstrated by Grigoire,
“Bources™, 97 (herealter cited as Petrus Higurmenus),

¥ Codex Coislinionus 335, For the M55, of George the Monk, see the preface to his
Chronicle in PG, UX (18609, 17/8-33/4. Also B. Montfanlcon, Bitfiotheca Coisliniana
{Paris, 1715}, 419421, 425. Muoralt, FG, CX, 17/8, fellowing Montfaulcon, 419, dates
MS. 335 in the eleventh century as does Moravesik, Byrantinoturcica, 147, The version
of George the Monk in MS. 305 is characterized as “Krzb. no. 1" by Scheidweiler,
“Paulikianerprobleme™, 10, ef passim. | shall refer to it as Codex Coislinianus 305
See also Loos, “Contributions, I, 39-41.
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b) A slightly differcnt 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 interpelations and
a long section of a discursive-polemical character, the tone being once
again argumentative and belligerent (this last version is found exclusively
in 2 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 Paulicions 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 doctring, also written by Peter of Sicily and
originally following his Historp;®

" Codex Coislinianus 350, Codex Coislinianus 134, er af. See de Roor, BZ, VII, 44,
for the similarity of these MSS. This is the version called “Krzh. no. 2 by Scheid-
weiler, “Paulikianerprobleme”, 10, &f passim. [ shall refer to it as Codex Cofslinfanus
340, from the most important MS. conlaining it,

& Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. E. Muralt {3t. Petersburg, 18593, 605-610.
“Chronicon breve™, PG, CX (1%63), 833/3-891/2. This s a neprint of the Muorall
editton. Chronican, ed. C. de Boor {Leipzig, 1904), I, 718-725. LUnless olherwise
specified, all references to George the Monk will be given according to the de Boor
edition. Codex Coislintanus 110 is also the version reproduced in the Slavonic transla-
tion of George the Monk, V. M, Tstrin ed., The Chraniciz af Georgius Hamartolus in the
Old Slavonic Transiatien [Petrograd, 19200, [1, 459-462, as well as in the Chronmicle of
Cedrenus, V1, 756-761.

EU Codex Scoriglensis I 1, fols. 164v M., ed. J. Friedrich, “Der ursprungliche
Bericht™, 70-81. This is Scheidweiler’s "Krzb. no. 3", "Paulikianerprobleme”, 10,
er passim. 1 shall refer to it as Codex Scorialensis.

*  Petrus Sicolus, "Tol oitod Fiétpov Tucehubrov iotopia yxpeunbeg Sheyxdc 1e
wai @vecpori) TG Kevife kel petatag eipéases ty pavgaioy v kal reviooaviy
Asyopévary: mpoansonoimBeloa o mpde Thy doyericworov Bovkyaping”, Codex
Vaticanus Graecus 511, fols. 80v if. **Historia utilis et refutatio atque eversio haeraseos
Manichasorum qui et Pauticiani dicuntur, Bulgariae Archiepiscopi nuncupata®, PG,
CIV (18680), 1239/40-1303/4 (hercafler Historia). Unless otherwise noted, a)l references
1o this work will be laken from Migne.

The title of the work is incorrectly given by Migne, PG, CIV, 1239, who leaves out
the words “tof obrod™ and “tig wevfig wai potoiag™ and by Gieseler, Pesri Sicoli
Hirstoria Manichaearum sen Pauficianorum (Gitlingen, 1848), who omity 108 abrod™
and “gpouddng £Aeyyds e wal dverponn’.

The date of the MS is suggested as the tenth century by Grégoire, ““Pauliciens™, 610,
However, R. Devresse, Ribliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanue Codices Marnuscripli recensivs,
Codices Vaticoni Grueci I {Vatican City, 1937), # 364, is of the apinion that thoss Tolios
of the MS. which contain the work of Peter of Sicily date from the eleventh century.
2 patrus Siculus, “Verba Tres”, PG, C1V (1860), 1305/6-1165/6.
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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
Histary attributed to Photius;*

5) One section dedicated to the Paulicians in the Panopliu Dogmatica
of Euthymius Zigabenus, a theological treatise composed at the command
of the Emperor Alexis I, Comnenus, in the late eleventh or carly 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 pelemical works can he 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 History attributed to the Patriarch Photius (4a). The indebted-
ness is acknowledged by Euthymius himself? Furthermore, the very

B Photius Patriarcha, “Marratio d= Manichaeis recens repullulantibus™, Codex
Palaiinus 216, tenth century. Codex Coislintanus 270, eleventh century, er f. Priated
in PG, CII (1860), 15{6-83/4 (hereafler Narratio),

% Photios Patriaecha, “Sermo I, Dubia et solutiones Manichaeoram™, and “'Sermo
1] (no title)”, PG, CIl, 85/6-121/22, 121§2-177/8. “Serma IV, Eiusdem dissertatio
contra repuliulantem Manichaeorum errorem ad Afsenium, monachum sanctigsimunn,
presbyterum et prasfeclum sacrorum”, ibid., 177/8-277/8. This Arsenius cannot be
identificd, Migne, ibid., 177/8, n. 80; there are, however, lelters of Photius 10 a monk
of that name.

