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In a letter from 1199 addressed to Innocent III, Lewon I presented himself as king of all the
Armenians, a title that was copied from the one used by the Armenian catholicos. The union
with Rome, established in 1198, was met with opposition in Greater Armenia and the king
could not control the Armenian patriarch either, because he resided in Hromkla. Thus, he
tried to assume the spiritual authority over all Armenians to avoid any damage done to his
ties with Rome and to control the Armenian Church, an action reflected in the use of the title
of king of all the Armenians.
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On the 6™ of January 1198, in Tarsus, the Armenian prince Lewon II was
crowned king by Conrad of Wittelsbach, archbishop of Mainz. This moment was
recorded by many oriental chroniclers', which may indicate upon its importance
not only for Armenians, but also for the other peoples from the Levant. The
coronation of the new Armenian king was celebrated both in Cilicia and Greater
Armenia. Lewon embodied the renaissance of the Armenian monarchy, and some
of his contemporaries hoped that one day in the future the kings from Cilicia would
extend their authority over the Armenian lands from the east, thus uniting all
Armenians under one rule’. In 1199, in a letter addressed to Innocent III, Lewon
presented himself as “king of all the Armenians”. In the following pages I will
argue that this title was an expression of his desire to be perceived as the spiritual,
not political leader of all his coreligionists, thus placing himself above the
catholicos. In exchange for the crown which he had received, the king had to agree
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with the union between the Armenian and the Roman churches. Thus, in order to
be sure that his ties with the Holy See would not be endangered in any way, he
adopted a title created on the basis of that used by the catholicos and tried to
control the Armenian Church, such that the religious policy was in accordance with
the secular one.

In 1187, Lewon succeeded his brother, Rupen, as prince of Cilicia®. The
latter had two daughters, thus the new Armenian leader had to take care of them
and rule in their name, and also had to make sure that they would not be betrothed
to foreign princes’. According to Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, all of Lewon’s actions
between 1187-1198 were meant to consolidate his position in Cilicia. Although
officially a guardian of the two sisters, he took the power in his hands and tried to
govern in a manner which would have legitimated his authority. Lewon extended
the borders of his principality and managed to free Cilicia from the Antiochene
suzerainty’. Moreover, after negotiations, one of Rupen’s daughter, Alice, married
Raymond, Bohemond III’s eldest son, and the male offspring of this union would
have inherited the Armenian and the Latin principalities. But this episode reveals
the weak position of the Armenian prince: the heir of Cilicia would not have been a
member of his family, but rather Rupen’s grandson®.

In 1189, Lewon received a letter from Clement III, by which the pope asked
him to help the crusaders to reconquer Jerusalem’. Most likely, this plea for help
determined the Armenian prince to meditate upon the idea of asking a royal crown
in exchange for his aid towards the new crusade®. Frederick I Barbarossa might
have carried a crown for Lewon I, but his death put an end, for the time being, to
the project of creating an Armenian kingdom. The negotiations were reopened
during the last decade of the 12" century and in 1198, Lewon re-established the
Armenian monarchy, being crowned in obedience to Rome and the Holy Roman
Empire'’. He was anointed'', thus as a king whose authority was approved by God,
his legitimacy was consolidated. In a colophon from 1187 he was already named
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. 12 . . . . .
“king”", thus his coronation was perceived as a confirmation of his power and

authority in the Cilician lands.

