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PRIMATE'S MESSAGE

Beloved Rev. Fr. Vartan Archpriest Kasparian,

It gives us pleasure to not only commend you batigo publish
your latest ecclesiastical-religious literary waeitled “Defending the
Faith,” wherein you eloquently present the entioztdne of the
Orthodox Faith of the Armenian Apostolic Church atefend her
faithful from today’s popular but unorthodox snaoésectarianism.
We are confident that this publication will sergeeeguide to “...stand
firm and be strong in [our] faith.” (1 Peter 5:9).

With your tenured pastoral service, you have adaiigt noticed
the dire need to educate and enlighten our faitwith the Living
Gospel of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, acagrth the sacred
teachings and doctrines of our Church Fathers. \leleteartedly
commend your unwavering dedication and resoluteé spi

Your publication becomes even more practical dargets the
English-speaking community in efforts to draw tregirention to the
rich traditions of the Armenian Apostolic Churcldan cater to their
religious and spiritual needs.

Dear Der Hayr,

We commend your enduring love for the flock of Ghand the
Armenian Apostolic Church.

“We beseech you, Lord, through the intercessionYolur
heavenly host, preserve your Holy Church” (Divinautgy).

Prayerfully,

Archbishop Hovnan Derderian
Primate



FOREWORD

The title of this work, DEFENDING THE FAITH, has ds
singular purpose just that, defending the faithtled Armenian
Apostolic Orthodox Church. In the process of ddimg, a number of
statements have been made which can, and probattly be
interpreted as attacks on the Roman Catholic ChtinenChalcedon-
ian Orthodox, and the Protestants. Here, it mussthted in the
strongest possible terms that these statementshade simply in
defense of the faith of the Armenian Apostolic @dbx Church.
They are made for purposes of defense, not attack.

Over the centuries, the Roman Catholic ChurchClirecedonian
Orthodox, and the Protestants, in pursuing theim awligious
agendas, have in fact made criticisms of the AramrChurch.
Indeed, they have attacked the Armenian Churchysaeg Her of
various supposed errors. As it turns out, theseadled errors are
nothing more than a different way of doing thingsio the case of
Christological definitions, a simple difference t@rminology and
semantics, especially as such relate to discussibtise nature of
Christ. A prime example of this is in the termingyoused to describe
His nature. The Armenian Church and Her sister @balcedonian
Orthodox have always used the terminology of tHeE8umenical
Council, the Council of Ephesus of A.D. 431, whizhclaimed ONE
INCARNATE NATURE OF GOD THE WORD to describe Jesus
Christ as He who is God become man. As a residetblurches have
never accepted the definitions of the Council oklCbadon which
seem to be a concession to Nestorianism. Becaughixf the
Armenian Church and Her sister non-Chalcedonianhdidx
Churches have been wrongly classified as “monopiyand hence
heretical. As will be seen, historical and theatagjitruth do not
support such an accusation.

The Roman Catholic Church, the Chalcedonian Ortkodod
the Protestants have couched their criticismsmgeavhich can easily
be reduced to the sentiment that the Armenian Ghshlrould be more
as they are.



The purpose of this present work is to answer tlesgieisms
head-on. If the result is then viewed as an attgukn these bodies,
the reader is to be reassured that such was niotéme. \What is being
herein presented should be viewed as defense, s@inaattack.
Further, it must also be noted that in fairly redémes, as a result of
what can best be termed the “ecumenical spirit,Emaf the previous
animosity and exclusivity of the above groups hasneswhat
dissipated and there is more of a spirit of coammamaOne can only
hope and pray that such trends will continue. | garsonally attest
to the fact that, as a priest of the Armenian Chuichave been
extended wonderful courtesies and respect by e tdergy of the
Roman Catholic Church and by the Roman Catholigitlekergy at
my high school alma mater of Loyola High SchoolLos Angeles.
There is a mutual expression of brotherly love @aggpect. | hasten to
add that | have been shown similar courtesies antimag\rmenian
Protestant churches in the San Joaquin Valley &reapresent work,
however, is being written simply to include infortoa from the
point of view of the Armenian Apostolic Orthodox @hh, a church
which has been in existence since the time of tip@sfes St.
Thaddeus and St. Bartholomew.

Juxtaposed to this, however, is the reality thaicesithe
independence of Armenia in 1991, there have bdempts by some
of the above mentioned groups to bring their versid “Christian
truth” to Armenia, forgetting that there is a 20@€ar old Church
there which has functioned continuously, literalip spite of
“dungeon, fire, and sword.” Their approach, for tmast part, has not
been one of cooperation but one of outright cortipati

The purpose of this modest work is to set the gkstnaight and
challenge past or present critics of the Armenidmr€h to take a
closer look at their own respective stances. Ag tieethis, it would
be well for them to bear in mind our Lord Jesusi&isr caution:
“Why do you see the speck that is in your brotheys, but do not
notice the log that is in your own eye?” [Matthew]|7

It is to be hoped that the ecumenical spirit wikyail and that
those who in the past have been so free in thé@icism of the
Armenian Church will come to the full realizatidmat the Armenian



Church is one which was established directly by bfi@ur Lord’s

chosen Apostles, St. Thaddeus and St. Bartholoraed/that it has
had continued existence since apostolic times. ddirout the

centuries it has borne witness to the truth of g&rist as Lord and
Savior and because of its clinging to Orthodox §tfamnity has been
persecuted by a number of both Christian and namst@n groups.
In the past, as we shall see, the criticisms hwatgdnst the Armenian
Church have been vicious, whether intended as@ucbt.

Now that Armenia is enjoying independence, aftens@0 years
of brutal Communist rule and persecution of the r”chuthose who
are truly interested in helping the people thereldao well to stop
the attitude of competition with the Armenian Chuend approach
the Armenian Church in a true spirit of help andmeration.
Regrettably, such is not always the case.

Much of what is going on is proselytizing, plaindasimple,
denials not withstanding. Still, it is to be hopkdt those who do such
will come to the realization that such attemptpratselytizing, and
that is what it is, is soundly condemned by ourd_desus Christ
Himself when He says: “Woe to you, scribes and Beas, hypo-
crites! For you travel land and sea to win one @gde and when he
is won, you make him twice as much a son of hejy@gselves.”
[Matthew 23:15]. Trying to win away members of tAemenian
Church in the guise of offering “help” and attemgtto affiliate them
with other bodies which claim to be Christian candty be said to be
advancing the cause of Jesus Christ.

Regretfully, there are many groups which look upine
Armenian Church not as an apostolic body but sinaglya pool for
potential converts to their own version of “trutfifiis is done without
ever looking at their own credentials and/or leg#cy.

Again, it must be stressed that this work is ineghds a work of
defense, not a work of attack. However, just astheisms directed
toward the Armenian Church have been direct, sd itaidefense.



To that end, it must be said, “Glory to You, O Ggldry to You.
In all things, Lord, glory to You.” [from Vesperd the Armenian
Church]

Special acknowledgment and thanks to The Rev.d&we& Arch-
priest Arzoumanian, Ph.D. and The Rev. Fr. Kevor&hfriest Ara-
kelian who read through the manuscript and madeesosightful
observations and suggestions.

Rev. Fr. Vartan Archpriest Kasparian

St. Mary Armenian Church
Yettem, California
Lent - 2012

10



FOR THE DEFENSE

For God is my defense
[®s. 59:9]
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FOR THE DEFENSE

When | was a teenager, | heard an Armenian sayihghw
loosely translated says: “Before the theft has bemnmitted, the
thief has already justified his action.” Of courseich a saying is
simply the embodiment of a self-evident truth, Weéra to justify our
actions. We all try to maintain the myth that soowhour own
actions are above reproach; what we do is right jastfied. A
corollary to this is that one aspect of such jisttion is the criticism
of others. This gives birth to the “we” and “theidea which for
untold centuries has simply served to divide mashkimto mutually
hostile camps. Naturally, we, since our actiongastfied, are right,
and, by definition, any who oppose or differ areomg, again by
definition. Simply put, we are right and they areomg. Therefore,
our actions, no matter what they may be, are jadtibecause they
are right. Such usually results in demonizing oriefgponents” as a
means of justifying one’s own actions. We can desg principle
operating in all aspects of life.

Unfortunately, examples of this are not found wamtin the
record of human relations and actions. We see stsiflestifying their
own cheating with the rationalization that, “I neddthe grade.
Besides, everyone does it.” Unfaithful spouseswgitdo justify their
actions with the excuse that, “My husband/wife aesnderstand
me.” One civilization destroys another, proclaimiff@ur actions are
right because we are superior and are just trgifiging a higher form
of civilization to backward peoples or nations.” tine realm of
religion the implied justification is, “We have ttreith and you don't,
therefore anything we do to you or say about yqussfied, after all
we are only trying to lead you from error to trutht least our version
of it.”

It is as though such rationalizations make reprsibénactions
good and acceptable. Such an attitude has beemge part of the
history and attitude expressed toward the Arme@iamrch vis-a-vis
what are viewed other “Christian churches”. Sucanggles of this
are, regrettably, not in short supply.
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For centuries past, the Roman Catholic Church had to
“‘convert” the Armenian Church and its faithful intane of its
satellites, to bring the Armenian Church into tlodd fof Roman
Catholicism. The rationale here was simple. Ingyes of the Roman
Catholic Church it is/was the Mother Church of@lfiristianity. Not
to be affiliated with Rome was by definition tolb&th schismatic and
heretical. Such a view is undaunted by the factsstbry and reality.
Historically, the Roman Catholic orders of DomimsaFranciscans,
and Jesuits have played important roles in theouarattempts at
conversion. In this struggle, the Armenian Churciswiewed as
being one big, potential convert to Roman Cathariiciln return, the
Armenian Church and its faithful were expectedeaybateful. After
all, Rome was simply trying to lead the Armeniarufin to truth, a
truth defined by Rome and the Pope. The refusah@fArmenian
Church and its faithful to go along with such schenhas been
characterized as “stubbornness,” rather than wigtfaithfulness to
the ancient, apostolic orthodoxy of the ArmeniamiCh.

Much of this Roman Catholic attitude and subseqaetibns can
be traced to the Roman Catholic exegesis of Matth@&d/3-18. The
complete section reads as followsow when Jesus came into the
district of Caesarea Philippi, he asked his disefpl“Who do men
say that the Son of man is?” And they said, “Some 3John the
Baptist, others say Elijah, and others Jeremialomme of the prophets.”
He said to them, “But who do you say that | am?h8mn Peter replied,
“You are the Christ, the son of the living God.”dAdiesus answered,
“Blessed are you, Simon Bar-Jonah! For flesh andobl has not
revealed this to you, but my Father who is in heayend | tell you,
you are Peter and on this rock | will build my cbluy and the powers
of death shall not prevail against it.”

The Roman Catholic explanation of this scripturalssage
asserts that the rock upon which Jesus will esfaldiis Church is
Peter. This assertion is explained by saying inkbme Greek text
that the root word for rock [petra] and the propame Peter [Petros]
both refer to the Apostle Peter. Further, that @swour Lord’s
intention to designate the Apostle Peter as thie upon which His
Church was to be established.
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In further stating the Roman Catholic claim, itailso asserted
that the Apostle Peter was the first Bishop of Ram#, therefore, the
current Pope, as the successor of the Apostle Beiishop of Rome,
takes precedence over all the other bishops osChChurch.

However, even a cursory look at these claims sdovelBow that
they are essentially baseless. First of all, if toeks at the above
scriptural passage in the original Greek, one zeslthat the proper
name Petros is a masculine form. If the word petrel=also referred
to the Apostle Peter, it, too, would be masculimdorm. It is not.
Rather it is a feminine form. The conclusion, thsrthat Petros and
petra, even though they come from the same rootl wdwr not refer
to the same thing. Petros is one thing, a propmen®etra, referring
to arock, is quite another. Petros is the propemenof a living person
while petra is an inanimate object.

Further, even as we look at the scriptural seladtidranslation,
we see that the conversation is being conductatieér?® person,
direct address. Let’s look more closely. Our Lardaying” “Blessed
areyou Simon Bar-Jonah! For flesh and blood have notaiekthis
to you... and | tellyoy, you are Peter...” Then all of sudden, our
Lord’s words change from thé'®@person, direct address, to thé 3
person: “...upon this rock.”

The Roman Catholic explanation does not tell us bowhy our
Lord and the scriptural text could so abruptly derfrom the »
person, direct address to thé gerson, if, in fact, the entire section
referred to the Apostle Peter. Would it not be m@asonable, if
indeed, our Lord intended to make Peter the rockhave said
something akin to, “You are Peter and on you[aK]rbwill build my
Church.” However, in fact, that is not what Jesaid.s

The Orthodox explanation of this passage is quitgle. “This
rock,” refers to the Apostle Peter’s confession asskrtion that Jesus
is “the Christ, the Son of the living God.” Thattithe Apostle Peter,
is the foundation of the Christian Church. In otkerds, Jesus
Christ, as the son of God and Messiah, not the #o®=ter, is the
foundation of the Christian Church.
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Such a view is supported by St. Augustine, a stalwhthe
Western Church. He comments: “For on this very anotthe Lord
said, ‘On this rock | will build my Church,” becau®eter had said,
‘Thou art the Christ, the son of the living God.nQhis rock,
therefore, He said which thou hast confessed,| lbwild my Church.
For the Rock [petra] was Christ; and on this fouimawas Peter
himself also built.” (Tractate CXXIV, On the Gospafl John, The
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, First Series,Wialpg. 450)

Elsewhere, St. Augustine says: “Thou art therefeesd He,
Peter, and upon this rock which thou hast confeagaah this rock,
which thou hast acknowledged, saying, ‘Thou artGheist, the Son
of the living God,’ I will build my Church. Upon Miewill build thee,
not Me upon thee.”

Regarding the Apostle Peter having been the Bisiidtome, it
must be remembered that before he was the Bish&wowfe, Peter
was the first Bishop of the Church at Antioch. BsMrom there that
he went to Rome and became Bishop there. Propeebkeng, then,
if there is a precedence of St. Peter’s succebased upon being St.
Peter’s successor as Bishop in a Church, that helmauld properly
belong to the present incumbent of the See of Ahtimot to the
Bishop of Rome. After all, St. Peter was the Bishbpntioch before
he was the Bishop of Rome. And the second incumibethie office
of Bishop in the Church of Antioch would be the mosmediate and
senior successor to St. Peter in that office.

Aside from this, it is a historically verifiabledathat the Fathers
of the Church did not accept such claims on theqddRome. Rather,
they accepted the fact that the above scriptusdamge referred quite
simply to Jesus Christ as the “rock” upon which@meirch was to be
built, not the foundation of a single Apostle. Th@nt is made most
eloquently and repeatedly in the book POPES AND RIKRCHS
by Michael Welton, It is well worth reading.

Here it would be helpful to read the following $¢tural
passages: Matthew 18:18; John 20:23; and Acts h&ve see St.
Peter presented, not as chief over the other Agmdtiut simply as
one of them. If you will, a kind of first among ejs. Since Vatican
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II'in the 1960’s relations here have been growingremand more
cordial.

Ever since the'Scentury, the churches collectively known as the
Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches, that is those witee the
definitions and decrees of the 451 A.D. CounciCbilcedon, have
viewed the Armenian Church as “heretical.” Why? &ese the
Armenian Church, along with the Coptic, Assyriamhi&pian, and
Indian Church of Malabar refused to accept thendefns and
decrees of the Council of Chalcedon. The Chalceso@irthodox
Churches regard the Council of Chalcedon as th&@umenical
Council.