¢ Futhymius Zigabenus, “Panoplia dogmatica, Titulus XX1V Adversus Paulicianos
ex scriplis Photi Patcjiurchae Conxlantinopolitani™, PG, CXXX (1B635), 1189/90-
1243/4. The date of Euthymius’ work must be lawer than 1081 see F. Cumonl, “La
date et le lieu de la naissance d’Euthymics Ligabenos™, 82, X11 (1903), 582 fT., and
Moeller, D¢ libris, 9.

T Euthymius Zigakenns, Pogopfia, 118990, “Kotk 1dv Aeyopdvoy TMovluabavioy £k
1@v Gutiov 1ol Maxapunrdtou matmipyon Kovordvovourdiews™. The relation of
Euthymius to Photius has already been amply demonstrated by Moeller, De Kbris,
11-13. Ter MKkritschian held that only the first ten chapters of Photius’ Hisiory had
buen copicd by Euthymius, Die Paudikianer, 8, Actually, as noted by Mocller, 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
himsclf, Paneplia, 1197/8-1199/1200, staics that he intended to vondense and correct
the waork of Photius, and announces as his own contribution 3 section on the Heresiarch
Sergius, but he does not give it.

The improvements of Euthymius are not of the most fortunale, particolarly his
information that Sergius lived 500 vears after St. Paul, ibid., 11978, when the other
soureck agree thal Sergios lived in the reign of the Emperar Theophilus, CF, Photios,
Narratio, 6970, from which the account of Euthymius is taken, and, for the cormect
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
Photivs, but his dependence on this work is both admitted and evident. This relation
is far more clear iban the one postulated by Ronciman, Medieval Muniches, 47, 131,
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History attributed to Photins must, as the following evidence reveals, be
abandoned as an authentic source.

Ter Mkrttschian had already asseried that only the first ten chapters of
the Histery 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 opinien, thercfore, the Historp attributed
te Photius was a mid-tenth century forgery.5? 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 1, as it purports to have been. In the
closing section of the History, brief reference is made to the Paulician

52 Ter Mkrttschian, D¥e Paulikioner, 3, 8, 12-13, Even these chapters, in his opinion,
were mene paraphrases of the Higumen's work,

" Orégoire, "Sources”, 110-112; “Pauliciens', 612-613,

* In recent years Scheidweiler, “'Paulikianerprobleme”, 312 ., 1. Scharf, “"Zur
Echtheitsfrage der Manichierbiicher des Photius", 8Z, XL1¥ (i951), 490-432,
Lipshits, “Problems”, 240, and Loos, “Contributions 1V, 48 ff., have attempted to
rehabilitate the first book of “Photius”, Their argements have not been particularly
convinging, however.

Scharf argues that the anthor of 1the MNarraiio has the political and theological
competence of & great churchman who can be only Photius, but his argument that
“Photivs” demonstrales his knowledge and accuracy when he tells us that Leo Il
disqualified himselfl a3 theologically incompetent to argue wilh the Heresiarch Genesius
(Narratio, 33/4B}, is not supported by our knowledge of the Emperor’a career. Leo 111
had a very high opinion of his theological competence, “Imperator sum et sacerdos’,
Gregorii If, “Epistola XIIN', £L, LXXXIX, 521; and St John Damascene, his
comtempnrary, had occasion to complain bittecly of the Emperor’s meddling in chorch
affairs, O Bagbov ioti vouoletely 1§ "Exkhnoiy”, Orafiones 11, 12956, 1297/8,
1301/2. Furthermore, Scharf, op. cir, 494, is forced to postulate two periods of
composition for the Narrarie, an awkward situation for which there is no evidence.

Loos” argument, ap. cit., 5i-53, of a parallel passage in the Narratio and in the au-
thentic Hook 1T of Photius is based on a point of Pavlician theelogy so familiar that it
can be found in every Greek source and, therefore, does not necassarily demonstrate the
interdependence of the NMarrario and Book 11,

In refutation of Gregoire, Scheidweiler, Lipshits and Loos consider his srguments
based exclusively on the word “¢6¢e", which they attribute Lo 2 copyist’s error. There
i no evidence for assuming that such an error was made, and Scharf, op. oif., 494, is
forced to admit that until a clear refutation of Gregoire's thesis is made and an ex-
planation found Tor the word “1618™, the anthenticity of the NMarratio must remain in
doubt.