Kirakos Ganjakec‘i noted that in exchange for the crown, Lewon had to
operate some religious changes which would have united the Armenian and the
Roman churches. The Armenian bishops were reluctant, but Lewon told them that
they would deceive the pope by pretending to be willing to meet his demands, while
not changing anything'’. According to Lewon-Ter Petrosyan, Kirakos acknowledged
that the union with Rome was political, but tried to hide it, thus this paragraph was
meant to legitimate Lewon I’s concessions towards the Holy See'*. It is important
to stress that the chronicler did not say anything about any opposition against
Lewon’s pro-Latin policy. We know from a letter written by Nerses Lampronac‘i
that there was a strong anti-unionist group in Greater Armenia, whose leader was
Barset, bishop of Ani". In order to analyse the demands of the Holy See, Lewon
should have convened a council attended also by the bishops from the Armenian
eastern territories. These ones had to be persuaded to agree with the pope, which
required time and would have postponed the royal coronation. He did not want to
wait too long, thus he forced the Cilician bishops to accept the union with Rome
without having the approval of the Armenian clergy from the East'®. Thus, in 1198
Lewon was in a delicate position: the union with the Holy See was fragile, given
the opposition of the bishops from Greater Armenia and the fact that even the ones
from Cilicia had to be forced to accept it'".

Besides these, there was another problem. In 1193, by capturing Bohemond
III, Lewon freed Cilicia from the Antiochene suzerainty'® and through the
mediation of Henry of Champagne managed to plan a future union of the Latin and
the Armenian principalities: Alice, Ruben III’s daughter, married Raymond,
Bohemond III’s eldest son. The male offspring of this union would have inherited
both principalities'’. The couple had a son, Raymond-Rupen, whose father died in
1197%. According to the agreement between Lewon and Bohemond, signed in
1194, the child should have become the heir of Antioch. But in 1198, another son
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Manuscripts, 5—12 centuries), Erevan, 1988, p. 252: LCuwn julinpry pphumnuwukp Linnih wppugh <uyng, np
ynsh Linnhi Gplpmpn.

13 Kirakos Ganjakec'i, p. 157.

4 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 192-193.

15 Extraits de Saint Nersés de Lampron, RHC. Doc. Arm., vol. I, Paris, 1869, p. 593-594; Mataqia
Arq. Ormanean, Azgapatum, Costandnupolis, 1912, p. 1512, § 1040.

'8 Bernard Hamilton, “The Armenian Church and the Papacy at the time of the Crusades”, Eastern
Churches Review X, 1-2, 1978, p. 71; Krikor Maksoudian, Chosen of God. The Election of the Catholicos
of all Armenians, New York, 1995, p. 49; M. Ormanean, op. cit., p. 1512 § 1040.

'7 Krikor Maksoudian, op.cit., p. 48—49.

'8 In 1193/94, Ruben III was forced to accept Bohemond III’s suzerainty over Cilicia, Lewon Ter-
Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 160-161.

19 Smbat Sparapet, p. 206-207.

20 1 ewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 210; Claude Mutafian, L ’Arménie du Levant: XI'-XIV* siécle,
vol. I, Paris, 2012, p. 96.



42 David Linus Neagu 4

of Bohemond III, Bohemond IV, occupied the city, thus threatening Raymond-
Rupen’s succession to the principality”’. In this context, Lewon I had only one
solution: to ask the pope for help.

In 1199, Lewon sent two letters to the Holy See. In the first one, dated on
23rd of May 1199, he presented himself as rex omnium Armeniorum and declared
that he longed for the completion of the union between all Armenians, inside and
outside his kingdom, and Rome*. The second letter represented an attempt to ask
for the pope’s support in the struggle for the Antiochene Succession and was
dispatched, most likely, in June”. Before these two, the catholicos Grigor VI
Apirat had sent a message to Rome. As catholicus totius Ecclesiae Armeniorum, he
acknowledged the supremacy of the Holy See and declared that all Armenian
archbishops, bishops, and clerics were faithful to the pope*. These three letters are
linked to each other and may explain how Lewon created the title of “king of all
the Armenians” using the basis of the one used by the catholicos and how did he
use it to express his desire to coordinate the policy of the Armenian church with
that of the monarchy.