The issue arose out of a controversy known to tyists
Nestorianism. Nestorius, its chief propagator, \@a®atriarch of
Constantinople. He maintained that it was inappab@ito refer to St.
Mary, the Mother of our Lord Jesus Christ, as thetidr-of-God
[Armenian = Asdvadzadzin, literally Birthgiver ofo@; Greek =
Theotokos.] He claimed that she should be refdoed Christotokos
[Birthgiver of Christ] because she gave birth tai§ththe man. This
gave rise to the question, who was Jesus Chriss.Méaman; was He
God? Was He some kind of a hybrid? Which functicasld be
properly assigned to which nature. Eventually, bieshism was
condemned at the Council of Ephesus in A.D. 43& difampion of
this all-church council/ecumenical council was STyril of
Alexandria. His slogan became the decision of thenCil of Ephesus.
Speaking of Jesus Christ, the Council proclaimddE@NCARNATE
NATURE OF GOD THE WORD. By this, it was understotbt
Jesus Christ was at one and the same time conypéatdl perfectly
God and completely and perfectly man. He was God bécame
man, completely and perfectly. As far as the usi@eChurch was
concerned, the issue was settled.

However, this controversy over the nature of Je@sist
continued. The result was the calling of what sere® as the Fourth
Ecumenical Council, the Council of Chalcedon whigs held in 451
A.D. The Armenian Church did not take part in t@suncil for two
major reasons: 1.) As far as the Armenian Churcheeacerned, the
issue had been settled at the Council of EphesAdin431 and 2.)
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The Armenian Church and nation was, at the timgaged in a life
and death struggle with the Persian Empire whicé tyang to force
the Armenian people to renounce Christianity andbrace
Zoroastrianism. Incidentally, this was the firshéiin history that any
nation actually went to war in defense of ChrigtiariThe Armenian
Church, therefore, saw neither the need nor thermyppity to revisit
a question which, from its point of view, had logigce been settled.

The deliberations and decisions of this CouncilChialcedon
were strongly influenced by Pope Leo of Rome ared Blgzantine
emperor. This Council decided that Jesus Christam@spersornN
two natures — divine and human. To the Armenianr€huas well as
to the Coptic (Egyptian), Ethiopian, Assyrian, dndian Church of
Malabar, this decision seemed like a return to dvestism and, as
such, a denial of the decision of tH& Bcumenical Council, that of
Ephesus. To them, the decisions of Chalcedon se&rsalit Christ
into two, just as Nestorianism had done. Accordintiiese Churches
rejected the decisions of the Council of Chalceddence, they are
known as non-Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches. FoAtimenian
Church, this official rejection of the Council oh&lcedon came at
the Armenian Church’s Council of Dvin in the yeaDA506.

An important vindication of the position of the Aeman Church
and Her sister non-Chalcedonian Orthodox Churcegarding this
issue is to be found in the fact that in A.D. 558fth “ecumenical
council” was convened, the Second Council of Corigtaple. One
of the interesting points to come out of this Calwwas a statement
disavowing the use of the Chalcedonian decisicnestorian way.
One need only look at the Capitula of the CountiCpnstantinople,
sections VIl and VIII] to see this effort to clarithe decisions of
Chalcedon. The very fact that there was a needuoln a disclaimer
and clarifications certainly seem to vindicate tesition of the
Armenian Church. This means that the Nestoriank tefuge in the
earlier decisions of Chalcedon and used them toeafgy their own
position. This was a fact which the Armenian Chuacld Her sister
non-Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches found unacclkptab

As a result, the non-Chalcedonian Orthodox ChuretaSirmed
the teachings of the earlier Council of Ephesusthadoroclamation
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of St. Cyril of Alexandria: ONE INCARNATE NATURE OEOD
THE WORD. For this, the non-Chalcedonian Churchesavioranded
as monophysite — one nature. Of course, the pbaitthe Chalce-
donians chose to ignore was that the non-Chalcado@rthodox
Churches never spoke of only one numerical natutieet elimination
of the other. Rather, they spoke of ONE UNITED NARE
meaning, as presented above, that Jesus Christdd€&ome man,;
completely and perfectly God and completely andegptly man. We
speak of Him as bein@F two natures; notN two natures as the
Chalcedonians do.

Nowhere is the teaching of the Armenian Church netigg the
nature of Jesus Christ more clearly stated thatmenCreed of the
Orthodox Faith which is the work of St. GregoryDatev A.D. 1346
to 1409. The statement from the Creed is. AWe believe one of the
three persons, God the Word, begotten of the Fdibtare all ages,
in time descended into the God-bearer, the Virganytaking from
her blood and uniting it to His divinity, waitingpently in the womb
of the pure Virgin for nine months, and was perféot and perfect
man, in spirit, in mind, and in body; one personga@ountenance,
and one united nature. God become man without ahang without
any alteration, without semen and purely born; Isat there was no
beginning to His divinity and no end to His manhdod Jesus Christ
is the same yesterday, today, and for all ages...

To this day, the Armenian Church has affirmed gechings of
the Third Ecumenical Council that Jesus Christ @& and the same
time completely and perfectly God and completely perfectly man
— one incarnate nature of God the Word. For tlaisc#, the Armenian
Church in the past has most wrongly been brandédemstical” by
some branches of Christianity.

| here relate some hurtful instances which | beliexpose the
absurdity and the arrogance which the Chalcedo@réinodox have
shown toward the Armenian Church, justifying thadtions on the
basis of the Council of Chalcedon and the Armeni@hurch’'s
reaction to it.
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The first of these involved an Armenian family meanlwho, in
the 1800’s, married a Greek Orthodox man in thecolghtry, Smyrna
to be exact. Prior to her being married in the &@ehodox Church,
she was re-baptized because, as the explanatiorelated within the
family, her baptism in the Armenian Church was arétical”
baptism and therefore invalid. Many years lateremshe died, her
funeral was from the local Greek Orthodox parisiFnesno. The
Armenian side of the family had asked if | woulteatl and offer a
prayer of the Armenian Church for this original dhter of the
Armenian Church. The response of the local Gregkddiox priest
at that time was that | could attend and offeraypr when the Greek
Orthodox portion of the service was over. Howewasige from that,
| could not participate in any aspect of the sexviReference was
made to the decisions of the Council of Chalcedon.

At one point in the mid-1980’s, | was invited byetArmenian
Church parish in Phoenix, Arizona to conduct twetlsans and a
wedding. Because the parish had no facilitiessobwn at that time,
the baptisms and wedding were to be held at tlad Geek Orthodox
Church. Making the arrangements took a number ahehcalls.
Finally, all was set. At the beginning of the wedhlen | was to travel
to Phoenix, | received a phone call from the papisést at the Greek
Orthodox Church in Phoenix. He informed me thablld have to
bring my own myron [chrism] for the baptisms sin@s non-
Chalcedonians, it would be impossible for me tothsdé myron. Of
course, | had no intention of using their myronfdat, at the time of
the call, | had already packed our myron along withvestments to
be used for the services. Again, reference was rmdghalcedon.
Ironically, when I arrived at the Greek Orthodoxigl in Phoenix, |
was approached by the assistant to the pastoruagypriest of
obvious Irish background. He was profuse in hisl@gies about the
incident and concluded his comments by sayings ‘dtl politics!”

In 1990-1991, when | was serving in the Southerhfdaia
area, | was invited to attend a pan-Orthodox olzs@re of the Sunday
of the Triumph of Orthodoxy, the first Sunday ofntel was,
however, advised that | could not participate & $slervice because,
as a priest of the Armenian Church, | was vieweloesisg “heretical.”
Besides, my presence and active participation nbghoffensive to
some of the patrticipating Chalcedonian Orthodarggle
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Yet another instance occurred in the same 1990-ti®@1frame,
when | was serving in the Los Angeles area. Atithe, | looked into
the possibility of enrolling my daughter in a schaffiliated with the
local Greek Orthodox parish in the San Fernanddeyal was told
that, if she was accepted, when the student bodgived Holy
Communion, my daughter would be excluded becausewstsn't
“Orthodox.”

Still there was another occurrence in 1991. | wageling north
on Balboa Boulevard in the San Fernando Valleylairdve past the
local Greek Orthodox Church . It happened to beltyeof the Greek
Orthodox Good Friday. That meant that the Servide tle
Entombment [Lamentations] was being conducteddiétably, there
was a large crowd at the service. In fact, the drepilled out on to
the street. That particular Holy Week service ise ohmy favorites.
So, | stopped, parked the car, put on my cassodkpaatoral cross
and entered the church. What was interesting watsltlmoked the
part of an Orthodox priest, which | am, albeit Ama. In spite of
the fact that there were easily more than a thalpaople there, to
say nothing of several priests, no one, not orgleiperson, not even
one of the priests, said a simple, “Hello.”

Further, the year 2005 marked thd'@Mniversary of the murder
of almost two million Armenians at the hands of@toman Turkish
government beginning in 1915 in what was the fyestocide of the
20" century. Solemn observances were held throughwuivorld.
Yet, as rumored, in Georgia, a part of the formevi& Union, the
head of the Georgian Orthodox Church was hesitapatticipate,
claiming that it was inappropriate for him to prajth “heretics.”
Such an action is not only contemptible in and tsklf, it is
profoundly anti-Christian and a demonstration, ebtevotion, but
of outright arrogance and bigotry.

Unfortunately, what seems to be motivating the Cdddnians is
not truth but simple agreement with the Byzantindso view
themselves as the only true guardians of “Orthoddryother words,
in this particular controversy, agreement withBygantines and their
fellow ideologues is what is important, not thethrwf adhering
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completely to the findings of the Third Ecumeni€aluncil and the
teaching of St. Cyril of Alexandria. One can everd felements of
this attitude in the relationships among some ef @halcedonian
Orthodox themselves. For example, several yearsvgm a group
known as the Evangelical Orthodox Church, undedghdership of
Peter Gillquist, came into the Orthodox Church at&eptance and
subsequent ordination by Metropolitan Phillip ok tAntiochian

Orthodox Church, the then Archbishop of the Greekh&dox

Archdiocese of North America, His Eminence ArchbigshHakovos,

objected to the ordinations on claims of “irregiuiat Earlier, the

Greek Orthodox Ecumenical Patriarch had even rdftseneet with

this group which was seeking admission to Orthod@gain what

seemed to be the real issue was not the ordinabioihg/ho was in

control of them. Although the Antiochian OrthodokuEch is in the

Byzantine camp, it is, for the most part, non-Gre@dknong the

Greeks some seem to view only themselves as thedigna of

Orthodoxy. Such an attitude puts a strain on fosiercloser

relations..

What is ironic about this is that both Chalcedongam non-
Chalcedonian theologians, after decades, indeedurees) of
discussion, have concluded that the difference eetwthe two
positions relating to the decrees of the Coundlllbélcedon is one of
terminology, not of substance. In spite of thap+@halcedonians are
still treated as second class citizens by the @dalcians. Again, the
justification made by the Chalcedonians is quiepde: “We are right
and the Armenian Church and Her sister non-Chaluaedachurches
are wrong, therefore Chacedonian actions, whatidsr might be,
are justified.” For them, the only solution is feveryone to totally
agree with the Chalcedonians in every detail. Suskance ignores
what is the obvious substance of the faith of thenénian Church.
Such a stance also seems to belie the oft repsiatgan of Eastern
Orthodoxy —unity in essentials; liberty in non-essentials; afndrity
in all things

In fact, one of our priests recounts the followstgry. He was a
student at St. Vladimir's Orthodox Seminary in N¥ark. In one of
his classes, the professor made a statement teftbet that the
Armenian Church was 99% Orthodox and only 1% heaktiThe
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Armenian priest then asked the professor to ideritie area of
supposed heresy on the part of the Armenian Chiitol. Armenian
priest never did get an answer. And so it goes!

| here hasten to add that for the past decade welatons here
have also been growing more cordial.

The third group to launch attacks against the Arnarehurch
is the Protestants, both Armenian and non-ArmenRerhaps
nowhere is this attack more vitriolic than in a kantitled THE
ARMENIAN EVANGELICAL MOVEMENT by the late Hagop
Apraham Chakmakjian, Th.D. What follows is a refaly mild
example of one of his diatribes:

The Armenian Church was vul-
nerable to test of the Scriptures
because it had strayed from the
“truth” revealed “in Jesus,” namely
that the kingdom of God did not
depend on saints and extraneous
observances but on the inner faith of
the believers, the grace of Christ, and
the obedience of the faithful. When
this “truth in Jesus” was obscured by
a thick crust of superstitious beliefs
and ceremonies, and traditions, then
the plain proclamation of the “truth in
Jesus” becomes, as it did, a disturbing
force, be it in the Palestine of A.D. 30,
Constantinople of A.D. 1830-1840, or
the world of A.D. 1980’s. Such being
the case, a devoted messenger of
biblical truth would be considered an
abomination whatever his motives
might be. Whether their attitude
claimed the finality of the message
they preached, or not, the conflict was
between those for whom the Bible was
the ultimate rule and those to whom
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the Church’s clerics, Councils, and
traditions were the last word.
Therefore, it would be more correct to
say that the hierarchy of the
Armenian Church were not willing to
allow their authority to be
undermined by the authority of the
Holy Scriptures. Therefore, they inter-
preted and represented the “reform”
movement as an importation and
imposition of the views of foreign
missionaries, whereas, these “refor-
mists” were striving to be faithful to
the Bible as their final and supreme
authority for faith and conduct.
Hence, the Armenian Church’s lea-
dership was determined to repudiate
the missionary’s attitude of the finality
of the truth they preached. [pg. 43]

Here, the detractors of the Armenian Church casn#elves in
the role of being defenders of the Holy Bible. Oticse, its corollary
follows that any who disagree with them are anbi®&i However,
from both a historic and theological point of vietlve exact opposite
is the case.

All of this translates to the comment which hasrberpressed
before. In this case, “We — the Evangelicals/Ptatés — possess
Truth; the Armenian Church doesn’'t.” Naturally, a@rollary applies
— “Therefore, anything we do is justified.” Whata&makjian fails to
realize is that from the view of the Armenian Chyrmdeed of all
the Orthodox Churches and the Roman Catholic Chwihht the so-
called Evangelicals were proposing and preaching wdact rank
heresy and a denial of biblical truth as seen aadtigced by those
Churches for almost 2000 years prior to the evacagel own
movement.

Of course, in terms of Armenian Church history,tBstantism is
a relatively new phenomena, dating back to the '5880d 1840’s.
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However, such criticism of the Armenian Churchinsdy in keeping
with the attitudes of the early so-called “missioes’ toward the
Armenians and the Armenian Church. For examplegddmBarton
Secretary of the American Board (of Missions) comtse

In order that misunderstanding
may be cleared up, it should be stated
here that missionaries to the Armenians
and Greeks were not sent to divide the
Churches or to separate out those who
should accept education and read the
Bible in the vernacular. Their one
supreme endeavor was to help the
Armenians and Greeks workout a quiet
but genuine reform in their respective
churches. The missionaries made no
attacks upon churches, their customs,
or beliefs, but strove by positive, quiet
effort to show the necessary changes . . .
There was no desire for forming among
the Armenians an evangelical or
Protestant Church. There was no
purpose to form any organization
among them, but to introduce the New
Testament in the spoken tongue of the
people and to assist them in working
out reforms in their old Church and
under their own leaders: [Chopourian,
THE ARMENIAN EVANGELICAL
REFORMATION, CAUSES AND
EFFECTS, pg. 1-2]

It is here claimed that the Protestant missiondraekno intention
of establishing a new church. Rather, it was timention to be the
catalysts for enabling the reformation of the ArmerChurch. Given
the historical realities of the f@entury and the concept of “manifest
destiny” which, among other things, promoted thgesiority of the
west, particularly the United States, and whenaamesiders that these
missionaries came from the United States, perhapshauld not be
surprised at their attitude. If we look at thegament from a slightly
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different point of view, we are able to see thekranmrogance and
inappropriateness of their stance. Imagine whatrélaetion would
have been in the 1800’s, or even now in thé& 2éntury, if the
Armenian Church were to establish a Board or Corsioiisto work

among the Protestants to bring them to the truthCbfistian

Orthodoxy! On second thought, maybe we should!