In connection with the authenticity of the Marratio it is finally wise to remember
that some of the cldest MSS of this work attribute it not to Photius but to his opponent,
Metrophanes of Smyrna, Moctler, De fidris, 9-10.
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leader, Chrysocheir, who is presented as 2 contemporary, but abeut whom
no additional information is given.® Among the authenticated Letrers of
the Patriarch Photius, however, we have seen four writien 10 a spatharios,
John, who in one of the Leifers is specifically addressed as John Chryso-
cheir. While these Lerters are not as infermative as we might desire, all
of them have a single purpose—to prevent the vacillating John from
abandeoning 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 1o 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 Lerfers 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 10 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 anthenticity likewise probable. [t is, therefore,
all the more significant that the Sermeons indicale no knowledge of, or rela-
tion ta, the historical treatise, which they supposedly fallow. 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.®
" Pholius, NMarrane, XXYIII, 83/4, ... Xpvooxtpns. Ke' ol; kowpols Tvie v
ocuyypapiy & Aayag Gvatufdpevog Tod npéow yopsly, G 3R 1OV uEAldvioy Thv
yviowy ofite Exwv, ofice Emayyerddpevos dréom. The protestations of ignorance
seem rather overdone.

*  Theophanes Continuatus, Chronagrapfila, 165-166. Karbeas was protomandator of
Theodotus Melicsenus, Dux Orientis (see Chapter [H). If Karbeas was killed in 863
as is generaily admitted, his nephew and son-in-law, Chrysacheir, would be of an age
10 be addressed as a contemporary by Photius, who was born in $20. This is the tone
of the Letters which we possess, Scheidweiter, Scharf, Lipshits and Loos completely
ignore these Leirers.

®  Scheidweiler, *'Paulikianerprobleme™, 29-30, 32, corrects the opening Serme IV as
given by Migne. Ser Grégoire, “Sources”, 113, and Scharf, “Echtheitsfrage™, 490, 494.
The complaints made by the author of Sermo IF that his ducumcntation is inadeguale
because his books have been withheld by the authorities, have indeed the tone of the
lamentations of Photius dering his perod of exile. See also Moeller, De libris, 9;

Scheidweiler, ep. cir., 30-31; and Loos, “Centributions, 1**, 52-53.
All three sermons are philosophical arguments against the same point of Paulician



40 THE GREEK SOURCES

This work must have been written, as Grégoire concladed, at least half &
century later than the composition of the Sermons, with which it has been
asscciated, 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-Phatius lies in its
close similarity to the work of Peter of Sicily {3a), to which we shall retarn,

The work of the remaining polemicists—namely Peter the Higumen,
George the Monk, and Peter of Sicily—must now be considered with
somg care. The close inlerconnection of all these texts is evident. The
little Treatise appearing in an eleventh-century manuscript 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 Chranicle of George the Monk %

doctrine: the belief in two gods, one the Heavenly Falher, the other the Creator of
this world, and the consequent rojection of the Old Testament as divine Scripture.
Since there seems at present no reason for modilying Grégoire's demonsiration that
the Nurraiie is not ihe work of Photius, though the Sermons are authentic, or of
doubting his asseriion that there is no relation between the Sermons of Photius and
cither the Narratic ur the History of Peter of Sicily (“Pauliciens™, 612-613), [ shall
hereafter refer to the authentic works of the Patriarch, that is to say the Sermons and
the Leriers, as Photius, and cite the Narratfe as Pscudo-Photius.

#  The similarity of the twe textz is almost compicle. The only notable variations
are as follows:

a) Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, 718, 9-11, * "Ey” dv xpbvey Kol & Gpxnyds vy
Maviakvay dvspdvn Kovowzvilvesg, & oai Dikovavdy dovtdy dvopdong, Bon 88 1
aipeaig abr@v obrwg”. Petrus Higumenus, 1, 1, 60, bagins without the apening
sentence of introduction.

b) Georgius Monachus, op. cif., 719, 1,“Ob1e: of IMovlixkiavoi peta x pdvoug tivag tiig
Bibayfig 1ode 1ob Iadiov [ob nokioic] Erepov Eoyov dibdoxuiov,..". The reading
of this passage varies with the several MSS. of George the Monk. {CF. de Boor, BZ,
VII, 48-49, who considers the words "o woilol™ or “rwoliotc™ an intarpolated gloass
on "nvas”. Petrus Higumenus, 11, 1, &1, “Obtor of Tovlikigvol KeTd Jpovons Tivag
f¢ H1duxfig tobds 1ol MNavlov od woidol Etepov Eoyov hibdokaiov...".

¢) Georgius Monachus, op. cit., 722, 19 (Codex Coislinianas 3100, ... kol ob ¥pA,
gnoiv, npoodyeobur dprov kai ofvov™. Codex Scorialensis, 72, agrees with the
Coislinieans 310. The Migne edition, PG, CX, 889790 (Muralt, 608} hax: ™., . xai odxi
npocdayeaBa dptov xai olvov™. Petrus Higumenus, VI, 4, 64, "', . .xal obxl npo-
cayopebetal, ooy, dprov xai olvov”. Gieseler, n. 2, corrects the MS.'s “obxpl™
into “obgzi™. There is probably an error in the MS. since in the parallel passage of the
next section, ibid., IX, 2, 64, we find “ob xpq™.

d) Georgius Moenachus, ep. cir., 723, 3, “... év tff dAdnyopia autdv Adyovies™”,
Codex Scorialensis, 73, agrees. Petrus Higumenus, XI, i, &5, “...& tff dhywpig
gty Abyovees”.