Lewon started a practice of using this title which was continued by his
successors. However, it is difficult to explain the reasons of its usage by the
Armenian kings of Cilicia because it does not appear in all royal documents.
Lewon II and Lewon IV labelled themselves as roy de toute Hermenie” and,
respectively, roy de tous les Armens/ rex omnium armenorum®, but I did not find
examples for the other monarchs. Still, I think we can understand why did Lewon
decide to adopt this title. The traditional title of the Armenian monarchs was
t ‘agavor hayoc * (king of the Armenians)>’. Smbat I (891-914) used also the title of
tiezerakal (universal) and starting with the third decade of the 10™ century, it was
added another extension, Sahnsah (king of kings)**. Thus, Lewon could not have
adopted this title from the Bagratuni kings. However, as it can be seen from the

2 Joshua Prawer, Crusader Institutions, Oxford, 1980, p. 69.
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unitatem sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae, divina inspirante clementia, revocare cupimus et exoptamus.
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8 Aram Ter-Levondyan, “Halbati araberen arjanagrut yuno ew bagratuni t‘agavorneri tittosnero™
(The Inscription of Halbat and the titles of the Bagratid kings), Lraber hasarakan gitut ‘yunneri, 1979, 1, 73,
p. 75-76.
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above-mentioned letters, there was a resemblance between rex omnium Armenorum
and catholicus totius Ecclesiae Armeniorum. According to Azat Bozoyan, between
the 5™ and 11" centuries, the catholicos’s title katotikos hayoc “ mecac* (Catholicos
of Greater Armenia) mirrored the one of the Arsacid kings, ¢‘agavor hayoc®
mecac ‘ (King of Greater Armenia). Following the fall of the Bagratid Kingdom of
Ani in 1045, the Armenians have migrated to various places (Cappadocia, Cilicia,
Northern Syria, Egypt etc.), which determined the catholicoi to change their title in
order to adapt to the new political reality, namely, to exercise authority over all
scattered Armenian communities. Thus, they started to present themselves as
katolikos amenayn hayoc* (Catholicos of all Armenians)®. This mean that Lewon
adopted the title of the catholicos®®, but what about its usage and significance?

The historians have tried to explain the reasons which determined Lewon to
present himself as king of all the Armenians. Edouard Dulaurier, the editor of
Recueil des historiens des croisades. Documents arméniens tom. 1, considered that
this title was purely nominal and honorific’'. Matachia Ormanian’s opinion is that
by using this title, Lewon wanted to stress that his coronation marked not only the
creation of the Cilician kingdom, but the renaissance of the ancient Armenian
monarchy. Thus, as the continuator of the Arsacids and the Bagratids, he was the
only king of the Armenians, whose authority extended also over Greater
Armenia®’. H. M. Ar§amyan shared Ormanian’s opinion, saying that for Lewon,
Cilicia and Isauria® were only two provinces of a pan-Armenian kingdom,
designed to include Greater Armenia and the territories from Asia Minor which
were inhabited by his coreligionists’*. Abraham Terian only mentioned this title
and said that maybe Lewon I assumed it with the purpose of linking Cilicia with
Greater Armenia by stronger ties, despite the different opinions of the clerics from
these provinces regarding the union with the Roman Church®’. According to Ioanna
Rapti, the Armenian king chose to present himself in this way in order to place the
secular and the religious authorities on the same level’*. Lewon Ter-Petrosyan

» Azat Bozoyan, “«Katotikos hayoc'» tittosi norovi enkalume Bagratunyac’ t‘agavorut'yan
ankumic’ heto” (A new perception of the title of the Armenian catholicos after the fall of the Bagratid
monarch(?/), Pastonakan amsagir hayrapetakan at ‘oroy S. Ejmiajin, 53, 10, p. 72-81.

3% Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 196.

yan, op. cil., p

31 Recueil des historiens des croisades. Doc. Arm., tom. I,p. 747.

32 Matagia Arq. Ormanean, Azgapatum, p. 1549 § 1066. Vahan Ter-Ghevondian, The Rubenids in
Arabic Historiography, in Cilician Armenia in the Perceptions of Adjacent Political Entities, Azat Bozoyan
(ed.), Yerevan, 2019, p. 115.