Further, although the Protestants then and nowndlhat they
accept the truth of the Holy Bible over that of f{Horadition, in point
of fact, however, one of the pillars of Protestemti based upon the
views of Martin Luther, the “Father of Protestamtjsis the personal
interpretation of the Scriptures. What this meanserms of actual
practice is that “biblical truth” becomes little meothan this or that
person’s interpretation or view of what the Scriptsays. In a real
sense, with all due respect, the Protestant viekes@hristianity into
a kind of “do it yourself’ religion. The Scripturesay what you
believe they say. One can see the practical restlthis in the
multitude of Protestant denominations which areagrthroughout
society, all claiming to be “the Church” or at legmrt of “the
Church.” In fact, one can reasonably argue thatatheent of such
esoteric forms of Christianity as Mormonism and tlehovah's
Witnesses, as full of error as they are, are therakoutgrowth of this
Protestant stance.

But, therein lies the attraction of Protestanti3imat is its very
principles allow the individual to define for hin@tself what the faith
is. There is no need to adhere to a pre-existiagccor faith tradition
in order to be defined as a Christian. In effeagheindividual esta-
blishes his/her own faith tradition based uporha@sinterpretation of
the Scriptures. Further, it ignores the historaadl scriptural reality
that Jesus Christ establishadChurch, not denominations, and that
the Church He established functioned remarkably faebver 1500
years before the advent of Protestantism. In Paotesm, function-
nally, every individual becomes the “ultimate auttyd on what the
Holy Scriptures teach and say. Witness the numaedstypes of
“mission statements” among Protestant circles, @alhe those
among the “mega-churches.” Such a practice ism&eeping with
the practice and usage of the early Church. Thataher than
committing to a creed established by the historigpbstolic Church,
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they have chosen to give “mission” statements whaely or may not
reflect the historic Christian faith as seen aratf@med by the early
fathers of the Church established by our Lord, dé&¥rist.

Within Protestantism, individuals are free to gd &sstablish” a
“church” which fits and reflects their own viewshether it is the
prohibition of the use of musical instruments in rgfop, the
unbridled “speaking in tongues,” or, more correctigbbling, the
denial of the reality of the material world, a ddrmf the real presence
in Holy Communion, the handling of poisonous snhakies denial of
Sunday as the Lord’s Day, replacing the Euchatisthf Commu-
nion] with a sermon, and so forth. Such actionsust@inkable from
an Orthodox point of view. From that point of vieane is free to
accept or reject the Church which our Lord Himdelinded and
established. One is not, however, free to go odtemtablish his or
her own “church” or version of Christianity.

Further, in rejecting the Tradition of the Churé&hptestantism
is, though possibly unwittingly, also rejecting tHely Bible itself.
After all, as we know, the Holy Bible as we now &aivdid not exist
until the 3" century. That means that for the first 400 yelagsGhurch
existed but the Holy Bible didn’t. The Holy Bibl&isted as a part of
the Tradition of the Church. The Holy Bible wasfagt given to the
world by the Church. In the case of the ArmeniamrCh, the Holy
Bible (Asdvadzashoonch = Breath of God) was traedlanto
Armenian and given to the world in A.D. 433-434aaresult of the
efforts of the monk St. Mesrob.

In fact, at the time the canon of the Holy Biblesvekefined, there
were a number of books which laid claim to beingi§€tfan scripture.
For example, the writings of Clement were frequenéad in the
churches and bear a striking resemblance to thenazal writings of
St. Paul. There were also a number of writingshilag to be gospels.
There was also a supposed narrative of Jesus@hcmd. None of
these was deemed worthy of inclusion in the offiscaiptural canon.
One of the main reasons for the rejection of thvesengs was the
view that they did not have apostolic origin. Tigttheir authorship
could not be traced to any one of our Lord’s ApmsstiThere were,
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thus, a number of books which laid claim to beirgi§tian scripture.

However, it was the Church which was the deternoharhich books

would be included and excluded from the officiabllmal canon of

the Church. So, when anyone casts a disparagingrkesgainst the
Tradition of the Church, he/she is, in fact, alsstmg those same
disparaging remarks against the Holy Bible itsdiicla came out of

the Tradition of the Church, which they, by thewroadmission,

reject. More about this later on.

This brings to mind another inconsistency with Br®testant
stance. It is one which is manifestly untenable@aling with the
relationship between the Holy Bible and the Churdiey extol the
Holy Bible as the Word of God and surely it is. Y&tey reject the
Church which defined the contents, that is the bpakich make up
the Holy Bible as we have it. This is comparablesaging that one
accepts the laws of the United States Congresmdmg, but rejects
the authority of the Congress to make such laws.

The simple fact is that the Church is the agenoyuiph which
the Holy Bible as we now have it was given to thald How can
one accept the one, while, in effect, rejectingdtieer?

Again, | feel obligated to stress the fact thas thwork is not
intended as an attack on anyone. Rather, all ther@mts should be
viewed as simply a defense of the Armenian Chuseh.critics have
been direct; Her defenders must also be direcspadific..

In fact, in his book THE ARMENIAN EVANGELICAL RE-
FORMATION, CAUSES AND EFFECTS, G.H. Chopourian, on
pages 142-143, presents the respective stanceBeoArmmenian
Church and the then new Protestant movement. Vghataresting
about the presentation is the titles under whiely tire presented. For
example, the Protestant views are presented uhdengadinglhe
Evangelistic ViewAt the same time, the Orthodox views of the
Armenian Church are presented under the heabliregNew Creed
The natural and intended and predictable concluiom such a
presentation is that the Protestant/Evangelistiatpaf view is the
long-standing “traditional” view and the views diet Armenian
Church are something “new.” Of course, the exagiosje is the
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truth. Regardless of the headings under which tle&ss of the
Armenian Church are being presented, its viewslagdraditional,
Orthodox views. They are simply being re-presetwambunteract the
various heretical claims of the Protestants/Evacglsl It is the views
of the latter that are the innovations, not theh@ubx views of the
Armenian Church.

Having defined themselves as “biblical,” the deives of the
Armenian Church, in order to justify their stancayst necessarily
posit the Armenian Church as being “unbiblical.’h@wise, they
have no basis or justification for their own ingtibnal existence!

It must be noted that in recent years, much of igual

animosity of previous years has mellowed and @tatappear to be
better than in the past.
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WHO |SBIBLICAL?

Your word is a lamp unto my feet.
[®s. 59:105]
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WHO ISBIBLICAL?

In September of 1973, September 9 to be exactsloxdained
as a priest of the Armenian Church at St. Mary Ariae Apostolic
[Orthodox] Church in the small Tulare County vikagf Yettem.
Incidentally, this is the only community in the tld States which
bears an Armenian name. Yettem means Eden. Oneeatldsest
towns, small by most standards, is Dinuba. In tle1870’s Dinuba
had a population of about 10,000. Many of the parigers of St.
Mary Armenian Church of Yettem lived in Dinuba. &nmost of
these were up in years, it was only natural thahéncourse of time
they would be entering their eternal rest. Whes tlappened, the
funeral arrangements were made through the towmésand only
funeral home — Dopkins Chapel.

At one point in the mid-1970’s, there were seveedths within
a relatively short period of time. Of course, thas@ngements were
all made through Dopkins Chapel and the servicees w@nducted in
St. Mary Church in Yettem. It was and still is mystom to
accompany the casket from the church to the cegeiding in the
hearse. During those trips which would take anyefierm 20 to 30
minutes, depending upon whether the burial wasetmb/isalia or
Dinuba, | would frequently strike up a conversatwith the driver.
We would usually discuss current events, the ecgnome weather,
the life of the deceased or a host of other tofesing one of those
trips from the church to the cemetery, the drigemost amicable
young man who had driven the hearse for the previso funerals,
commented, “You know, Father, this is the thirddihrhave been to
a funeral in your church. You know what, you dongs just like
Christians!”

Needless to say, | was taken back by this commadtar all, for
all of his sincerity, the young man made this cominte a priest of a
Church which has been in continuous existence sipostolic times,
having been initially established by two of Chss#postles, St.
Thaddeus and St. Bartholomew. This is a Christiaar€h and faith
which became the state religion of Armenia in A3BD1. This Church
compiled an alphabet for the Armenian languageifspadly so that the
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Holy Bible could be translated into Armenian, ce@s before the
earliest English language translations of the Borgs. Here is a
Church whose sons and daughters had undergoneriesntf

persecution because of their Christianity. In facgoodly number of
those funerals out of Dopkins Chapel in Dinuba weregeople who
had managed to escape from the Genocide of 191Bhwihas

perpetrated by the Turkish Ottoman government ag@mChristian

Armenian population. Any of these could have esddpethe simple
expedient of converting to Islam. They chose toaienChristian.

Bearing all of this in mind, the young man’s commehough
sincere and intended as a compliment, revealedsa Wettem is in
Tulare County in California in the San Joaquin ¥gllan area which
is considered to be the “Bible Belt” of Californiehhe dominant vocal
force is Protestant. One’s faithfulness to Chnstiais judged in
Protestant terms. It betrays the Protestant bidshwlamong other
things, holds to the idea that from the very estlaays Christianity
fell into error and was waiting the advent of thetBstant reformers
to “purify” it and “free” it from centuries of “enrs.” Such a stance,
viewed in historical and theological terms, is maghmore than
absolute nonsense. Nonetheless, it is a viewshaitiuncommon.

In line with this view the following article is qted from the June
17, 1988 issue of CHRISTIANITY TODAY. The article hich
appears on page 29, makes mention of the facttheatCoptic
Orthodox Church, a sister of the Armenian Churds &ccepted the
Protestant Arabic Bible and has started its ownd&unSchool
movement. The article concludes that this make<thgic Orthodox
Church more “biblical” than the other branches athOdoxy. In
other words, the Coptic Orthodox Church, one ofrtizsst ancient of
Christian Churches, one which was established firdloe efforts of
St. Mark, and one which has and continues to bsepated in an
Islamic country, Egypt, somehow wasn’t “biblicalitil it began to
use a “Protestant” Bible. Of course, the corollagythat those
Orthodox Churches which do not follow suit are shawe either less
“biblical” or “unbiblical.”
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As mentioned earlier, in this same vein Hagop AakPhakjian
in his THE ARMENIAN EVANGELICAL MOVEMENT (pg. 43)
makes the following comment:

. . .the conflict was between those
for whom the Bible was the ultimate
rule and those to whom the Church’s
clerics, Councils, and traditions were
the last word. Therefore, it would be
more correct to say that the hierarchy
of the Armenian Church were not
willing to allow their authority to be
undermined by the authority of the
Holy Scriptures.

Of course, as was earlier pointed out, ultimated/authority of
the Holy Scriptures” for the current detractorsdependent upon
individual opinion/interpretation of the Scripturein the final
analysis, for them, the Bible means what | thinkéwe it to mean.

The impact and intention of the above statementsoisetheless,
quite clear. They convey, and are intended to cpntree idea that
Orthodoxy, the Armenian Church included, is nonaati-biblical;
that Orthodoxy works in opposition to the Holy Eipland that if
Orthodoxy, the Armenian Church included, wishesédocconsidered
“biblical,” it must become like its detractors, lbeise they are really
“biblical.”

Such a stance gives rise to two vitally importamésgions: 1.)
What does it mean to be “biblical?” and 2.) Whoigleates who is
and who isn’t “biblical?” In moving to answer tleequestions, we
must look at the Holy Bible itself, to the statemerade by St. Paul
himself in 2 Thessalonians 2:15So then, brethren, stand firm and
hold to the traditions which you were taught byeither by word of
mouth or letter.” For an Orthodox Christian, this simply means that
the Christian faith has two crucial parts, the tent that is the
Scriptures and, the non-written, that is Holy Ttiadi. Both of these
convey the Christian faith. And, further, we arat@ned to hold fast
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to both of these. That caution comes to us fromHbly Scriptures
themselves.

In answering the above questions about what catesitbeing
“biblical,” I have found the following article by dlerie Geokjian
Zahirsky to be most helpful. It is here presentettsi entirety:

Perhaps it was the daughter's vehemence in
defending her beliefs, beliefs that are misdireaed
so strongly held that | felt compelled to challenge
them. Perhaps it was just that she and her mothdr h
come on a lovely day, and | was glad for an extose
sit on the porch awnhile.

Whatever it was, my most recent encounter with
Jehovah’'s Witnesses was different from past ones.
Before, | usually mumbled to the visitors that \vael h
our own church and my husband was a priest and |
really didn’'t have time today, while gently butnfiy
closing the door. This time, | sat with the motaed
daughter team for quite a while, listening and itadk

Again and again, as | questioned their teachings
and practices, the daughter fiercely insisted thate
only teach what is in the Bible.” Finally, | confrted
the statement and said to her, “No you don’t teach
what is in the Bible. You teach what is in Chaillege
Russell’'s personal translation of the Bible — a
translation that distorts the Bible’s meaning téiyi.
And that distortion is what the Jehovah’s Witnesses
founded on.” | tried to explain that in the Christi
Church, nothing can be based on one person’'s
interpretation, and together we read from 2 Peter
1:20-21 — “First of all, you must understand thiisat
no prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’'s own
interpretation, because no prophecy ever came &y th
impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit
spoke from God.”

The encounter made me think how often this kind
of thing happens. The Mormons, like the Jehovah's
Witnesses, a non-Christian group, base their whole
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system of belief on the interpretations and “visibn

of one man, Joseph Smith. Innumerable tiny denomi-
nations exist around us, all espousing their own
interpretations of the Bible. They feel no obligatio
apologize for or even recognize their fragmented,
individualized distortions of divine revelation.

Yet, they all claim to be “biblical” churches, and
many of them question our biblical basis. We are
asked to “explain” our Church’s practices and even
to somehow demonstrate that they are in accordance
with Scripture. So let's answer the question dlyect
Are we a biblical church? No; WE ARE THE
BIBLICAL CHURCH. We are part of the Orthodox
body of churches which has preserved the teachings
and worship of the Apostles since the beginning. We
the members of this body, are united in doctring an
teaching [though some of our practices and tradsio
differ] and we are not fragmented into hundreds of
denominations. We do not allow one person’s indivi-
dual beliefs to determine what we espouse. ThedBGhur
is a body and that body must come together andeagre
on something for it to be recognized as a teacling
the Church.