¢} Petrus Higumcnus, ITE, 61, 12-62, 1, drops the name of the heresiarchs, Zacharias
and Genesius, from the list of Pawlician leaders, thongh he gives them elsewhere, He
also says, X1II, I, &5, "Tadrz sdvia xal mislove toltoy dte napaldawy 3 mepiote-
mBGmy. .., but the last iwo words arc miszing in all the MS3, of George the Monk
except the Codex Coislintanus 305; see Mocllgr, De fibris, 33. The similarity of 1he
1wio texis 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 Histary of Peter of Sicily in the Codex
Vaticanus 511 and was ascribed to the latter author in this manuseript.®s
it must also be poted 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

s (régoire, “Sources”, 97; “"Faulictens”, 612; “Histoirc™, 224-225. The History of
Peter of Sicily immudiately following this fragment of the Higemen in Lhe Vatican MS.

iz entitled, "ol abtod fRetpov™. Codex Vaticomus Graecus 511, fol. 80v.
™ The simitarity helween the description of the Higumen and the listing of doctrine

in Peter's Chapler X are striking:

Pelrus Higumenus, VI, 1-8. 63, and
Georgius Maonachas, 721, 7-17:

"Exovor Ot mpatmy uiptowr Thy v
Mavizaiov 0o Gpyis dpororobvTsg dg
kaksivor, Afyoum B8 abrol Ot v dou
pdvov 1d Buapwpilov fplc £k dv
‘Popalwy dr fpels pev, @roiy, Etepoy
Gedv Abyopev Urapyewv tov natepe tdHv
éxoupdviov, 86 2v TOlTE T@ Kooum obK
Exsr tfovolav, AL dv 1@ pEllov,
Ztepov 5L Bedv 1oV Koouora TV, datig
ExcL tobdée tof mapdviog kbapon ThHY
Eovoiay, oi 3¢ "Pwpatol, gnolv, éva
xai tdv ahrdy Bedv dpoioyolorvelviy xal
noTd pa ThV abTdy Ersupdviay Kaiton Koa-
pov roveds o Thy. kahaia 58 Eovtobs
pev ypranevelg, fpdg 62 “Pupaiow™,
fFhe text guoted is from Georgivs Mona-
chus. For variations in Petrus Higumenus
see note 64.]

Petrus Higumenus, ¥11, 44, and Geargius
Maonachus, 722, 7-15:

Y. EBmeita B2 Phoogmuotol wév sig thy
navayiey OGeotdkov Guetpa, 2dv 6@
Pracldc: nap’ Hpdy opoioyficol avTiy,
@AM rOpINhG Abyousive moTEbe gl TNV
ravayiav Beotdwow, Ev 7)) ciofile ki
EENAOEY O wiptog, Adyobal A& thv &va
‘lepovoainy, év 4 npodpopog Orép Ao
ciofABe Xpuotog, kabdx;, pnowv b
ardotolos, kol oi Afyouos: xand
alfbetay Thy dyiey Maplev v Beotd-
kov aiubt £E pdtfAs coprebijvar Tév
xuplov”,

Petrus Siculus, Historia, 1253/4B-T:
“Tpdtov pev yap 2o 10 Kat' abtoug
tvopope, 3¢ 600 dpyis Opohoyeiv,
novipdy Dedy Kol GyaBdy kai Ghiowv
gl Toldie ol Kkdououw ety 16 Kai
tovaiacty, Etepov d& 1o pelloveog
... taurotg ol domovbol Kai dxpnotol
xai dmortolr xai dxapioTor kKai apl-
Layabor, Xponavod aroxalobvres:
fiuis &8 tovg GAnBlc dravipoug Xpi-
o10h ol dAnBival 8eob fudy, “Papai-
oug dvapaloveeg, ... Abyovsl & tobro
rlval Td yoptiov abrols, o1t #xelvor piv
GAlov Bedv Abyouoiv eivm v Tob
kdopoy mown iy xai £repov Bedw, v kai
Totépe Emovpdviay AEyouay, purf Exoven
58 efovoiov v t0lz ) xdopm AL Bv
T péArioviL al@ve. "Hpsels 66 OV abtdy
Eva Bedy dpoloyoluHEY KT ROVIOUPYOV
kel tepfecihie Kzi neviokpdropa”,

Pelrus Sicolus: 1255/6A

“ARUTEPOY, T TV mOVURYIITOV kel
daciniplevoy Beordrov undd xlv Lv yiki
v Gyabhy evBpbmoy taTiely arcybie
dnaplBufocr undé &% abtfig yevvnifvar
tov Kopov, gil’ obpavolev o olpa
KOTEVEYKETY. Kai O1L pera v Tob
Kupion réxov koi drlols gnaiv, vlobg
Eyévvnaey éx tob “loshg™.
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Mkrttschian demenstrated that even the first ten chapters of the Pseudo-
Phaotius are a rather prolix paraphrase of the Higumen's work.#?
The reproduction of identical material in all of these sources suggests

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

“Broognuotor 88 xal el o Bl
pooThple  tfic dylog  kowvovieg Tol
Tloy copate; kel oipeto; 100 Koplov
ey 'lnood Xprowed dEyovieg, d1L @
ppate abeob & xoplag Slols tolg
ércatdlog Eheyev Adbers, phyers wat
nicte, oux dprov kal olvov, xai oi xpA,
gnoly, rpogdyeclal dptov xai olvov™.