33 In the Invocatio of protocol of a synodal letter from 1213/14, Lewon appeared as king of Armenia,
Cilicia and Isauria; see Azat Bozoyan, “The Evidence of the Byzantine Sources”, in Cilician Armenia in
the Perceptions of Adjacent Political Entities, 2019, p. 51.
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(The nationwide jurisdiction of the rebuilt Armenian kingdom in Cilicia), Banber Erevani hamalsarani,
1995, no. 3, p. 58-59.

3% Abraham Terian, “Church-State Relation at the Dawn of Kingship in Cilician Armenia”, in
Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies, vol. X111, 2003-2004, p. 15.

% Joanna Rapti, “Image et monnaie dans le royaume arménien de Cilicie”, in Des images dans
I'Histoire, M.-F. Auzépy et J. Cornette (eds.), Saint-Denis, 2008, p. 51.
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interpreted Lewon’s usage of this title by his need to legitimate his authority. The
king had to objectives: regarding the internal affairs of Cilicia, we wanted to be
acknowledged as the sole ruler, trying to eliminate the possibility of a challenge to
his rule; for the foreign political actors, he wanted to be perceived as the only
representative of the Armenians®’. For Claude Mutafian, Lewon wanted to use this
title to help him unite Cilicia with Antioch. As king of all the Armenians, his
prestige would have been enhanced and he might have managed to impose his
authority over the Antiochenes®.

These hypotheses point to the great number of possibilities regarding
Lewon’s reason for using this title. In my opinion, the Armenian king could not
have claimed political authority over Greater Armenia, given that a big part of this
province (Zakarid Armenia) was under the authority of the Georgian kings®.
However, the letter from 1199 which was addressed to Innocent III might indicate
upon Lewon’s desire to be acknowledged as the spiritual leader of all Armenians.
In the following pages I will develop the ideas of loanna Rapti, Lewon Ter-
Petrosyan and Claude Mutafian, arguing that he had solid reasons to control the
Armenian Church by placing himself on the same level with, if not above, the
catholicos. Also, the meaning of this title might have helped him to secure Innocent
III’s aid in the war of the Antiochene Succession.

Lewon I had to be sure that his authority would not have been contested,
otherwise his whole effort of negotiating for a crown would have been in vain. The
problem represented by the opposition of the clergy from Greater Armenia was an
old one®. Starting with the middle of the 11" century, the Armenian Church had
retied its connections with Rome, and soon the leaders of the two churches started
to discuss about a possible union between them. The religious negotiations
mirrored the foreign policy of the Rubenid princes of Cilicia: their alliances and
allegiances were dynamic, being dictated by the evolution of the main political actors
from the Levantine territories. Thus, during the 12" century, they collaborated with
the Latins, the Byzantines or even the Muslims'. In this context, it is not surprising
that the Armenian Catholicoi of Hromkla had also negotiated with the Byzantine
patriarchs and emperors. When Lewon came to power in 1187, he had to search for

37 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 196-198.

38 Claude Mutafian, op. cit., p. 425. In 1193, Lewon wanted to occupy Antioch, but failed. The
inhabitants of the city, together with their patriarch, rejected his envoys and declared a commune, Claude
Cahen, La Syrie du nord a l’époque des croisades, Paris, 1940, p. 583-584.

¥1n 1124, David IV the Builder captured Ani, Matthew of Edessa, Chronicle, Ara Edmond
Dostourian (trans.), Lanham, New York and London, 1993, p. 233; Matt'eos Urhayec'i,
Zamanakagrut ‘yun, H. Bar‘ikyan (trans. and ed.), Erevan, 1973, p. 241. For the Armenian lands controlled
by the Zakarid princes, see Claude Mutafian, op.cit., p. 282-324.