This month is an appropriate time to think about
all of this. One of the events the Church remembers
this month [as a feast day on Her calendar] is the
Council of Constantinople, an ecumenical council in
which 150 bishops met together, representing &l th
Christian churches throughout the world. Together
they worked to discern God’s will, together they
prayed for God’s guidance, together they formulated
the teaching that the Holy Spirit is the divine rahi
Person of the Holy Trinity. That meeting of the l&ho
Church took place in 381, and we have taught the
same thing about the Holy Spirit ever since. Russel
the Jehovah’s Witnesses founder, abandoned these
teachings of the one universal Church and substkut
his own.
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The Church remembers Councils, both to remind
us of what our basic teachings are, and to remiad u
of this all-important dimension of coming togetier
the Church’s life. Yes, we are the biblical Church
because we interpret the Bible together, under the
guidance of the Holy Spirit, as a united body. \0e'd
think up our own interpretations. We know that the
Bible is the description of a way of life. We come
together to experience that life as a Church, wor-
shipping and praying and striving to do God’s will
together. That shared experience enables us touill
whole life with Christ's teaching. The Church
encourages us to read the Bible on our own. Daily
readings, or lections, are given to us by the Churc
and are printed each year in the Diocesan calendar.

But, the Church also knows that Christ and the
Scriptures call us to experience the godly lifeaas
community, and to live in accordance with what He
revealed to the Apostles and to His Church. Weaio n
follow some individual “interpreter” who made upshi
own idea about what Scripture means. We follow the
One who created Scripture and everything else. It's
our privilege and responsibility to be truly the @bh
of the Bible.

As a further illustration of some of the points raday Valerie
Zahirsky above, we now turn to a considerationarhments made
by the Armenian Protestant author, Carnegie Catidis book ICON
AND PULPIT. Here he is addressing the issue ofriationship
between liturgy and Scripture. These comments @auad on page
123 and following.

It is only a superficial survey which leads a
Protestant to think that the Liturgy and Scriptane
widely separated. Liturgy and the Bible are fused i
one for the Orthodox. One Orthodox theological
student indicated, “We have more of the Bible read
our services that you have in yours.” His statensant
first is surprising, but it is true. The use of ipture in
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the Orthodox liturgy reproduces the Bible for the
present as living tradition. The liturgy actuallyited
the written Word with the unwritten life of the
Christian Church. Furthermore, the unity of liturgy
and Scripture chanted by the Orthodox priest hi#ps
believers to see Christ as the High Priest who
intercedes in their behalf.

In a research study on the Byzantine liturgies of
St. John Chrysostom, St. Basil, and the Pre-saedttif
(the liturgies best known in the West) as welllees t
sacramental services of Baptism, Chrismation, Holy
Unction, and Matrimony, a clear relationship was
found between these services of worship and their
dependence on Scripture. Approximately 25 per cent
of these services consist of almost direct Biblical
material. The content of the liturgy that alludes t
Scripture is even greater. The study also revetiad
the liturgical authors used both Testaments but
slightly favored the Old over the New. The Hebrew
influence inherent in Orthodox worship would be a
fruitful avenue for further investigation, espetiah
the light of the increasing Christian-Jewish dialeg
The use of the Book of Psalms in the liturgies edse
by far the other books of the Bible. This factasanly
revealing for purposes of ecumenical exchange, but
even more indicates that a theological and lituadic
study of the soteriological nature of the Psalms is
needed in our rapidly developing ecumenical climate

The Gospel according to Matthew comes second,
and the book of Genesis is third in number of
appearances in the three basic Byzantine liturdies.
the Old Testament, Genesis is followed by Isaiah,
Exodus, and the deuterocanonical books [Apocrypha]
the Wisdom of Solomon, and Judith. In the New
Testament, Matthew is followed by the Gospel oéLuk
1 Corinthians, Romans, and the Gospel of Johrhai t
order. The letter to the Hebrews also enjoys wide
representation in the liturgies, indicating thateth
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liturgical authors had considerable knowledge cé th
recognized Scriptures of that day.

What both Zahirsky's and Calian’s comments leatbu®nclude is
simply that the accusations that Orthodoxy, the émian Church
included, is somehow un- or anti-biblical are siynplthout foun-
dation. At a most personal level, | am always amdusecomments
of the detractors that the Armenian Church is sawehot biblical
while their own version of Christianity is. Durimgy life as a priest,
out of ecumenical concerns and/or considerationpfmishioners,
some of whose families include non-Orthodox membérkave
attended a number of weddings and funerals whiele bh&en con-
ducted in various Protestant churches. One ofhimgs$ which has
struck me about each of these experiences is thig the service
itself was moderately sprinkled with various biblicreferences,
normally there was no formal reading of any scrpktypassage. As
an Armenian Orthodox priest whose Church is acco$éeing non-
biblical, I have found this omission to be stramgeed. Contrast this
to the usage of the Armenian Church whose serfeasire regular
scripture readings, normally from both the Old &esnt and the
New Testament as an integral part of the servitdadt, there are
assigned scripture readings for almost each any eleg of the year.
One would assume, correctly | believe, that theises of those who
claim to be “biblical” would feature more in termisscripture reading
than | have personally witnessed.

What really seems to be the issue is not beinglitlaby or
“unbiblical.” Although, as demonstrated above andthe coming
pages, the Armenian Church and Her sister Orth@laxches, both
Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian, along with Ro@atholic
Church [and | must add the Anglican/Episcopalianur€h] are
considered to be the historical biblical Church arelknown as THE
“biblical” Church. The central issue has been arthé unwillingness
of the Orthodox to blindly follow the proddings tiie so-called
reformers. For example, who says that Luther, Zdwgglvin, Knox
et al are correct? Ultimately, their systems aetaupon their own
opinions and teachings about what the Holy Bibles sa what they
think it should say. Their views have demonstralolybeen subjected
to the kind of scrutiny which has been applied tth@doxy. Within
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the Protestant system, there is no corrective fus br that
interpretation. While, within Orthodoxy, althoughuah maligned,
there is the ever-present corrective of Holy Tradit Given the
antagonism of the detractors to the concept of ifioad that is the
handing down of the faith from generation to getiena if this non-
Orthodox attitude were applied to the law, it wouoléan that legal
precedent would have no place in legal or courtcgedings.
Precedent would be completely disregarded.

As mentioned earlier, given the Protestant stanté'sola
scriptura = the Scriptures alone” and private mtetation, what we
have is a situation in which my own opinion becorsg@sonymous
with the “Word of God.” Instead of an infallible Gich, the
Protestant position makes every believer “infadliblPerhaps the
ultimate proof of this is the plethora of Protes@@nominations, each
of which claims to be “founded” on the Holy Biblautbwhose
teachings are in fact antithetical to apostolici§€ttanity as portrayed
in the Holy Bible itself and frequently to each @thA commonly
observed example of this phenomena is the attitomard abortion
which seems to differ from denomination to denoram some
placing the idea of “choice” above the value of lamrife. Hopefully,
such a tendency will become more and more obviouka coming
pages.

In closing this section, we must bear the followicayeat in
mind. The so-called “reformers” were writing in @gion to what
they viewed as excesses in the Roman Catholic Ghiiheir modern
apologists frequently make the mistake of assurthaty Orthodoxy
is simply an eastern version of Roman Catholici8vith all due
respect to the great Church of Rome, such a viemaiscurate from
both a historical and a theological point of view.
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SALVATION

FHe who believes and is baptized will be saved.
[Mark_16:16]
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SALVATION

Salvation is by faith alone, justified by the rigbtisness of Chri-
st, and not by meritorious works such as prayestiig or penance.
[Chopourian pg. 142]

Such a statement means that faith is equated aftiatgon. To
believe is to be saved. Beyond this, there is ngthd be done, no
further requirements. Such practices as praydimnfor penance are
neither necessary nor are they helpful. The messagjmple — only
believe and you are saved!

This stance, leads to a kind of show-biz like afphese in which
people are urged to make a declaration of faithenichistantly saved.
We need only look at television and the variousytexpmedia to see
the appeal of such an apparently simple messaggecértainly the
central thrust of the many so-called revival creszithat we regularly
see. “Come; believe; and be saved,” is the call.

| am here reminded of an incident which occurrethé1980’s.
One of our local high schools here in Visalia, Mhitney to be exact,
had a World Religions class which was taught byostndedicated
and informed teacher. Twice each year, once iridlhsemester and
once in the spring semester, he would have an ppegel of the
various pastors from in and around the Visalia &oedeal with the
students’ questions. The students would direct tegpres to the
clergyman of their choice, who was then free ton@nsaccording to
his own faith background. These panels usuallyufeat a Roman
Catholic priest, an Orthodox priest [me], severat®stant ministers,
and, as available, representatives from non-Canstieligions.
Because of the demographics of Visalia, most ofjthestioners were
from one or another Christian background and thestons were
more Christianity centered. During one of thesesis@s, a young
lady very proudly announced that she had been “bgain” and,
accordingly, was saved. Therefore, she did nohdttdurch services
of any kind, did not pray, did not read the Biblefact, did nothing
more than relate her “born again” experience tolisténers. She
noted that since she had been “born again” ancetSawhere was no

40



need for any of these other activities! Of courséhis young lady
had been raised in a Roman Catholic or Christianhdgiox
atmosphere, she would have realized that her Bborg again” was
just the beginning, not the end of the journey. s deliberately
avoiding those practices which have always beeocased with
Christianity. Admittedly, none of these will WIN usalvation.
Nonetheless, they are truly inseparable from thes@dmn life which
she felt no obligation to live, relying on havingdm “born again.”

Let's look at such claims more closely, more bidlliz. We begin
by looking at Matthew 7:21-23ot everyone who says to me, 'Lord,
Lord," shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he dibes the will of
my Father who is in heaven. On that day, manysayl to me, 'Lord,
Lord, did we not prophesy in your name, and do nraighty works
in your name?' And then will | declare to themnéver knew you;
depart from me you evil-doers

The conclusion here is inescapable. Belief of anddelf is not
sufficient. Even acknowledging Jesus Christ as Lamd Savior of
and by itself is not sufficient. Along with such affirmation there
must be the doing of God’s will. They go hand imdhand are not
mutually exclusive.

Let's now look at the epistle of James which Maitther
characterized as the “straw epistle” because he&tdikk its stress on
works. Here in James 1:22-25, we read the followiByt be doers
of the word and not hearers only, deceiving yowes! For if anyone
is a hearer of the word and not a doer, he is &kman who observes
his natural face in a mirror; for he observes hitised goes away
and at once forgets what he was like. But he whkdanto the perfect
law, the law of liberty, and perseveres, being earbr that forgets
but a doer that acts, he shall be blessed in hisgib

Elsewhere in the same epistle, James 2:14-17, ack Md/hat
does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he tath fout has not
works? Can his faith save him? If a brother oresiss ill-clad and in
lack of daily food, and one of you says to themg ‘i@ peace, be
warmed and filled,” without giving them the thingeeded for the
body, what does it profit? So faith by itselft ias not works, is dead.
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But some will say, “You have faith and | have wdr&how me your
faith apart from your works, and | by my works vahow you my
faith. You believe that God is one; you do wellefcthe demons
believe and shudder. Do you want to be shown, lyallosv man, that
faith apart from works is barren? Was not Abrahaor dather
justified by works when he offered his son Isaamupe altar? You
see that faith was active along with his works, dadh was
completed by works."

Here the point made in relation to the selectiomfithe Gospel
according to Matthew is reiterated — belief of #ydtself guarantees
nothing, after all, even the demons believe. Wieés the Christian
apart is the faith commitment to Jesus Christ ANP &ctual doing
of God’'s will. Our professed faith is to be showyn doing/living
God’s will in our personal lives. Again, the bildidnjunction is for
faith AND works which are reflective of that faith.

Let’'s now look at John 5:25-26. This is part of aiural
selection which is read at the grave site for evieneral in the
Armenian Church. The selection reads as followsuly, truly, | say
to you, the hour is coming and now is, when theddeid hear the
voice of the Son of God, and those who hear wid. lFor as the
Father has life in himself, so he has granted the &so to have life
in himself, and has given him authority to exequtigment because
he is the Son of man. Do not marvel at this; f@ flour is coming
when all who are in the tombs will hear his voicelacome forth,
those who have done good, to the resurrectiorfefdind those who
have done evil, to the resurrection of judgment.”

Elsewhere, in Luke 8:21, we read the following cleamment
of our Lord saying: My mother and my brothers are those who hear
the word of God and do it."

Here again, the point is stressed that what wes @dg important
as what we believe. This, of course, does not rttestrwe can earn
our way into heaven as though we are earning pdmtscouting
badges. In a sense, such points have already l@@aadeby and
through Jesus Christ. It remains for us to acdaptand to live our
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lives in accord with His dictates. If we truly lotem and believe in
Him and accept Him, there is no other recourse.

What here appears to be most shocking are the inegat
comments made in regard to prayer, fasting, ancnmn It is as
though none of these is important. To be surendflay themselves,
none of these will “win” us salvation. What is undsble, however,
is that all of them, individually or together, cand do open the way
for us to get closer to our Lord Jesus Christ.uhsthey are valuable
exercises. This negative stand toward prayer nigséind penance on
the part of the detractors of the Armenian Chutatwsjust how far
they have wandered from historic Christianity. éllthese practices
have been and are part of the Orthodoxy of the ArameChurch.

Aside from the above comments, the negative consneufar-
ding the efficacy of prayer, fasting, and penanee autright anti-
biblical, a truly strange stance for a group whitdims to be based
on the Bible. Let’s take a few moments and lookvhat the Holy
Bible actually has to say about these practices.

Regarding prayer, the following scriptural commeate most
relevant. For example, in 1 Thessalonians 5:17ead,fPray cons-
tantly.” Also, we find this statement in James 5:Tihe prayer of a
righteous man has great power in its efferid, most tellingly, we
find the following statement regarding prayer inrkid4:32:“And
they went to a place which was callédthsemane; and he said to his
disciples, ‘Sit here, while | pray.”

From the above, we are drawn to the inescapablgicsion that
prayer is necessary, effective, and that our Loidddlf prayed. If
one takes the comments of the detractors seriaisace value, then
one is left to conclude exactly the opposite: prayanot necessary;
prayer is ineffectual; and Jesus, our Lord, wastimgdis time in
praying. | know of no one who is a believing Chastwho would
subscribe to such a nonsensical, blatantly anticaibstance. Yet, if
one takes the detractors of the Armenian Churciowsdy, that is
precisely the conclusion with which one is left.
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Regarding fasting, which is the limiting of the abintake of
food, the Scriptures give us the following examplad uke 5:35, we
read:*The days will come, when the bridegroom is takemyfrom
them, and then they will fast in those dayalso, this statement from
Matthew 6:16 carries the point even furtH&nd when you fast, do
not look dismal like the hypocrites, for they djafe their faces that
their fasting may be seen by men. Truly, | saydo, yhey have
received their reward. But when you fast, anointrymead and wash
your face, that your fasting may not be seen bybmehy your Father
who is in secret; and your Father who sees in gemttereward you.”

From the above, it can be clearly seen that bably Bible
and our Lord Himself assume the practice of fasti@gr Lord
Himself never questions the practice of fastingiabt, He takes care
to point out the attitude and proper deportmenbfog who is fasting.
He never says, “IF you fast. . .” Rather, He séY#EN you fast. .
" Given such clear statements coming from the imod@tour Savior
Himself and found in the Holy Bible, how can oneongrofesses to
be a Bible-believer discount a practice which Jesaslvocating for
His followers?