Fetrus Higumenus, IX, 64, and Geargius
Monachus 722, 20-723, 2:

“Bhuocpnuobol 52 wal elg tiv tluov
ateupov  Afyovreg. Gt aravpds O
Kpotdg 2otiy, ob xph nposkuveiobul

Petrus Siculuas, 1255/6A:

“Tpitov, td thv Belay kol ptkiiy iy
yiwv poomnpimov w0 oopoToC Kol
oiparog tof Kupion kei @eol Apde
perainyry drotpinecBa. OO pavov &,
dhia Kui GAkold; mopi ToUtou mEiBouy
oleobac Aiyovees dti odx Ay Gprog xal
oivog, v & Kipog £8idon, talg pufnraig
aotob &nl ol deimvon, dila auupo-
Mxds td pRpara abrob qitole £8idov,
@ dprov kai olvoy”.

Petrus Siculus, 1255/6AB:

“Téraprov, td tbv Hmov xoi TRV
Evipyeav wal Stvey 1ol tiwiov kol
Lworomod otovpol pR  dmobéxeolo,
Ghrd poplats Ghpeot Tepfailav™,

10 Lhdoy @ Katnpapivoy Spyovoy™,

At this point the parallc]l arrangement of the fwo lists stops. However, the fifth and
sixlh points of Peter of Sicily's list, namely the rejoction of the Old Testamuent prophels
and of the Aposlle Peter by the Pavlicians, Historia, 1255/6C, 125T/BAR, hind 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 CGrthodox clergy, alse 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 lerusalem, VIE, 64, and of
Christ with the Cross, [X, 64, are not to be found in Chapter X of the History but
only in Chapler XXIX, 1283/4BC. Scheidweiler consequently argues that the
similarily betwecn the accounts of the Paulician doctrine in the two Peters is greater
in Chapler XX1X of the Fystory than in Chapter X, "Paulikianerprobleme”, 22; see
also Loos, *Contributions [, 31, 1. 66. However, in the parallel passage of the
Pseudo-Photius, Narraric V11, 25{/6B, both allcgorical cxplanations are given in this
context in exact accordance with the presentation of the Higumen, 1 shali return to
the problem of Chapter XXI1X in the Hisrary, as it présents an interesting problemn
{see my Chapter [¥). Finally, Peter of Sicily seems to have informatien unknewn to
the Higumen, namely the heretlical contention that Mary bore other children to Joseph
after lesus, as well us the specific Seriptures used by the Paulicians, Histaria, 1255f6-
1257/8. This might indicate that Peter possessed some additional sources which we do
not know. In any case, the paraliel passages queted above scem Lo make the similacity
between Chapter X of Peter of Sicily and the account of the Higumen sell-evident.
L Ter Mkruschian, Ve Pauwfikigner, 11-12; Mocller, De jibris, 13; Scheidweiler,
“Paulikiancrprobleme™, 22. The parallel between the Pseudo-Photius™ account of
Faulician doctrine and that of the Higumen s, if anythiog, closer than the one we have
just observed in the case of Peter of Sicily: e.g., the doctrine of Mary as the Heavenly
Jernsalem and Christ as the Cross. Likewise, the information that the Paulicians used
crosses in time of illness, Narratio, IX, 29/30B, is found in Peter Higumenus, X¥il,
1-3, 66, and Georgius Monachus, 724-725, but not in Peler of Siily.
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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 texis, are as follows: The tone is essen-
tially polemical, but without striking vielence; 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 2, at present we can say only that it
cannot be {ater than the second quarier of the ninth century, since the lists
of Paulician leaders based upon it invariably end with Sergius, who died
ca. 835.2% The probtem 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.

To his publication of the version found in the Coedex Scoriafensis (2¢)
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, I, 62; Georgius
Monachus, 720; the Codex Scarialensis, 71; and the Parlician Formufa, 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 Jates of these sources and consequently for
the date of P are considerably namowed,. kt js interesting to note that many of the
saurces which, as we shall see, belong to a fatar period, also ignore the successors of
Sergius on many occasions: Pseudo-Fhotius, Narearis, IV, 21/2AB; Eulhymius
Zigabenus, Panoplia, 1189/90; Theophylactus, Letter, 367. The Manichaeon Formula,
1467 f8BC, lists the heresiarchs through Sergivs, then adds the last two—Karbeas and
Chrysocheir—after a noticeable hiatus.

The only sources acquainied with the names of the last two Pauclician leaders,
Karbeas and Chrysocheir, are: the Manichkeean Formulz, 1467/8C; Pseude-Fhotius,
Marratio, XXV1-XXVIL, 81/2-83/4; Petrus Siculus, Hisroria, XLII-XLIL, 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
larer.