40 Catholicos Grigor IV Tta, when discussing a possible union with the Byzantine Church, faced the
opposition of the some of the Armenian clerics from the East, see Fr. Tournebize, Histoire politique et
religieuse de I’Arménie, t. 1, Depuis les origines des Arméniens jusqu’a la mort de leur dernier roi (I’an
1393), Paris, 1900, p. 255-256.

41 Claude Mutafian, op. cit., p. 66-93.
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an ally which could have helped him against his most powerful enemies, the
Seljukid Sultanate of Rim and the Principality of Antioch, which led him to
consider a collaboration with Constantinople*. In 1196, a council was convened in
Tarsus, where it was discussed the possible union with the Byzantine Church. The
participants accepted the demands of the emperor and the Greek patriarch, but their
decisions were not acknowledged by the Armenian clerics from Greater Armenia,
who also elected their own catholicos®. In this context, when Lewon was crowned
king, he knew that he had to act in order to enforce the union with Rome also upon
the Armenians from the East, because their opposition would have weakened his
position not only in front of his nobles, but also on the political stage of the Orient.
How could he be the true king of Armenia if the most important feature of his
foreign policy, namely the union with Rome, was contested by his coreligionists?
As is it clear that the position of the catholicos could have been usurped, and given
that the location of its see was in Hromkla, outside of the royal jurisdiction, Lewon
wanted to be sure that his connections with the Holy See would not have been
endangered. In the letter which was sent to Innocent III in 1199, the catholicos
assured the pope that all Armenian clerics, whether in Cilicia or in another
territories, would remain faithful to the union with Rome™. But he did not have any
power to do this, so Lewon I came to support Grigor VI Apirat’s authority. As
“king of all the Armenians”, he expressed his hope regarding the union of all
Armenians with the Holy See: In vestri vero luminis gratia salutaribus monitis
reverendissimi patris nostri archiepiscopi Maguntini instructi et informati, omne
regnum nobis a Deo commissum amplissimum et spatiosum et omnes Armenios huc
illuc in remotis partibus diffusos, ad unitatem sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae, divina
inspirante clementia, revocare cupimus et exoptamus™. In this way, he assured
Innocent that the religious and the secular authorities were to work together to
accomplish this mission. Moreover, in my opinion the Armenian king also wanted
to stress that given the weak position of the Armenian catholicos, whose seat could
have been usurped by other bishops*, his authority was safe, thus placing himself
in a better position than the patriarch. After all, the archbishop of Mainz crowned
him, thus his position was approved by the Holy See. Any other Armenian noble
who wished to usurp his power had to receive Rome’s blessing. If the catholicos

2 H. Bartikyan, “Nor nyut‘er Kilikiayi hajkakan petut‘yan ew Byuzandiayi p‘oxharaberut ‘yunneri
masin” (New sources on the relations between the Armenian state of Cilicia and Byzantium), Banber
Matenadarani, 1958, no. 4, p. 285-286.

“ Fr. Tournebize, op. cit., p. 259-266; Malagia Arq. Ormanean, op. cit., p. 1512, § 1040.
According to Krikor Maksoudian, the oriental clerics elected Barset of Ani as their catholicos when
they heard about the fate of Gregory V of Cilicia who died while trying to escape from his prison in
Kopitar, Krikor Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 49.

* Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. I, CCXVII, p. 775-776.

4 Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. II, CCXIX, p. 778.

4 In 1113, the bishop Davit' established a catholicosate in Att‘amar, which existed until 1895 and
his successors opposed sometimes the decisions of the catholicoi from Northern Syria, Azat Bozoyan,
“«Katotikos hayoc‘» tittosi norovi onkalumo Bagratunyac* t'agavorut ‘yan ankumic‘ heto”, p. 76.
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had lost his authority, the king could have fulfilled the mission of bringing all
Armenians in union with the Roman Church. In order to consolidate his position,
he tried to eliminate the danger represented by the Het‘umids. During the 12"
century, the position of leader in Cilicia was disputed among the Rubenids and the
Het'umids. Thus, as king, Lewon had to be sure that his position would not be
challenged by them. He summoned them to Tarsus, in order to marry his niece,
Philippa, to OSin, son of Het'um, the leader of this family. This was a trap, and
Het‘'um was imprisoned. Although Lewon did not manage to conquer the fortress,
he weakened the power of his rivals by sending their leader to a monastery”’.