Let’'s now look at biblical comments regarding peseranother
practice which the detractors of the Armenian Chuglough-off as
being ineffectual and unnecessary. We begin byitgpkt 1 John 1:9:
“If we confess our sins, he is faithful and justl awll forgive our
sins and cleanse us from all unrighteousriess

We then read the very words of our Lord Himselfarelgng
penance, which the Armenian Church, along withdiger Orthodox
Churches and the Roman Catholic Church regard sscament:
“Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive the sink any, they are
forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they agéained.”[John 20:22-
23] In the Gospel according to Matthew we rédduly | say to you,
whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heased whatever
you loose on earth shall be loosed in heavéilatt. 16:19]

Could any statements regarding the sacrament aiyperand the
requisite authority surrounding it be more clear@aif, in all
sincerity, one must inquire how anyone who claim$¢ a Bible-
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believing Christian can ignore such clear statemefitour Lord,
statements which are clearly included in the téxthe Holy Bible
itself.

In considering the questions of salvation, sevemiclusions
seem inescapable, based upon the Holy Bible itself:

1.) Believing/faith of and by itself is not sufficient

2.) There is nothing we can do to “earn” salvation.

3.) We must cooperate with and live in accordance with
the will of God.

4.) Our salvation is not final until our Lord Himsdilas
judged us. Read Matthew 25:31-46 and John 5:28-30
in this regard.

5.) It is possible for us to lose our salvation agsult
of our own actions. Read 1 Corinthians 10:12.

6.) In the final analysis we are all completely and
absolutely dependent upon the grace/mercy of God.
Witness the frequent response of “Lord, have mércy
which one finds in the Divine Liturgy of the
Armenian Church. Such a response merely
underscores the fact of our dependence.

The detractors of the Armenian Church would havéelgeve
that all that is necessary for salvation is to male emotional
affirmation of faith and then go about our businddere is no need
to pray, to fast, to penance, to do deeds of cosipasnd virtue, and
ultimately there is no need to even worship. Just agound
announcing to all the day and time when “l was ddve

Here again, we find that it is the stance of theaators of the
Armenian Church which is non-biblical, not the sw@nof the
Armenian Church in regard to the questions disadis$be Holy
Bible itself, the Breath of God, contradicts thetrdetors’ own
statements. One would think that, given their ctaiim be “Bible-
based,” they would rush to embrace the Bible-b&tllbdoxy of the
Armenian Church, rather than concocting baselegginagnts,
claiming that the Armenian Church is somehow urlidalb or even
anti-biblical.
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THE CHURCH

‘Upon this rock I will build my church.
[Matt. 16:18]



THE CHURCH

Any organized group of true Christians is a chuahJesus
Christ. [Chopourian — pg. 142]

The true Church of Christ is the invisible Churche visible
Church can and does efiChopourian — pg. 142]

As we consider the first statement, we are led Isyegtep to the
following inescapable conclusions:
1.)The Church comes into being when WE get together
and get organized.
2.)In effect, WE create the Church.
3.)WE then become the founders/establishers of the
Church

While this seems to suit the inclinations of théragors of the
Armenian Church, such a statement appears to igheressential
role of our Lord Jesus Christ as both THE founded &HE
foundation of the Church. It is a paradigm whidk fjuite well into
what amounts to a “church-less” Christianity. Bahelps to explain
why there are so many varying denominations irPifeeestant camp.
If each denomination or church is just a differgatsion of what
Jesus Christ did in establishing His Church, thechsa definition
might make sense. If, however, our Lord establigh&hurchfor all
time, then such a concept makes no sense whatever.

Let’'s now take a look at the Scriptures to see dretr not the
above statement of the detractors is in line witina@ontradiction to
the comments of the Holy Bible which they claimtlasir base. We
will start with Matthew 16:18-20°And | tell you, you are Peter, and
on this rock | will build my church and the powefsdeath shall not
prevail against it. | will give you the keys to tiegdom of heaven,
and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound iavka, and
whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in &eavhen he
strictly charged the disciples to tell no one thatwas the Christ.Tn
this brief selection, we are shown that the Chuvak established by
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Jesus Christ Himself. He established A Church, N€Ehaurches" or
denominations!

Our next Scriptural reference is Matthew 18:18-Biere we
read:“Truly | say to you, whatever you bind on earth ki@ bound
in heaven and whatever you loose on earth shdtbased in heaven.
Again | say to you, if two of you agree on eartbwtlanything, it will
be done by my Father in heaven. For where two reetlare gathered
in my name, there | am in the midst of them.”

Once again, the conclusions seem all too evideinst, Rhe
Church which Jesus Christ established functionk Wit authority.
Secondly, Jesus is wherever the Church which Habksted is.
These conclusions are simply based upon the wdtte ¢loly Bible
itself.

Our third scriptural reference is from Luke 10:lLét’s readHe
who hears you, hears me, and he who rejects yegtejne, and he
who rejects me rejects him who sent me.”

Once again, the conclusions seem inescapable, thiesChurch
speaks with the authority of Jesus Christ. JesuistGind the Church
are not mutually exclusive or antagonistic entitiesdoubtedly,
there may have been abuses from time to time. Mefess, the
principle still remains that when the Church speakmatters relating
to the Christian faith, it speaks with the authowf Jesus Christ
Himself. Secondly, the mission of the Church is sagne as the
mission of Jesus Christ. They do not automaticatiynd in opposition
to each other as is apparently proposed by theadets of the
Armenian Church.

We now move on to a fourth scriptural referencd\nJb5:16.
Here the Breath of God tells us, quoting our LdMou did not
choose me, but | chose you and appointed you theslyould go and
bear fruit and that your fruit should abide.”

Here we see that the Apostles were initially thesowho were

authorized to carry Jesus Christ's message andc@imto the world.
Starting from the Apostles, each generation oféhalko were called

49



passed this authority on to the next generatiomégns of ordination
i.e. laying on of hands — in Armeni&zernatrootyoonThis was done
on the basis of what is known as apostolic suagsesdhereby
assuring that the commission originally given by bord to His own

chosen Apostles would continue unchanged untilvérg last days.
The mission was to continue unchanged, not end théhApostles.

We see this concept even in the Book of Acts inctee of St. Paul
at the Council of Jerusalem where he was givenoaz#tion by the

Apostles to continue his missionary work.

This concept of continuing the faith unchangeddsatibed in
the following words of no less a personage tha®&utl himself who
says:“For | received from the Lord what | also passedtoryou...”
[1 Cor.11:23] and “For | handed on to you as ofdirimportance
what | in turn had received...” [1 Cor. 15:3]his concept of handing
on to others what was received is central to anhdidx
understanding of the faith. The selected apostabthod for doing
this was the laying on of hands, what we call cation.

Let's now look at John 20:21-23. In these versesfing the
following: “Jesus said to them, ‘Peace be with you. As tha&dias
sent me, even so | send you.” And when he hadtgajdhe breathed
on them, and said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Sjityou forgive the
sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain thessf any, they are
retained.” “

Here we are clearly shown that the work of the Chus to be
the same as the work of Jesus Christ, that isotiggveness of sin and
the salvation of souls. Such is based upon theatitlof Jesus Christ
Himself as He authorized His Church.

As we consider the above scriptural citations, we drawn to
several conclusions. These show that the detractdte Armenian
Church, though they speak in terms of the Holy &ibbffer
propositions which certainly appear to have noitablbasis. Let's
now look at these conclusions:

1.) Jesus Christ, the Son of God and Savior of mankind

established His Church in time and place.
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2.) Over the centuries that Church has grown and been
taken to the far corners of the world.

3.)That Church was brought to Armenia by two of Jesus
Christ's chosen Apostles, St.Thaddeus and St. Bar-

tholomew. Other Apostles took it to different gaof
the world.

4.)That Church has been in continuous existence for
approximately 2000 years.

5.)One can become a member, a part, of the Christian
Church established by Jesus Christ.

6.) The Church does not simply come into existence by a
group of people coming together and “establishiag”
“"church.”

7.)0One becomes a part of the Christian Church by
joining the very Church which our Lord Jesus Chris
Himself established with a commitment to Jesus
Christ and baptism and chrismation. Acts 8:26<38 i
illustrative of this point.

8.)It is this Church which has maintained the Chrrstia
faith for approximately 2000 years.

9.)The concept of the Church as proposed by the
detractors of the Armenian Church has no biblical
basis whatever.

The second quote at the beginning of this sectoyet another
example of a baseless accusation being made agladstrmenian
Church as a justification for the actions of thdraeors. It is
interesting to note that this statement posititt®en that there are
two Christian “Churches.” One is the visible Chuvdhich is known
to history. The other is the “invisible Church.” tdeagain, the
detractors offer no biblical basis for their sta¢ermn

Our Lord, in His famous conversation with St. Petévlatthew
16:18 — says‘And | tell you, you are Peter, and on this rockvill
build my church, and the powers of death shall pretvail against
it.” It is quite clear from the foregoing that our Lastablished one
Church, a visible Church, a Church which was ewtladdl in time and
space. There is no mention of an “invisible Churéturther, if we
take a look at the letters of St. Paul, indeednyf @f the epistles in
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the New Testament, we see that they are all adsiiess real,
functioning Christian Church communities at Rometih, Thessa-
lonica, Colossus, and so forth. None of theserkettas addressed to
this imaginary “invisible Church.” It seems thaetheason for the
creation of this “invisible Church” is but anothetempt on the part
of the detractors to justify their own position lgenying the
legitimacy of the real, visible Church and claimiadoyalty to the
“invisible Church.” While this group attributes a@nrogance to the
Armenian Church, it seems that the real arrogascexiibited by
them. The baseless comment regarding the reddeviShurch is but
an obvious device for saying that they are bettantthe regular
Christians, that is Orthodox Christians, becausg,tthe detractors,
belong to the superior “invisible Church.”

In their rush to justify themselves by criticizinlge Armenian
Church, the detractors never seem to bother toutelvhen this
“invisible Church” was established; who establisitednd where in
the Holy Bible we can read about its establishm&hey do all this,
or rather fail to do this, all the while claiminbat their views are
biblically based and that anyone who disagreestiwtin, especially the
Armenian Church, is not only un-biblical but isepgting in an anti-
biblical mode.

The comment about “the Visible Church can and does is
also most amusing. Elsewhere, there have beerfiaiesotf number
of scriptural citations indicating that the Churghich was founded
by our Lord Jesus Christ was endowed by Her Foumdir the
necessary authority to do that for which it was oossioned. We
were shown that this commission started with ourdlidimself and
was intended by Him to continue to the end of tiBearing this in
mind, it should be obvious that the claim of theuteh to infallibility
is biblically based and extends only to matteratie to the faith
itself. In the Eastern understanding, infallibildgesn’t mean that the
pronouncements of this or that member of the hibgaare true and
without error because they have pronounced thenneRat means
that such pronouncements are made for the simpkorethat they
are true. Such is not a minor difference. An impottpart of this
process is acceptance by the people of God. Im otbls, the views
about infallibility differ from East to West. InéhWest it rests in the
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office of the Pope. Inthe East, it rests withia totality of the Church.
To follow on the attempted point by the detractairghe Church
makes errors here, why should one listen to the¥uOf course, a
part of their entire system is to reduce or elirtenthe role of the
institutional Church and make Christianity simpkiad of individual
or personal endeavor. Such a situation has beeniloes as “Jesus,
me, and the Bible,” nothing else is necessaryné grants validity to
these statements of the detractors, one is lefft thé& conclusion that
our Lord is a liar. After all, did He not promid®at “the gates of death
[error] shall not prevail against it [the Church].”Again, such
pronouncements have only to do with the faith.

However, if the Church were to come out with a pramcement
that the earth is flat, such a statement would lb&aittly in error,
simply on the face of the matter. Such a statementid be beyond
the competency of the Church and would be dealiiyg avmatter of
science, not the Christian faith.

Itis a simple fact that the Church has not be¢haized to make
pronouncements on economic theory, biology, sciegeegraphy,
and so forth. It has been authorized, in termshefwitness of the
Holy Bible, to make pronouncements in terms of@meistian faith.

What is strikingly inconsistent in this argumenttlo¢ detractors
is the fact that while denying infallibility to th€hurch, they seem
willing to grant infallibility to the individual inhis/her own personal
interpretation of the Bible. Using their own logwe ask, if the
Church in its collectivity errs, what is to preveine individual from
erring in his/her interpretation. And, most impaitg who or what
decides? From the Orthodox point of view the anssveasy and has
been given.

Further, their stance ignores the fact that JesuistGstablished
His Church, a very visible Church, in space antinme. That Church
has maintained its continuous existence for apprately 2000
years. From century to century, generation to geiwar, people
became members of this Church through a committee@hrist and
baptism. Given this reality, what need is theredthrer “churches?”
The next question is most intimidating. What vajidis there in
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“churches” or “denominations which have broken awkym the
Church established by our Lord, rejecting somehefltasic tenants
of that Church and establishing differing “versiond the Church
established by Him?

How, for example, can they claim to be part of @teurch of
Jesus Christ, when they have severed membersthptiChurch and
set-up their own rival institutions? The reality tisat one either
belongs to the Church of Jesus Christ or one dbdsaving left the
Church established by our Lord, how is it posstslemaintain or
claim to still be a part of Jesus Christ’s Church?

Here, perhaps, emotional arguments might be indoow-
ever, historical fact and solid theology, to sayhna of the witness
of the Holy Bible, show such attempts to be withany scriptural
basis. In fact, the biblical witness stands inai@pposition to such
attempts.

St. Cyprian, a second century Church father, vgiigainst the
Novatians, who set up rival bishoprics and a rilcdurch” to the
Church established by our Lord Jesus Christ, pusitination into the
clearest possible focus when he séith one can have God as Father
who does not have the Church as Moth¢&t. Cyprian — De Unite
Ecclesiae = On the Unity of the Church]. His megriould not be
clearer. If you are not loyal to the Church [of Btjrthen you cannot
claim to have God as your Father.

In order to discount St. Cyprian’s comment, one lddave to
revert to the baseless claim that early on the €haf Christ almost
immediately fell into error and was simply awaitithg arrival of the
“reformers” to again put it on the right track. psinted out earlier,
such a stance runs counter to historical, thecddgand scriptural
reality.
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THE SACRAMENTS

And lo, I am with you always.
[Matt.28:20]
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THE SACRAMENTS

There are but two sacraments, Baptism and the so8lipper
and a Christian duly ordained by a gathered Chuntdy administer
them [Chopourian — pg. 142]

It seems that a logical place to begin the disousisithis section
is by first defining what is meant by the term ‘isanent.” Three
related definitions will here be given. The firsthe classical Roman
Catholic definition; the second a standard Orthodeftnition; and
the third a definition of the Armenian Church.

Our Roman Catholic definition igx Sacrament is an outward or
sensible sign instituted by Christ through whichvand grace is
imparted to the sou[A Course in Religion for Catholic High Schools
and Academies — Rev. John Laux, M.A. — pg.1]

Moving on, the following Orthodox definition is f@arsacrament:
. .an outward visiblesign and inward spiritual gracd The Orthodox
Church — Timothy Ware — pg. 283] And, accordingvetropolitan
Filaret of Moscow a holy act by which grace, or what is the same
thing, the redeeming power of God, operates upom nm a
mysterious fashiafThe Eastern Orthodox Church — Ernst Benz — pg.
32]

The Armenian Church’s definition of a sacramerdassfollows:
The Sacraments or the Mysteries of the Church lawset holy rites
which are instituted by Christ, and in which, thgbuoutward and
visible signs, are given to those who worthily reeghem, the power
and grace of the Holy Spirit for their sanctificai [A Catechism of
Christian Instruction according to the Doctrine tbe Armenian
Church — Archbishop Khoren Narbey — pg.180]

As we consider the above definitions, several comfaotors are
seen to emerge. A Sacrament involves:
1.) institution by Jesus Christ
2.) outward signs
3.) reception of an inward grace
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Further, when we consider the words of our Lorthi closing
lines of Matthew 28:20Lo, | am with you always, even to the end
of the age,”we realize that the Sacraments of the Church aexya
real way of concretizing that promise and showimat,tindeed, the
Lord is always with us, at every juncture of liRerhaps, this fact will
become more obvious in what follows.