H. Bart"ikyan, "On the Problem of the Organization of the Faulician Community™,
AAS-FBH (1958, #3), 183-187, particularly 186, proposes a different explanation for
the omission of Karbeas and Chroysocheir from miost 1ists of heresiarchs. He argucs
that the Paulician community had two hcads: an ideological (i.c., religious) leader,
and @ military commander. In his opinien no religious leaders were chosen after
Scrgius’ 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
1o 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 ay
to this struclurg, amd he hay boon forced to strain the evidence unduly. The sources,
whether polemical or historical, muke no diffgrentiation between Karbeas and Chryso-
cheir and their predecessors, Furthermore, the Aanichaean Formula, 1467/8BC,
though indicating a break after Sergius, anathemalizes Karbeas and Chrysocheir on
the same basis as ali the other Pavlician 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 Treatise 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 jt will be necessary to consider the alternate
thearies at some lengih. °

Let us examine first the possibility that the carliest version of Pis 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 Secarialensis {(2¢). In this manuscript,
we find the version of the Codex Coisltinianus 310 (2b), in which two
passages have been added. In addition, the manuscript contains a long
theological passage of admonitory character, which closgs with the
author's Orthodox confession of faith, Friedrich believed that the other
versions of George the Monk, to be found in the Cadices Coisliniani,
were abbreviations of the originally longer chapter in the Codex Scoria-
fensis. The little Freatise of Peter the Higumen was, in turn, a mere epit-
ome ol the original version. The order of the texts for him was, there-
fore: P (“urspringliche Bericht™), Codex Scoriaiensis {2¢), Codices Cois-
finiani (2a and 2b), and Peter the Higumen (1).™ However, de Boor, the
editor of the Chrenicle of George the Monk, decisively refuted the thesis
of Friedrich that the Codex Scorialensis could be taken 1o represent the
oldest tradition of George the Monk. By an e¢xhaustive analysis of the
manuscripts, he demonstrated that the Chronicle consisis of two ver-
**  Fopedrich, “Ber urspringliche Berictn”, §1 1., ef passim.
" Ter Mkruschian, Die Powlikianer, 2-3, had already expressed the opinion that
Peter the Higumen's Treatize was an independent source and oor 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 those
conclusions are unwarranicd, as we shall see. 1t must be bome in mind that Ter
Mkritschian was not acquainled with some of our sources, that he possessed only the
defective Muoralt cdition of George the Monk, and that the version of the Codex
Scorialensis was as yet unpublished. Even sa, some of his arguments are quite sound and
worth investigating. See Loos, “Contributions I, for a résumé of the latest theories.
L Friedrich, “Der ursprimgliche Bericht”, passim. The first addition gives a more
extensive explanation of the doctrine of the two gods, Cadex Scorialensis, 72. The
second explains the Paulician aversion for §t. Peier: The devil was present at the bap-
tism pf Chrnst, who bowed down before him, and it was the devil and not God wha
spake the words, “This is my beloved son™. Peter was the witness of this scene, and
forthetmore transmitted to mankind the monk's habit in which the devil had been

disguised, fhid., 73. See, ibid., 74-81, for the thealogical discussion and the confession of
faith which Friedrich does not give in its entircly.
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sions, of which the elder 15 to be found in the Codex Colslinfanus 305 (2a),
and the more recent in the Codex Coislinianus 310 (2b). These twa 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 Paulictan chapter, where the change from the first to the second
version is reflected in the calmer tone of the Codex Coislinlanus 310. De
Boar believed that the Codex Ncorialensis ovcupied a position somewhere
in the middle of this evolution and was quite distant from the original
tradition. In his opinion, the additionai material found in the Codex
Scorialensis was 10 be considered as 2 later interpolation irto the text of
Cadex Caislinianus 31).7%

The problem of rclating the Codex Scorialensis to the other versions of
Georpge 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 wc 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, VI, 43-46, et passim. Loos, “Contributions I, 42-47, sces no
objection to considering the Codex Scoriglensis as the original of the Codex Coisfinianus,
but he assigns the former to Peter of Sicily, which is impossible on the hasis of chro-
nology and of dissimilarity of material. Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 1112,
argues that the Scorialensis represents a better version of the Chronicle than the
Caiclinianus 310, and that it is authentic and in the same tradition as the Coislinianus
with no evidence of interpolation by a different author.

® Codex Scorialznsis, XIX, 14-75.