Lewon I’s second letter dispatched to the Holy See in 1199 was an appeal for
help in the War of the Antiochene Succession. After capturing Bohemond III in
1193, the Armenian prince managed to strike a deal with him by the mediation of
Henry of Champagne. Bohemond’s elder son, Raymond, was to marry Lewon’s
niece, Alice, Ruben III’s daughter and the male child which would have resulted
from this union was the heir of the Armenian and the Latin principalities. In 1197,
Raymond died* and after one year another son of Bohemond III, Count Bohemond
IV of Tripoli, occupied Antioch®. Lewon’s answer appeared only in 1199, when he
sent the above-mentioned letter to the Holy See. It is important to say that this one
came, most likely, a month after the message which presented him as “king of all
the Armenians” and declared its hope for union between all his subject and
Rome™. In this context, I think that the Armenian king sent these letters one after
the other on purpose. The first one had to assure Innocent that the union between
the Armenian and the Latin Churches was to be preserved and the king would do
anything to accomplish this mission. In this way Lewon wanted to prove his
faithfulness towards the pope and to prepare the way for the second letter, by
which he asked for his help against Bohemond IV. This attempt to secure
Innocent’s help could be interpreted in the logic of the War of the Antiochene
Succession. Both parts fought for allies, and Lewon used many diplomatic
instruments trying to persuade the Roman pontiff to support his cause against the
Count of Tripoli®'.

All three letters are united. The first one, sent from Hromkla, acknowledged the
primacy of the Holy See and expressed the assurance of the catholicos regarding the
acceptance of the union with Rome by all Armenian clerics. The second one,
dispatched from Tarsus, came as an addition to the message of the Armenian

47 Smbat Sparapet, p. 210-211.

8 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 210; Claude Mutafian, op. cit., p. 96.

4 Joshua Prawer, Crusader Institutions, Oxford, 1980, p. 69.

%0 The first letter was written on 23 May 1199 and Innocent III answered to it on 24 November
of the same year. Given that the response for the second letter was dated on 17 December, most likely
Lewon dispatched it in June.

S'T have analysed Lewon’s attempts to secure Innocent III’s help in order to place his nephew,
Raymond-Rupen, on the throne of Antioch in my article “The War of the Antiochene Succession. Lewon
I’s Game of Diplomacy”, RESEE 57, 2019, p. 221-250.
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patriarch, expressing Lewon’s desire and hope for the completion of the union and
his commitment to this mission. In this way, he carved a positive imagine of himself,
in order to ask for Innocent III’s help in the third letter.

A few years after his coronation, Lewon I had the opportunity to try to
convince his coreligionist from Greater Armenia to accept the union with Rome.
According to Kirakos Gandjakets’i, Zak’are, one of the most powerful princes in
Greater Armenia, wanted to use a portable church in order to celebrate mass,
together with his soldiers, while they were campaigning. He asked for an opinion
from the vardapet Mxit’ar Gos, who told him that it was customary for the ancient
Armenian Christian kings to receive communion in the army. When Zak’are asked
Mxit’ar to give him the order to take priests and tents, the vardapet told him that
firstly, he had to receive such a command from the Armenian catholicos and from
king Lewon. When the king received a message from Zak’are asking for an answer
regarding this matter, Lewon convened a council in Sis, attended by the catholicos
Daw’it, vardapets and other clerics. The council decided to help Zak’are and sent
him eight canons which the clerics from Greater Armenian had to accept. Among
them were the pope’s demands which Lewon had to fulfil in order to receive his
royal crown’.