While the detractors maintain that there are onty acraments
and the Roman Catholic Church maintains there areers
Orthodoxy, the Armenian Church included, does nsist on a fixed
number. Considering the fact that all of the Saenmts proclaim the
lordship of Jesus Christ in one way or anothedoies not seem
reasonable to say that there is a fixed and linmiieaiber of ways of
doing this. For Orthodoxy, the number of Sacramenisrelevant.
What is important is the essence of each. Howéhenisually agreed
upon number is seven Sacraments. For the Armerharnc@, as part
of Orthodoxy, the number could as easily be eighhioe or ten.
Again, number is not as important as essence.

When we look at the generally accepted seven Sacitgmwe
see that there is a correspondence to our variagesof life, thereby
underscoring the fact that our Lord Jesus Christtis us always, not
just in a kind of ethereal sense, but in a reahcoete way. The
Sacraments as usually presented are:

1.) Baptism = birth

2.)  Chrismation = growth

3.) Holy Communion = sustenance

4.) Penance = falling and rising again

5.)  Matrimony = living life; life’s vocation

6.) Holy Orders [Ordination] = living life;
serving God; life’s vocation

7.)  Prayers for the Sick = illness and healing

All of the above have their Scriptural origins, vae shall see.
When we consider baptism, we first turn to our Letzhptism at the
hands of John the Baptist. We can read about tleisten Matthew
3:1-17. The focus point for our purposes here letiund in verses 13
through 15. Here we reatfhen Jesus came from Galilee to John at
the Jordan to be baptized by him. And John trieghrevent Him,
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saying, ‘I have need to be baptized by You, andYane coming to
me?’ But Jesus answered and said to him, ‘Pernt ite so now, for
thus it is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousss.” Then he allowed
him.”

In the above selection, when John hesitates tazeajp¢sus, our
Lord’s comment is most revealing. He s&ays: .thus it is fitting for
us to fulfill all righteousness.In other words, it is appropriate for me
to fulfill all requirements. Of course, our Lordchao need of baptism.
Nonetheless, He underwent baptism as an examplbeaifwe should
do.

Elsewhere, in the Gospel according to St. Johwhiat is a clear
reference to baptism, our Lord saystost assuredly, | say to you,
unless one is born of water and the spirit, he chamemter the kingdom
of heaven.For the early Church, being born again and bapiene
one and the same. Unfortunately, the theologyetigtractors of the
Armenian Church has taken this reference and tutnei a kind of
private emotional experience, that of “being bagaia.” The earliest
understanding of this text was precisely thatfémed to baptism. In
fact, it is one of the Gospel selections whichesd at every baptism
in the Armenian Church.

As we go further, in Titus 3:4-7, we read the fallog: “But
when the kindness and the love of God our Savieard man
appeared, not by works of righteousness which we ltlbne, but
according to His mercy He saved us, through thenmasof regene-
ration and renewing of the Holy Spirit whom He pediout on us
abundantly through Jesus Christ our Savior, thatvihg been
justified by His grace we should become heirs atiogy to the hope
of eternal life.” What St. Paul is here telling us is that baptitme,
“washing of regeneration,” is given to us out ofdzomercy, through
Jesus Christ. It is this act which makes us haitke hope for eternal
life because we have been justified by His gratether words, God
is operating in and through baptism.

Let's now take a look at Romans 6:5 — “For if weehbeen united

together in the likeness of His death, certainlyalg® shall be in the
likeness of His resurrection.” Here we see thatibapnot only marks
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our entrance into the Church, the Body of Christ,also has
ramifications beyond the grave - the resurrection.

The next sacrament, that which we call chrisma#iod in the
West is referred to as confirmation, also has #daibbasis and is
seen by all Orthodox as the completion of baptBaptism is the
“new birth.” What then happens when this new gpaiitlife is born
through baptism? It is given, dedicated/sealed;dd. This is signi-
fied by the anointing. In fact, in the Armenian @Ctly anything that
is to be used in God’s service is anointed/sea\eg. picture that is
to be used in the church is anointed. When a chsrcbnsecrated as
a house of worship, it is anointed. When a pnesirdained, his
forehead and hands are anointed. When someonetizds that
person’s forehead, eyes, ears, nostrils, moutlddydreart, back, and
feet, are anointed. In each case, the meaningisamme: this object
or person is being dedicated or sealed to God tisée in His service.
It is not an “add on.” Rather it is the essencavbd we are to be as
Christians.

Immediately following the baptism, the initiate @nointed:
forehead; eyes; ears; nostrils; mouth; hands; heack; and feet. In
Orthodox belief, this is an extension or continuioigthe act of
Pentecost when the Holy Spirit descended upon gasies. In the
case of the sacrament, the Holy Spirit descends upe newly
baptized. This new Christian is now fully and coetply a member
of the Body of Christ, the Church. He/she becomasd pf the
priesthood of believers and is thereby called ufgobear continual
witness to Jesus Christ. In Armenian this is relrto as
guhnoonk=sealing. Witness the scripture which saydaving
believed you were sealed with the Holy Spirit anpise, who is the
guarantee of our inheritance until the redemptidrttee purchased
possession, to the praise of His glory.” [Eph. 1:13

This sealing marks the initiate as a full Christiane belonging
to Christ, one whose relationship to our Lord aadi&@ is sealed and
assured by the Holy Spirit. To see the total Chogstteredness of this
sacrament, one only need look at the prayers wdrelsaid with the
anointing.
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Forehead — This sweet oil, which is poured upon yothe
name of Jesus Christ, be a seal of incorruptilgavénly
gifts.

Eyes — May this seal in the name of Jesus Chrigiht#an your
eyes, so that you may never sleep unto death.

Ears — May this holy anointing be to you for thareg of the
divine commandments.

Nostrils — May this seal in the name of Jesus €hesa sweet
smell to you for life unto life.

Mouth — May this seal in the name of Jesus Chestalguard
for your mouth and a strong door for your lips.

Hands — May this seal in the name of Jesus Cheist tause for
good works and for all virtuous deeds and conduct.

Heart — May this divine seal cleanse your heartestdblish an
upright spirit within you.

Back May this seal in the name of Jesus Christdoeydu a
shield of strength so that you may quench allfityey darts
of the evil one.

Feet —May this divine seal direct your steps taeternal life
so that you may not be shaken

When the anointing is finished, the priest adBgace to you, O
saved of God. Peace to you, O anointed of Gtds'this sealing or
signing of the Holy Spirit that is important. Irfedt, each chrismation
is like the candidate’s own private Pentecost. Hody Spirit is
imparted to the candidate. This marks the candidatieelonging to
God in a special way. This concept is so importarihe Armenian
Church that anything which is being given to God&vice is
chrismated or anointed. The church building is atem signifying
that this is not like any other building, it is bgiused in the service
of God. Pictures which are used in the church amnged for the
same reason. And when a priest is ordained, thatamptells all that
the candidate is being set aside for special setaAlmighty God.
That is why his forehead and hands are anointed.

The third of the sacraments to be considered ig Bolmmunion,
or as it is also known, Holy Eucharist. This saaamin combination
with baptism and chrismation, are known as the asaents of
initiation. In other words, they are the sacramémtsugh which one
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who is not a member of the Church, the Body of §hthecomes
incorporated into that Body, Christ’s Church. Witie reception of
these sacraments, one becomes completely andafalgmber of the
Body of Christ. The scriptural comments about Hotymmunion are
plentiful. We start with the comments found in Nhatty 26:26-28:
“And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, bleasddroke it, and
gave it to the disciples and said, ‘Take, eat; thisly body.” Then He
took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to tlsaying, ‘Drink

from it, all you, for this is My blood of the newvenant, which is
shed for many for the remission of sins.”

Similar comments are found in Mark 14:22-24 andd.@R:17-
20. When one looks at these scriptural comments/evas them in
the light of the frequent comments in the sixthpteaof the Gospel
according to St. John about “eating My body andkdnig My blood”
and juxtaposes them with the narrative on the to&mmaus in Luke
24:30-31, we see the centrality of this sacramenthe Christian
experience.

A point which | personally find most difficult tanderstand about
the position of the detractors’ is that they viemtibBaptism and Holy
Communion as simply beingymbolsor representationshaving no
efficacy in and of themselves. Given that standgtwlifference does
it make if there are 2 or 7 or 10 or any numbesadframents or if
there are any sacraments. As Orthodox Christiaagake our Lord
at His word. He has told us that the bread and areeHis body and
blood. We believe His words and believe that in samy, beyond
human understanding, He is truly present in whpeapto our senses
to be simple bread and wine. He does not use thesté&symbol” or
“represents” in describing Holy Communion.

Speaking to this point, St. Basil, a church fatifahe 4" century
from Cappadocia, in hidDDRESS OF ST. BASIL. makes the
following observation®...And now do you, my brethren, with great
fear and reverence, impress upon your hearts nobtbemplate only
this visible bread and wine but contemplate theagMystery which
is hidden from our bodily sight, and which may bersonly with the
eyes of the soul by those who in holiness seegkathishich the spirit
is nourished, and is gladdened with divine joy. Bad has the power
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of converting it to flesh and blood, as has happeteone of the
saints. But because our senses cannot toleratalditdsh and blood,
there has God manifested It to us under the seroblahbread and
wine. But do not you look on it as bread, and doyao contemplate
it as wine, for this is the Body and Blood of Chiris”

It is worth noting that thé&ddress of St. Bass read during the
celebration of the Divine Liturgy on Great [Holyhlirsday morning
just before the singing of the Lord’s Prayer [HMgr]. This is done
to commemorate the fact that in was on that daywie Last Supper
was held and the sacrament of Holy Communion wiabkshed by
our Lord. Given both the scriptural witness andt thithe early
Church fathers, it seems that one would be hardtpueny the
efficacy of Holy Communion.

We will now consider the sacrament of Penancett, ia more
commonly known, Confession. Here, a common criticis that, “I
don’t have to tell my sins to a priest. | tell theimectly to God. After
all, the priest is just a man and cannot forgive’sit a most basic
level, such a statement is self-deceptive. Thatyeialthat God not
only already knows our sins, He knows our hearssyall. Why
would we confess our sins to God, He already knivesn! We have
to admit them to ourselves! It is also true that phiest, as a human
being, cannot and does not forgive sin. Howevethiwithe context
of the sacrament, He is functioning as a represeataf the Church,
the Body of Christ, which, as we shall see, has laeg¢horized by our
Lord and Savior to do just that, forgive sin.

The first of our scriptural considerations for tee&rament comes
from Luke 5:18-26:Then, behold, men brought on a bed a man who
was paralyzed, whom they sought to bring in and&fpre Him. And
when they could not find how they might bring higbecause of the
crowd, they went up on the housetop and let hindwith his bed
through the tiles into the midst before Jesus. WHesaw their faith,
He said to him, ‘Man, your sins are forgiven yoAnd the scribes
and the Pharisees began to reason, saying, ‘Whisisswho speaks
blasphemies? Who can forgive sins but God alona® Resus
perceived their thoughts, He answered and saichémnt ‘Why are
you reasoning in your hearts? Which is easier tp, Sdour sins are

62



forgiven you,’” or to say, ‘Rise up and walk? Budttiiou may know
that the Son of Man has power on earth to forgiwe,sHe said to
the man who was paralyzed, ‘I say to you, ariske tap your bed,
and go to your house.” Immediately he rose up leefloem, took up
what he had been lying on and departed to his cowusd, glorifying
God.”

In this scriptural passage we are shown quite lgietrat our
Lord, as God become man, had the authority bothite and to grant
the forgiveness of sins. The scribes and Phariseweittingly
established our Lord’s claims in their own commefho can
forgive sins, but God alone?” A true statement. Amat is precisely
why our Lord could and did forgive sin.

As we look further at Scripture, we find the follog clear
references to the Sacrament of Penance [ConfesEiongxample, in
John 20:21-23, we find the following comment of bard: “So Jesus
said to them again, ‘Peace to you! As the Fathes $ent Me, | also
send you.” And when He had said this, He breatmetthem, and said
to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive sins of any, they
are forgiven them; if you retain the sins of arhgyt are retained.”
Such a statement certainly seems clear enoughwBisishe authority
given by Christ Himself to the Apostles and they, their turn
transmitted this authority via ordination i.e. thging on of hands.
This was to continue in the Church, not end with Apostles.

Elsewhere, in speaking to the Apostles, our Loshmdy says:
“Assuredly, | say to you, whatever you bind on leavill be bound in
heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will bedddn heaven.”
[Mathew 18:18]Once again, the statement of our Lord seems to be
quite clear and unequivocal. As we will see latieese are the exact
words uttered by the priest for absolution in ther@ment of Penance
[Confession]

Let’s take a look at this Prayer of Absolution. $tatements are
quite clear and easily understood. At the condlusibthe confession,
the priest says:

Lord, have mercy. Lord, have mercy. Lord, have yerc
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May God who loves mankind have mercy on you amgiviorll
of your sins, both those which you have confesseavell as those
which you have forgotten.

Therefore, with the priestly authority committedrte and by the
Lord’s command that “Whatsoever you forgive on leashall be
forgiven in heaven,” by His very word, | absolveuyas all participa-
tion in sin, in thought, in word, and in deed, e thame of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.

And | reinstate you in the sacraments of the Hdiyr€h, that
whatever good you may do may be accounted to yagotm and for
the glory of the life to come. Amen. [trans. bydtkian]

As we look carefully at this prayer, we see thelofeing
sequence:

1.)The priest prays for God’s mercy and forgiveness fo
the penitent.

2.)The priest acknowledges that it is God who grants
mercy and forgiveness.

3.)Because God has granted forgiveness, the priest, as
the agent of the Church, reinstates the penitaot i
the full life of the Church.

4.)The priest prays that whatever good the penitent ma
do will be accounted for good, both in this lifeda
the life to come.

It should be noted that all of what the priest s@ydependent
upon the fact of God’s mercy and forgiveness. Afpoot does the
priest view himself as the source of the forgivenasd mercy. This
is quite clearly in God’s hands. Assuming this mei@ have been
granted, the priest, acting with the authority sf God-given office,
then reinstates the penitent into the full lifealed Church.

The next of the sacraments to be considered iofhaatrimony/
marriage. In the Gospel of John we find the follogvclear reference
to matrimony. This is the scene in John 2:1-11.eHse have the
famous incident of our Lord and His disciples hgvireen invited to
a wedding in Cana of Galilee. During the weddimg, host runs out
of wine. At that point Jesus’s mother, Mary, infaridim of this fact
saying simply, “They have no wine.” Of course, thk implication
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of this statement is obvious. Mary was alertingudes this fact with
the expectation that He would do something abaeisttuation. Our
Lord’s response to this comment was immediate: “\&omwhat

concern is that to you and to me? My hour has ebtgme.” In other
words, our Lord was responding to His mother thefais really none
of her business. Besides, His hour for glorificatiad not yet arrived.