% Codex Scoriatensis, 11, 70, and IV, 71, [ollows the Coislinianus 310, Georgius
Monachus, Chronicon, 720, in listing the Heresiarch Zacharias omitted by the Higumen
(see n. 64e). There are slight indications that the Scoriafensis might be later than the
Caislinianus 310, but they are not conclusive:

a) The Scorialensic, 71, pives the name of ome of the Paulician churches as
“Kuvoxwpites™, which is the form found in Peler of Bicily who, as we shall see, is a
later source, rather than the form “Kowoyxwpites”, found in Coislinienus 310,
Georgius Monachus, Chronicor, 721. However, the name is given without any in
dication of an offersive intention such as wg find i Peter of Sicily, fistoria, 1297/8.
Furthermore, (irégoire, “Eglises™, 512, nowgs that by the ninth century the pronuncia-
tion of the two versions would have been indistinguishable.

b} Codex Scoriatensis, TL. We fing here @ lacuna of seventeen words in comparison
with the same passage in the Coislimioaes 370, Geormos Monachos, Chronicon, 721, 2-4.
This lacuna has all the marks of a copyist’s error since it accurs immediately after the
word “ExxAnciac”, 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 Coisfinianus 316, We shall see in our inves-
tigation of the History of Peter of Sicily that such sources cxisted 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 Pavlician doctrings, thus indicating an aitera-
tion in the beliefs of the heretics, a phenomenon which we have alrcady
observed in the Manichuean Formula. However, de Boor's demonstration
of the relatively late position of the Codex Scorialensis in the grouping of
the manuscripts of George the Mank precludes the possibility chat it is
the earligst 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 Mank,” and that George shows almost no interest
in the Paulictans elsewhere in his work. Thus we may even he dealing
in this chapter with a later interpolation into the Chronicle.’ De Boor

M Photivs, Serme I, 89/90, indicates that there were several Paulician grovps, and
we shall see that the disciples of Sergius quarrelled afier their master’s death a0 that a
split in the tradition may have occurred, Pseudo-Photius, Narratio, XXV, 79/80-81/2
{see my Chapter 11I). Lipshits, “Problems", 239, observes that many additional sources
on the Paulicians, ne longer available, must have exisled in the varly ninth century.
" Friedrich, “Der ursprungliche Bericht", 100-110. Codex Coislimianas 310, Georgius
Monachus, Chromicon, T18, and Codex Scorialensis, 70, place this chapter at the end
of the reipgn of Constans 11 In the adition of Muralt, PG, CXXX, 83374, this section
follows a brief chapter on the reign of Constantine IV, a chapter which is not found
in the edilivn of de Boar. In the Chronicle of Cedrenus, Compendium, VI, 756, which
normally follows the Codex Coislinianus 310 verbatim, this chapter is put inte the thir-
teenth vear of Constans I1. De Boor, BZ, V11, 41-42, objects, however, believing
these variations are more apparent than real,
¥ Frudrich, “Der urspriingliche Bericht™, 108. This had already been noted by Ter
Mkrttschian, Die Paulikioner, 30-31. The reply of de Boor, 8Z, Vi, 41, scems un-
satislfaclory. There is no doubl ihat in spite of his reference 1o the Paulicians ouiside
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, Chirorographia, 1, 429, derives the spread of Paulicianism in the
Balkans, George, Ciironicon, 752, merely calls the emigrants Monophysites: ** 'Appe-
viovg kat Ebpoug alpenikots el 10 Buldvnoy petprioey, v ol mheious olkolvies
v 1) Epdrn péxpy vy Beonuaoxiton xovd [Térpov eloi odv deiioov™. [Peter the
Fuller, Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch, 461, or Peler Mongus, Monophysite
Patrarch of Alexandria, 4¥2). This, despite the fact that he had just identified Constan-
tine ¥ as a Paulician, r&id., 751.

The introductory senlence of the Paulician chapter in the Codex Coisfinianas 310,
thid., 718, 9-11, " Egp dv yxpbvorw xoi b dpynyds thv Ioviikigvay dvegdvn Kovotov-
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himself acknowledged that both the Codex Cofslinianus 305 and the
Codex Coistinianus 310 ultitately went back to a common earlier arche-
type. There is, therefore, no reason for accepting his theory that the
Codex Coislinianus 305 1s an earlier version than the work of Peter the
Higumen.”™ The precedence of Peter the Higumen over George the
Meonk is still further supported by the greater similarity which the Higu-
men's Freatise bears to the later Codex Coislinianus 310 than to the carlier
Cotslinignus 305, 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 retation between source P and the works of
Peter the Higumen and George the Monk may, therefore, he expressed in
the following manner:

(P

Perrus Higumenus (1)
I

|
Georgius Monachus Georgius Monachus

Codex Colslinfanus 305 Codex Coislinignus 310
(2a) @) |
1

]
Georgius Monachus
Codex Scorialensis

(2¢)

The other possible theory which we must consider is that of Grégoire, in
whose opinion the eriginal scurce was the Aistory of Peter of Sicily (3a).99
For Grégoire, the Treatise of Peter the Higumen was not an independent

1Ivag, & kai Tidovavdv Eovrdy dvopboas Eon 8 § alpecic adniv obiec™, is not to
be found in Perer the Higumen, I, 60. The inclusion of this transilion can be explained
only as the preface to an extended quolation from an extant source, a conclysion which
is supported by the complete similarity of the Codex Coisliniamus 370 to the work of
the Higumen as noted above {(se¢ n. 64). Ter Mkrtischian, Dic Paulikianer, 2-3, also
makes the reasonable suggestion thal 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 nnder the name
of a different author. All of these points seem 1o reinforce the thesis of the precedence
of Peter the Higumen over George the Monk.

e Beor, 87, VII, 45-47.