Cilicia was confronting with an ecclesiastical problem. Lewon had replaced
Hovhannes VI from the seat of the catholicosate with Daw’it™, who lived in Cilicia
and supported the king in his endeavour of imposing the papal changes in Greater
Armenia. Although Kirakos did not date this event, Smbat said that Lewon chose
another catholicos in the same year with the conquest of Constantinople, that is
1204°*. This means that the disputes from Greater Armenian happened only after
this date, but before 1211, when the king reconciled with Hovhannes™. Although
having been deprived of his position, by residing in Hromkla, which was beyond
the control of the Cilician court, and having received from Zak’are the same letter
as Lewon did, Hovhannes decided to get involved in this matter. In order to gain
support against Lewon, Hovhannes sent some gifts and letters to the princes of
Greater Armenia. Zak’are convened a meeting attended by many clerics, but not all
of them accepted the orders received from Lewon and Daw’it. Thus, a schism
appeared in Greater Armenia and Zak’are tried to force the churches to implement
these changes, an act which triggered violent clashes between the Christians and
the clerics from Greater Armenia. He tried to solve the problem by convening
another council, but all was in vain and the schism deepened’®.

This story reveals some important aspects related to Lewon’s claim to
authority over all Armenians. Firstly, that Lewon implemented his plan to bring all

52 Kirakos Ganjakec‘i, p. 166—171; Kiracos de Gantzac, Histoire d’Arménie, trad. par. M. Brosset,
St. Petersbourg, 1870, p. 83-85.

53 Kirakos Ganjakec i, p. 168; Kiracos de Gantzac, p. 84.

5% Smbat Sparapet, p. 215.

55 Ibidem, p. 217.

%6 Kirakos Ganjakec'i, p. 171-178; Kiracos de Gantzac, p. 85-88.
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Armenians in obedience to the Holy See by asking them to operate some changes
which represented the demands of the Papacy. As Kirakos said, some clerics,
together with Zaka’re, decided to obey Lewon. Therefore, the Armenian king
enjoyed some degree of authority and approval in Greater Armenia. Secondly, Lewon
replaced the catholicos Hovhannes VI with Daw’it, archbishop of Mamistra®’ without
meeting any opposition. Still, this what not something new, regarding that in 1194
Lewon had deposed another catholicos, Gregory, because ‘he did not display the
same obedience to everyone as previously when he was under a tutor, rather he
ruled the patriarchy in a wilful manner'®. It seems that the involvement of the king
in the ecclesiastical problems of the Armenian Church has become a rule. Thus,
when speaking about the designation of a new catholicos in 1269, Grigor Aknertsi
said that “No one could be appointed to this office except by the king'”. However,
this was not a new practice for Armenians. Matthew of Edessa recorded some
events when it appears that the kings who reigned in Greater Armenia from the
tenth to the twelfth centuries also had a certain degree of authority over the
Armenian Church. For example, king Hovhannes-Senekerim III deposed Petros I
Getadarj and placed Dioscorus, superior of the Monastery of Sanahin, on the seat
of the catholicosate®. Another example is that of Barsel, archbishop of Shirak, who
decided, in 1081-1082, to go to Kyurike II, king of Lori, to be consecrated
catholicos®’. In this context, the fact that the Cilician kings had power over the
catholicosate was not out of common®.

There is one more reason which can explain why Lewon used the title of king
of all the Armenians to control the policy of the Armenian Church. The seat of the

57 Smbat Sparapet, p. 215; Smbat Sparapet, Chronicle, trans. Robert Bedrosian, New Jersey, 2005,
p- 100, online at: http://attalus.org/armenian/cssint.htm (last accessed on 14.03.2019).

58 Smbat-Bedrosian, trans. Robert Bedrosian, p. 94; Smbat Sparapet, p. 205: Pul ljuyonnjinuf:
Qpuhgnphu npdunt k. ugannhlnu’ ng wwblp quinwphl hfnuquibmmgopilily willsiilignud, npuylu jnpdunt
phn nuanpuupudun Ep, wyp hbplfpoulmgelivdp wwbibp qhugpuyltannyenl, npuybu nkulugh Ep b plinpi
fup.