In what can be viewed as a typical motherly respphtary tells
the servants, “Do whatever He tells you.” In tlsbe deliberately
avoids any further confrontation. Of course, theratave continues
and informs us that there were six stone water dased there
according to the Jewish rites for purification dahdt each of these
pots held some twenty or thirty gallons. Jesus th&l servants to
completely fill-up the jars. When they had done tlie told them to
take some of the liquid and give it to the chiefrgrd. In his turn, the
steward drank some of the water that had now became We are
informed that the steward did not know the oridithe drink but that
the servants knew. At this point, the stewards¢ak bridegroom and
tells him, “Everyone serves the good wine firsid éimen the inferior
wine after the guests have become drunk. But yea kapt the good
wine until now.”

While this section definitely points to Christ Hielsand can
legitimately be viewed as an allegory of the feggstio come in the
kingdom with the new wine of Christ, it has a cater in the present
application. Jesus Christ Himself is present awtbdding. It is there
that He performs the first of the signs which iade&ewho He is — the
Lord and Savior. As a result of this, His discipbedieve in Him. His
very presence indicates that He is even the Lordoo€ommon a
human institution as marriage. Here, again, Heoslland Master.
He has raised what is sometimes viewed as a conimoman
institution to the level of a sacrament, to theeleof being God-
ordained. It can be argued that what our Lord dithea wedding in
Cana was a continuation and reaffirmation of whatRather did with
Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden.

In Holy Orders or Ordination, the Church continutss God-
given mission of proclaiming the kingdom of God dhd Lordship
of Jesus Christ. Fallible human beings are givaa thsk. The
reception of this sacrament enables the recipienfuhction as
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preacher, teacher, and celebrant at the suprentd actrship for an
Orthodox Christian — the Eucharist, that is theifaiturgy. It is
for this reason that he is ordained and it is is thshion that he is to
function. All that the priest does he does with dog¢horization and
seal of the Holy Spirit. As a mere human beingishast that, a mere
human being. As priest, he is functioning as aiteiffof the Church,
deriving all of his authority from our Lord Himself

In this regard, John 15:16-17 is most illustratiéou did not
choose me but | chose you. And | appointed yoo &ng bear fruit,
fruit that will last, so that the Father will giwgou whatever you ask
in my name.”Here we see that the priesthood is not somethiag th
we can choose. Rather, it is something for whichaneechosen by
our Lord.

Elsewhere, in the closing lines of the Gospel atdiogrto St.
Matthew, we read our Lord’s command to the Apostlal autho-
rity in heaven and on earth has been given to nteth@refore and
make disciples of all nations, baptizing them mriame of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit and teachimgm to obey
everything that | have commanded you. And remerhbar,with you
always, to the end of the age.”

It is obvious from the above that it was our Lorigiention that
His work and ministry be continued. Such was noénd with the
Apostles but was intended to continue until the ehdime. The
simple yet profound mechanism that was used byAfhestles to
insure this result is what we refer to as ordirmatie. Holy Orders =
the Laying on of Hands. We can see this clearkats 6:1-6. In this
section we see that the Apostles needed help im thission.
Accordingly, they chose Stephen, Philip, ProchoNisanor, Timon,
Parmenas, and Nicolaus. The scriptural passagenaestsaying:
“They had these men stand before the apostles,pndnyaed and laid
their hands upon them.” [Acts. 6:6]

Further on, in Acts 14:23, we read the followin§on"when they
had appointed elders in every church, and prayéa fasting, they
commended them to the Lord in whom they had bediéve

The above citations are but further examples of shplc
Succession in action.
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The continuation of such ordinations from generatm genera-
tion helps to insure the fidelity of the Churchit®Lord and Savior
Jesus Christ. It is the assurance that the Holgt $poperating in the
Church and is a present and active participantaah end every
ordination. For the Orthodox Christian ordinatiennot simply the
authorization of someone by someone representiaggar group. It
is the very seal of the Holy Spirit upon the indival and upon his
calling to service. This process, done from onesgaion to the next,
is referred to as Apostolic Succession. For Ortkdlaristians this is
important. For the detractors it is not importanbst probably because
they do not possess it.

However, a word of warning, this Apostolic Successis not
something that simply looks backward. It is someghwhich impels
the Church to the future to continue the very roissivhich was
initiated by our Lord Himself and has continuedotar own day.
Through this process of Apostolic Succession — phssing of
authority in the Church from one generation tort&et — can be traced
back in time to our Lord Himself and into the fiewntil our Lord
comes again, until the end of time. It is also lereo proclamation
that our Lord Jesus Christ is the Lord of the Chunad it is ultimately
He who gives legitimacy to all aspects of authoinitythe Church
which the New Testament describes as His bodyamwahnious letters
of St. Paul.

The last of the usual seven sacraments we willidenss what
we refer to as Prayers for the Sick. In James 284 read’ls any
among you sick? Let him call for the elders ofaherch, and let them
pray over him, anointing him with oil in the namfetioe Lord. And
the prayer of faith will save the sick, and thed.avill raise him up.
And if he has committed sins, he will be forgiverhé prayer which
is part of the conferring of this sacrament proukihat it is Jesus
Christ who dispels and takes away the pain an@sodf of the world

Let's look at that prayefAlleviate the pain and heal the sickness
of Your people, O Lord our God, and grant to alifpet health by the
sign of Your all victorious cross by which You reeth the human
infirmities and condemned the enemy of our life salgdation. You
are our life and salvation, O beneficent and mostanful God, who
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alone are able to forgive our sins and dispel déseand sickness from
among us, and to Whom are made manifest our n€edau Who
bestow good things, bestow Your abundant mercyrdicgpto needs
of each of Your creatures, by whom the All Holynityiis always
glorified and praised now and forever and ever. Arhe

All four of the Gospels are replete with referenteour Lord
both curing the individual and granting forgivenegsin. Looked at
collectively, all of the sacraments, in one formaoother, proclaim
our Lord Jesus Christ as the Lord of all of lifedaof its various
aspects. To limit these to only two seems incoesistith a Christian
commitment which requires us to proclaim that LbipsLooked at
from a broad point of view it can be reasonablyuadhthat there are
as many sacraments as there are occasions toiprdelsus Christ as
the way and the truth and the life, the ultimatd eomplete Lord of
all of life.
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HoLY COMMUNION

Take, eat this is my body.
This is my blood of the new covenant.
[Matt. 26:26-28]
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HoLY COMMUNION

Holy Communion is the visible symbol of the de&tllwist, a
perpetual memento of his atoning love and it isthettrue body and
blood of Christ. A holy life is the true mark cdaved soul. Therefore,
it is to be administered to those carefully examiras to their
knowledge of the doctrines of the Gospel and ttesisonal piety, and
who afford satisfactory evidend€hopourian — pg. 142]

To be sure, Holy Communion is a symbol and a remante.
However, it is far more than a mere symbol or refmamce. It is the
reality of the presence of Jesus Christ as LordZandor wherever
and whenever we are. To reduce it to simply a mearemembering
the sufferings and death of our Lord on the cre$s miss out on the
very essence of Holy Communion. To adopt such & \gealso to
take a distinctly anti-biblical stance toward H&lgmmunion.

When we look at Matthew 26:26-28, the statements ar
unequivocal:“While they were eating, Jesus took bread, andrafte
blessing it he broke it, gave it to the disciplasd said, ‘Take, eat;
this is my body.” Then he took a cup, and afteingithanks he gave
it to them, saying, “Drink of it, all of you, fohis is my blood of the
new covenant, which is poured out for many forftrgiveness of
sins.” There are similar selections in Mark 14:22-24 aoldd 22:17-
20. At no point is this action presented as singlymbol or mere
remembrance. When we add to this the comment®ioltising lines
of the Gospel according to Luke [24:13-31], the dais1 section on
the journey to Emmaus, we can see that the eadlastch saw Holy
Communion as THE means by which the Savior is ledea a most
unique way. Again, there is no wording or preseénathat says or
implies that this is merely a symbol or a remembean

In this vein, we must look at the comments of SasiBof
Caesarea in the famoudgidress of St. BasilThis is read from the
altar of every Armenian Church during the celelwrabf the Divine
Liturgy on Holy Thursday to commemorate the essdolient of the
sacrament of Holy Communion at the Last Suppethanfirst Holy
Thursday, the day before our Lord's crucifixion. Bsil says‘Now

70



the heavens open from above, and Christ, descendists on this
holy altar, and all the hosts of heaven descendiioly to the earth

to serve the Son of God, and they circle roundahés, and the Holy
Spirit unsparingly dispenses His gifts of goodrieghiose who draw
near in Holiness. And now, do you, my brethremy gieat fear and
reverence, impress on your hearts not to contemulaly this visible
bread and wine but to contemplate the great Mysadrgh is hidden

from our bodily sight, and which may be seen onti the eyes of
the soul by those who in holiness seek This, bghwifie spirit is

nourished, and is gladdened with divine joy. FordGas the power
of converting It into flesh and blood, as has hamaketo one of the
Saints. But because our senses cannot tolerataldtesh and blood,
therefore has God manifested It to us under thebkame of bread
and wine. But do not look on it as bread, and doyoa contemplate
it as wine, for this is the Body and Blood of Chitis

While it is true that the writings of St. Basil anet Scripture,
they do accurately reflect the faith and view af ®hurch in the 3
century when St. Basil lived. He was simply expdngdhe faith as
he knew it. That faith proclaimed that there is tbal presence of
Jesus Christ under the appearances of bread aed@um Lord Jesus
Christ, for St. Basil and for the early Church atittoughout the
centuries, for the Armenian Church, is truly préseam Holy
Communion. Once one has denied this fact, one dw@sdian impor-
tant facet of the Christian faith. | here pose tjuestion which is
repeated elsewhere in this text: “If one deniestwias been the
historical faith of the Christian Church and inttlieenial sets up a
rival institution, how can that person lay any tegate claim to
belonging to the Church which our Lord establisti€df’course, the
usual ploy is to maintain that the Church fell igiwor almost from
the beginning and was simply waiting for the “refiers” to come
along to again set things right. Such a view, againoted elsewhere,
is historical and theological nonsense and shoellttdated as such.

Further, the earliest liturgies of the Christiaru@ih all point to
the idea that in receiving Holy Communion the faitkvere receiving
the body and blood of Jesus Christ. How? We explasin terms of
the action of the Holy Spirit. Let’'s read the pnapé the Epiclesis
which is the point in the Divine Liturgy when thiements of bread
and wine become the body and blood of our Lord. {ditest prays:
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“We bow down and beseech and ask You, beneficahtgead upon
us and upon these gifts set forth, Your co-eteandl consubstantial
Holy Spirit, whereby blessing this bread, makeulytthe body of our
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ; and blessing this, eogke it truly the
blood of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ; and vegrblessing this
bread and this wine, make them truly the body daddoof our Lord

and Savior Jesus Christ, changing them by Your Spiyit.”

This act of changing is accomplished by the HolyiSpVhat is
surprising is that while claiming the Holy Spiriarc accomplish all
manner of miraculous events, the detractors deatytiie Holy Spirit
can and does change the elements of bread andntartee body and
blood of Jesus Christ. If He can give people thétato speak in
foreign tongues or tongues of ecstasy; if He cad Bod’s people; if
He can inspire the Church, the body of Christ, wéwy He not change
bread and wine into the body and blood of our S@videre it
certainly appears that the detractors are seekihqit the power of
the Holy Spirit rather than embracing it.

Additionally, when one looks at thé"@&hapter of the Gospel
according to John, one finds some twelve referemcade by our
Lord Jesus Christ to “eating my body and drinking biood.”
Obviously He was trying to make a point. This pagnall to clear to
the Orthodoxy of the Armenian Church.

The next part of this statement, “A holy life i€timark of a saved
soul,” is itself opened to further examination. Amgahe detractors,
salvation consists of making an act of affirmatiblaving done that
one is considered “saved.” The only problem witk ftenario is that
it certainly appears to be a denial of commentdatthew 25:31-46;
John 5:28-29; and 1 Thessalonians 4:13-18. In tlsesgptural
passages the following scenario is presented,ignattder: 1.) the
Second Coming of Christ; 2.) the Last/Final Judgndhentry into
a life of eternal blessedness or eternal punishnewther words, in
terms of the scripture, our salvation is not finatil the judgment of
our Lord is pronounced, regardless of what we miayay not have
done prior to that event. The statement abovekérn literally, means
that a final judgment is unnecessary. If we aréaat already saved
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by making an affirmation of faith, why is thereubsequent need for
another judgment?

As to the third part of the above statemeifihérefore, it is to be
administered to those carefully examined as ta frewledge of the
doctrines of the Gospel and their personal pietyd avho afford
satisfactory evidence.lt seems to ignore the fact that from a
Christian point of view, we are all sinners who Br@eed of divine
intervention. This intervention has been made byLoud and Savior
Jesus Christ. He is the one who removes our sipaysiour debt. In
receiving Holy Communion, we are acknowledging need for the
Savior and the intervention which He and only Ha gave. The
statement, if taken at face value, means that tiseeeknowledge
requirement for receiving Holy Communion. Certajrtlyere is no
such view presented in scripture.

It is for this reason that the Armenian Church rexguthe peni-
tent to go to confession and receive the SacraofelRenance each
time he/she wishes to receive Holy Communion. Imglahis, the
penitent 1.) accepts his/her guilt for sin 2.) r@pef the sin 3.) asks
for God’s mercy and forgiveness 4.) makes everyretd avoid the
sin. Such is part of the requirement prior to teeeption of Holy
Communion.

From the point of view of the Armenian Church, nafeus is
ever truly worthy to receive Holy Communion. Yet,gpite of this,
our Lord makes Himself available to us in this werfdl sacrament.
Witness the words of the celebrant priest as tit@ @fibread and wine
are brought to the main altéiNone of us who are bound by carnal
passions and desires is worthy to approach Youetabto minister
to Your royal glory; for to serve You is great dearful even to the
heavenly hosts. Yet through Your immeasurable gemssinYou,
infinite Word of the Father, did become man andajigpear as our
high-priest; and as the Lord of all did commit te the ministry of
this priesthood and this bloodless sacrifice...| lkekeYou, who
alone are good and ready to hear, look upon mey ¥mful and
unprofitable servant, and cleanse my soul and mdrfriom all the
defilements of the evil one; and by the power afr¥doly Spirit
enable me, who have been clothed with the gratiepriesthood,
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to stand before this holy altar and to consecrabeirY¥spotless body
and Your precious blood.”

Later in the Divine Liturgy, just prior to Holy Camunion, the
priest prays as followsin faith do | believe in the all-holy Trinity,
in the Father and in the Son and in the Holy Spimifaith do | taste
of this, Your holy and life-giving and saving Bo@yChrist my God,
Jesus, for the remission of my sins. In faith divink of this, Your
sanctifying and cleansing Blood, O Christ my Goesus, for the
remission of my sins. Let Your incorruptible Boaytb me for life
and Your holy Blood for expiation and remissiorsios.”

The above statement as presented in Chopouriarsgdegresent
the idea that the reception of Holy Communionkea of reward for
having lived a “saved” life. The reality of the sament as seen in the
scriptures presents the idea that Holy Communibe, Body and
Blood of the Savior, is the main and unique meangieparing for
that saved life. In other words, there seems ta beal and obvious
disconnect between the statements of the detracos the
statements of Scripture. Again, their statemengsusmsupported by
the Holy Bible which they claim to be the basistlo¢ir faith and
stance.