¥ fhid., 46, Moeller, De lifris, 33, thought it more likely that Gearge the Monk had
merely vsed the work of the Higiimen rather than incorporated it into his own. How-
ever, see . 77.

0 Grégoire, "Sources™, 110-112; “Pauliciens™, 811-613, £f passim.
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work; it was merely an epitome of the Hisiory of Peter of Sicily. Further-
moré, this epitome was toe 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
tmust be later than the gencraliy accepted 866-867, since alt of (the manu-
scripts of the Chronicle include the epitome, which in turn must naces-
sarily postdate its supposed source, Peter of Sicily, presumably composed
in 872,52 Jnrecent 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,
fat 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 Grégeire's criticism of the compesition and organization of
Peter the Higumen is unwarranted.® As a result of this revision, there

N Grigoire, “Sources™, 101-109, “Histoire™, 224-225,

%2 Grégoire, “Histoire”, 225226, “Paulicians™, 61l

8 Seheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 24-16; Lipshits, "'Prablems™, 238.239. 1 shall
return to the problem of the listing of the Paulician churches in connection with Peter
of Sicily, Seen. 153, and Chapler I1[, n.5,

8 Scheidweiler, "'Paulikianerprobleme™, 23, and Lipshils, “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 Peler of Sicily.

™ Loos, “Contributions 17, 30, 34, and 34, n. 83. Inrpreling the words: “xatkiig mepi
TOHTWY OOpEGTEpDY By Tolg Mt nhavov; um Adiextal” (Petros Higumenus, XY, 66,
Georgius Monachus, Chromicon, TM), to which Grégoire (“Sources™, 109), had
ohjected as a careless copy of Feter of Sicily since the “Epitome™ had never containeg
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 nor imply the existence of another more developed work,
Peirus Higumenus, 66, n. 1. Gieseler, therefore, suggested that the word “évw™ had
been dropped oul of the MS. of the Higumen after “&v 101", and cited a paralicl
passage of Epiphanius. That a suitable referenee for this passage can be found Vabove”
in the work of the Higumen is cvident from a reading of section Tl Petrus Higumenus,
Bl {s¢e n. 95): Scheidweiler, “Paulikianerprobleme™, 25-26, agrees with Grégoire that
the words, 5@ rhatovg refer back to the Histery of Peler of Sicily, but this theory
depends on the very carly date for the Histery postulated by Scheidweiler, op. cir., 38-39,
I shall return to the date of the Hisrory later, but the explanation of Giesaler and Loos,
supported by Ter Mkrutschian, Die Pawitkiarer, 3, and substantiated by the text of
the Higumen without the need of an additional 1ext, seems much more reasvnable and
satisfactory.

As for the organization and wording of the “Epitome’ as against Peter of Sicily,
Loos, ap. ¢it., 28-31, quite rightly demanstrates that the work of the Higumen i3 in no
way inferior to that of Peter of Sicily, but rather the contrary: “En regardant de plus
prés les deux texies, on se rend compie de 1oute la faiblesse de 'objection énoncée par
Grégoire...” (28) "On peut méme objecter contre Grégoire, que dans |'Epitome
l'explication des termes Romains et chrétiens semble mieux placée”. 12%) “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 Chronicle of George the Monk.

Both Scheidweiler and Loas, 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 pericds, and the short
Treatise ascribed to Peter the Higumen was a work of Peter of Sicily,
composed between the two parts of his Hictory. The short Trearise was
then included in the Chronicle of George the Monk, which aiso preceded
the final version of Peter of Sicily’s Histery.®™ In otber words, the se-
quence of 1exts 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 scquence:
Peter the Higumen (1), George the Monk {2), Peter of Sicily (3a).%% This
order appears more satisfactory, but another problem is rightly raised by
Scherdwerler. The Chronicle of George the Monk in all of its versions,
but particularly in that of the Codex Scorialensis, contains material which
cannet 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 dorc que la critique de Grégoire blamant auteur de I’ Epiremd d'avoir fait une
compiiztion inintelligente er superficielle, =oit encore plus douteuse que son inter-
prétation des crrenrs dans 1a liste des églises pauliciennes™. (30)

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

*  Loos, “Contributions I, 32-36. The basis of Scheidweiler's theory is his inter-
pretation of the Higumen's words, "dud nddroug™, in the same sense as Grégaire, as
a rcference to another work by the same aothor, but this interpretation has been
rejected (see n. 85). Without it there is no reason for sepposing that Peter the Higumen
is later than Peter of Sicily.

" 3bid., 33-39, 43, particularly 36,

¥ Scheidweiler, “Paulikjanerprobleme™, 23-19. Scheidweiler himself has doubts as
to the identification of the Higumen with Peter of Sicily. Furthermore his explanation
thal the discrepancy between the Higumen and the History on the names and number
of the Paulician ¢churches stems from the fzet Lhat in the shorler work Peter is quating
his own History from memory, hardly seems satisfactory, ibid., 26, Loos, “Cont<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>