%% Grigor of Akner, “History of the Nation of the Archers”, Robert Blake and Richard Frye (trans.),
in Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies X11, no. 3-4, 1949, p. 370-371. In Armenian: f wy ns np lpupkp
hnquy wnwibhg puquanphi.

0 Matthew of Edessa, p. 61; Matt‘eos Urhayec'i, p. 50-52.

! Ibidem, p. 145.

62 Krikos Maksoudian studied the history of the election of Armenian catholicoi. During the reign
of the Arsacid dynasty, the kings had the most important role. However, given that the patriarchal seat
was transmitted hereditary, after the line of St. Gregory the Illuminator died, the monarchs had to consult
with the nobles, because they had to name a catholicos from another aristocratic family (Krikor
Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 1-11). The Bagratids did non enjoy a strong authority over Greater Armenia,
thus in their times, the tradition of the hereditary seat was replaced with a new one, based on election by
a council formed up by the king, the nobles and the bishops (Krikor Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 35-39). In
1193, when Lewon involved himself in the election of the catholicos, he did it because the Pahlawuni
family, who had controled the Holy See for more than a century, could not agree over a candidate. This
problem suited Lewon’s need to have a catholicos which would not have alienated the bishops from
Greater Armenia. Thus, after consulting with the clergy from the Armenian lands, he agreed with the
candidature of Grigor Pahlawuni (Krikor Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 47-48).
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catholicos was in Hromkla, a fortress which Gregory III Pahlavuni had received
from Beatrice, Joscelin II’s widow, in ¢. 1150. Although Thoros II had led a revolt
against the Byzantines in 1145-1148, and set up an independent state, the
catholicos did not move his seat in Cilicia, because by residing in Hromkla, he
enjoyed a great measure of freedom from political pressure™. It is important to
stress that the seat of the catholicos remained in Hromkla until the end of the
thirteenth century, when the Mamluks conquered the fortress®'. Thus, the catholicoi
of the twelfth and thirteenth century did not move their seat in Cilicia, even though
in 1198 Lewon established there the Armenian monarchy. Thus, maybe Lewon
wanted to assume the control of the religious affairs in order to be sure that the
catholicos from Hromkla, who was living outside his control, would not govern the
Church against the pro-Latin policy of the kingdom.

As “king of all the Armenians”, Lewon did not claim a political authority
over Greater Armenian, but rather a religious one. By having the power to depose
the catholicos, he managed to align the church policy with that of the state, trying
to maintain close relations with the Papacy®. When he had an argument with
Hohvannes VI, he replaced him with Daw’it, moving the seat of the catholicos in
Cilicia. Also, when Zaka’are asked for his advice on a religious matter, Lewon
seized the opportunity to persuade the clerics of Greater Armenia to accept the
papal demands, thus affirming the union with Rome. But his initiative did not have
the support of all the Eastern clerics. This was a sign that the union with Rome
would be a problem in terms of relations between Cilicia and Greater Armenia.

% Bernard Hamilton, op. cit., p. 67.

6% Step’annos Orbelean, History of the State of Sisakan, Robert Bedrosian (trans.), Long Branch,
20122015, p. 225, online at: https://archive.org/details/HistoryOfTheStateOfSisakan, last accessed on:
12.03.2019; Stéphannos Orbélian, Histoire de la Siounie, M. Brosset (trans.), Saint-Pétersbourg, 1864,
p. 246-247; Step‘annosi Siuneac* episkoposi, Patmut ‘yun tann Sisakan, Mkrti¢* Emin (ed.), Moskva, 1861,
p. 324-325.

%5 Sometimes Lewon angered Innocent III, as for example when he attacked the Templars and
seized their holdings in Cilicia, in 1211, see Reinhold Rohricht, Regesta regni hierosolymitani, Oeniponti,
1893, 851.
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