Let us close this section with a look at our Lorddsmments in
the 8" chapter of the Gospel according to John. HerdLotd Jesus
Christ says quite plainly:Very truly | tell you, unless you eat the
flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, yowehao life in you.
Those who eat my flesh and drink my blood havenaitdife, and |
will raise them up on the last day[John 6:53-54] As mentioned
above, such similar comments are made some twmhestin this
section. How can they be ignored?
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ANOTHER LOOK
AT THE CHURCH

He who hears you hears me.
[Cuke 10:16]



ANOTHER LOOK AT THE CHURCH

Christ is the sole head of the Church, Savior,rogssor, and the
only Atonement for sin;

Believing in the church does not mean believingha!lUniversal
Church believes or the traditions it has receiveflChopourian — pg.
142]

To be sure, the first statement above is beyontbagh. Our
Lord Jesus Christ is certainly the sole head ottherch, Savior, and
Intercessor and the only Atonement for sin. Thigpoan be made
by simply citing scripture. For example, in Matth&é®:18, our Lord
makes the following statemefiind | tell you, you are Peter, and on
this rock I will build mychurch.” Here, He has clearly established the
fact that the Church is His — He established néd-that He is its head.

In another clear reference to our Lord Jesus Ghwistread the
following in Hebrews 7:25'Consequently, he is able for all time to
save those who approach God through him, sincdwaya lives to
make intercession for themisi this same vein, we read in Acts 4:12:
“There is salvation in no one else, for there is no otheme under
heaven given among mortals by which we must belsave

Clearly then, we can see that our Lord Jesus Chriile Head
of the Church, Savior, Intercessor, and the onlyn&ment for sin.
For a moment, let us return to the statement #sus) Christ is the
sole Head of the Church. That is simply a truiswwidver, there must
be someone in charge to run the affairs of the €han a day to day
basis. This task has been given to the Chief Bishagether he is
called Pope, Patriarch, or Catholicos.

Ironically, the above statement serves both asatersent of
Orthodox faith and as an indictment against thead#drs. If Jesus
Christ is the Sole Head of the Church, Savior,ro@ssor, and the
Only Atonement for sin, as He truly is, then hovd doy what logic
does one separate one’s self from that Churchpledtaa rival
institution, and then claim to be part of the Clundhich Jesus Christ
established? The statement has been made elsewltgtber one
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belongs to the Church which Christ establishedra doesn’t. One
cannot sever relations with that Church, go out estdblish a rival
entity and yet still lay claim to being a part o6HChurch. Such is a
logical impossibility. We must remember, our Lorstablished a
single Church, His Church. He did not establishoteinations.

The second statement above is also untenable. ¥\rafposes
is a kind of smorgasbord Christianity. Given thigpeach, one can
come to the Christian faith and pick and choosetwiigg#she will
believe. Elsewhere in this work, it was stated thatapproach of the
detractors is basically that of “do it yourself @hianity.” There is no
creed or core of beliefs that one must commit toolder to be
considered a Christian. By this definition, one «daim to be a
Christian while denying the divinity of Jesus Chraenying His role
as Savior, and look upon Him as being simply alteaof ethics.
Such an absurdity would be completely within theapgeters of the
above statement as presented by Chopourian. Howéheistianity
is not a “pick and choose” faith.

Yet, in pursuing this idea, the detractors havemantioned
before, severed their relationship with the Chutwkt Jesus Christ
established and have established a rival instiutibis can be plainly
seen in their activities both historically and e¢gent. Yet, this is not
the first time in history that this has been dobering the third
Christian century, as a result of persecutionstoigfians by Rome,
some fell away and denied their Christianity. Lateihen the
persecutions ceased, some of these individual\egend sought
re-entry into the Christian Church. A group, ledame Novatus, said,
“No. Their denial of Christ prevented them fromemtry.” The
Church took the opposite point of view, claimingttin the spirit of
the scriptures and the comments of our Lord, rereet was always
in order. In response, Novatus and his followetsldished a rival
institution to the Church. They had their own bghoclergy, and
ecclesiastical order. They laid claim to being‘tinee Church.”

Of course, such a claim was unsustainable. Were tbebe two
“Churches” or one? The answer was simple and wasngguite
clearly by one who is known to history as St. Cgpnivho was a'8
century Church Father. His comment left no roontfoubt. He stated

77



quite clearly,'No one can have God as Father who does not hawe th
Church as Mother.'[De Unite Ecclesiae = Concerning the Unity of
the Church]

The current application seems all too obviousa#t been clearly
stated above. One cannot deny the Church whichLout Himself
founded, set-up a rival institution(s) and yet &@ve a valid claim to
being part of the Universal Church which our Lardrided. Yet, this
is precisely what the detractors of the Armenianur€h have
attempted and are still attempting to do.

As stated elsewhere, if one takes the scripturahnoents
seriously, one realizes that Christ’'s Church andLoud Himself are
not mutually exclusive entities. They are not awdtoally in
opposition, one to the other. The detractors evideee themselves
as “saviors of the Church.” Such a propositiomssmentioned before,
theological and historical nonsense. The Churcasiglescribed by St.
Paul in his various letters, the living body of GhrThroughout the
centuries, the Church in general and the Armenidwré€h in
particular has endeavored to carry out the manfdsbf our Lord
under the most difficult and challenging of circuames.

Elsewhere, Origen, another of the Church Fathens fihe &
Christian century, observetDutside of this house, that is, outside of
the church, no one is saved; for if anyone showldgt of it, he is
guilty of his own death.”

While it can be argued that the writings of St. Ggp and Origen
are not Scripture, for indeed they are not, it legitimately be said
that in the thinking of the Church Fathers of tHeChristian century,
the idea of rejecting the Church while claimingbi Christian was
not sustainable. To be a Christian for the earlyur€ih meant to be
part and parcel of the Church. The two were noaisdpe. One could
not leave the Church while claiming to be Christian

However, in order to justify their stance, the detors have
posited the fiction of an “invisible Church.” If erfollows their logic,
it seems to suggest the following scenario: 1.) Vikdle Church is
imperfect and makes mistakes. 2.) The only truer@hus the
invisible Church. 3.) We, the detractors, belongthie invisible
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Church which is innately superior to the visibleu@th. Such a stance
stands in clear and direct opposition to historithéological and
scriptural reality. It is, however, a means whids lbeen used to
justify the various breakaways which have takerceplthroughout
history.

One is not free to continually re-define the cohiainthe faith.
One either accepts it or rejects it. When one @urtiealizes that the
Church was originally conceived of as a communitfaibh, this point
becomes even more salient. One unites with or dogsite with that
community of faith. One does not have the righther authorization
to redefine the faith to suit his/her personalymiejes.

This stance of the detractors seems to assuméih&hurch is
almost irrelevant to the Christian faith. It assgntkat all that is
necessary for one to be a Christian is, as thengayoes, “Me, my
Bible, and Jesus.” Then, if | am so moved, | waiek out a “church”
that meets my needs. While such a concept is taghptid appealing
to some, it bears absolutely no relation to therCtinwhich our Lord
Jesus Christ established and which has enduresbfoe 2000 years.
Such a view is simply another attempt to estalalikimd of churchless
Christianity.

Further, if one is not obligated to believe alltthiae Church
teaches, what is the individual obligated to doffelshe obligated to
believe anything the Church teaches? If he/she hiigated, what
is it that the individual must believe to be coesetl a Christian?
And, who decides? If the argument is made that ssiéhpersonal
decision, that argument cannot stand in view op&eal comments.

Must one believe in God? Must one believe in thaifif? Must
one believe in the Incarnation — that God became imahe person
of Jesus Christ? Must one believe that Jesus Gsitise Son of God,
the Second Person of the Trinity and the Savighefworld? After
all, Believing in the church does not mean believinghalUniversal
Church believes or the traditions it has receivéd mentioned
above, such a stance functionally means that ofieasto accept or
eliminate whatever he/she chooses and to defin€hinstian faith
for him/herself.
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Such a view, of course, explains why there are aoynvarious
“denominations” making what is, in effect, an urtausable claim to
being a part of the Church.
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PRIESTS

You are a priest forever.
[Hebrews 5:6]
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PRIESTS

Church and priestcraft cannot give salvation whislobtained
by faith.[Chopourian — pg 142]

It isn’t quite clear what is meant by the above usetion.
Seemingly the accusers are looking at something takshamanistic
rites in which the shaman is equipped with cerfi@imulae which are
supposed to produce certain predictable resultsthar words, the
detractors seem to be confusing Orthodox Chrigianith some
form(s) of magic.

Assuming that to be the case, it should come asungrise to
anyone that the Church does not view what it doésase terms. One
can further conclude that the detractors have eeitlead nor
understood the various prayers which accompanyaomnéerring of
the various sacraments. Of course, since theyfdwnd, reject 5 of
the usually accepted 7 sacraments, such lack aklkdge should
come as no surprise. One must also ask whethesthisat they had
in mind when making the above statement.

Let’'s look for a moment at the sacrament of penamoere
commonly known as confession. Quite frequently dbeusation is
made that no man i.e. priest can forgive sins.dnly in God’s power
to do such. Certainly, no one can argue this. fibrighis reason that
the following scriptural passages are most relev@he scriptural
citations have been given elsewhere in this prasent We now
pause to consider the following scriptural citatiomhis regard. Such
a passage is found in Mark 2:1-12. A similar préston is found in
Luke 5:17-26. In both selections, we find the fallog sequence of
events:

1.) Our Lord is teaching

2.) A paralytic is brought before Him.

3.) Jesus, looking at the paralytic and taking pity on
him, says: “Your sins are forgiven.”

4.) This comment is met with the retort: “Who can
forgive sins but God only.”
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5.) Our Lord then proceeds to cure the man’s paralysis
and forgive his sins.

6.) The paralytic rises from his stretcher and walks.

7.) Those present praise God.

From the above, it can plainly be seen that itasl ®imself who
is the source of all forgiveness. Jesus ChristHaswho is God
become man, has such authority to forgive sin. Hesdid and
established His credentials. Unwittingly, the craalsb affirmed who
He is by their comment that “Only God can forgivess’

We now go to the famous passage “binding and Ig&sirich
we find in Matthew 18:18:Truly, | say to you, whatever you bind on
earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever yosdmn earth shall
be loosed in heavenOne also finds this statement earlier in Matthew
16:19.

However, even more to the point is the followingiathwe find
in John 20:22-23}And when he had said this, He breathed upon
them, and said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spiriyiou forgive the
sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain thessf any, they are
retained’.”

Bearing in mind that the above statements were togpder Lord
Jesus Christ Himself to His own chosen Apostles mhble
commissioned to take His message and Church towtivld, it
certainly appears that His intention was that gusver or authority
was being granted to the Apostles and their suocggsthe Church.
The purpose of the Church was/is the same as s$&aniof our Lord
Himself, the forgiveness and remission of sin. kentcommissioned
His Apostles, as those who were to be the ing@atlers of his Church,
to carry on that mission.

| am personally at a loss to understand how thdse alaim to
be “Bible believing” and “Bible based” do, with hacking degree of
regularity, ignore such passages as those above.

When we add the following scriptural passages ¢cetbove, we
get a picture of what is intended in the sacraroépenance. We now
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look at 1 John 1:91f we confess our sins, he is faithful and jusida
will forgive our sins and cleanse us from all uhtigpusness.”

Yes, God can and does forgive sin. However, we roosfess
those sins. But to whom are we to confess? &@amhdy knows our
sins. We are not giving Him any information whicle Hloesn'’t
already have. Bearing in mind that the early Chwielved all sin as
sin against the community i.e. the Church, suclofession was
made publicly to the Church. Over a period of timegrder to protect
the penitent, this confession was made privatelthéopriest as the
representative of the Church. Even in this contiexs, not the priest
who forgives sin.

We now look at the Prayer of Absolution. After ghenitent has
confessed his/her sins, either individually oramts of the Form for
General Confession, the priest recites the Pray@bsolution:

Lord, have mercy. Lord, have mercy. Lord, have yerc

May God who loves mankind have mercy on you amiviorll
of your sins, both those which you have confesseavell as those
which you have forgotten.

Therefore, with the priestly authority committedrte and by the
Lord’s command that “Whatsoever you forgive on leashall be
forgiven in heaven,” by His very word, | absolveuyas all participa-
tion in sin, in thought, in word, and in deed, e thame of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.

And | reinstate you in the sacraments of the Hdiyr€h, that
whatever good you may do may be accounted to yagotm and for
the glory of the life to come. Amen. [trans. bydtian]

As we take a closer look at this Prayer of Absolutithe
following sequence presents itself:
1.) The penitent has confessed his/her sins.
2.) The priest asks for God’s forgiveness for thetpani
3.) God grants mercy and forgiveness for the sins.

4.) Because God has granted mercy and forgiveness, the

priest, as the representative of the Church, absol
the penitent and
5.) reinstates the penitent into the full life of tBhurch.
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6.) This is done with an eye to the life to come in
eternity.

What the priest does in the context of the SacrawieRenance
is to rely on God’s mercy and forgiveness for tiemigent. Having
this in mind, the priest is reassuring the penitkat such mercy and
forgiveness are forthcoming. All that the priesgssar does springs
from this fact. In all that he says and does in ¢batext of this
sacrament, the priest is functioning as a reprasigatof the Church
with the authority granted by our Lord Himself. Thilical record
supports this stance 100%.

This by no means is intended to imply that the @ssads simply
mechanical. Crucial elements of this sacramensarow for sins;
repentance; a resolution and effort not to repkatdin; and the
sacramental aspect. To imply that the words ofghest, in the
absence of the authorization by our Lord Himselfl #he above
elements constitute the sacrament is to grosslyeads both the
Scriptures and the intent of the sacrament. lbtstime intent to give
the priest “shamanistic powers.” Rather, the psésiuld be properly
viewed as a representative of the Church, the gidody of Christ,
functioning in accord with the authorization(s) g@vto the Church
by our Lord Jesus Christ Himself and attested tberbiblical record.
Unfortunately, what seems to be the issue for #gteadtors is not the
pursuit of biblical truth but the forced protestiaation of an
Orthodox Church. In order to justify this, one massume that such
detractors stand on truth and that truth is themdard, therefore any
accusations made which are in accord with the elésiprotestantize
are indeed legitimate and any effort to block theseen as a selfish
attempt to retain power, when in reality it is atfwight attempt to
protect the Christian Orthodoxy of the Armenian (€hufrom
heretical incursions.

A priest is also called upon to offer prayers faople. Are
priests, then, not to pray for themselves or ftrecd? By the above
accusation, are we to understand that prayer roddvail? People
regularly pray for each other. Are we then to ustderd that such
prayer for another, indeed for anyone, is sensaledsiseless? What

85



about the scriptural admonition to “pray unceasirigl[1
Thessalonians 5:17]

Given the admonition of our Lord to “go and baptizge we to
understand that the priest is not to do that,sbah is “priest craft”?

What about administering the other sacramentsgpsayith and
for people, Bible studies, and so forth? Are alihefse to be regarded
as “priest craft”? Such a stance seems to ignagec#l which is
issued by our Lord in John 15:1%:0ou did not choose me, but | chose
you and appointed you that you should go and reérdnd that your
fruit should abide; so that whatever you ask théhEain my name,
He may give it to yal

Here again it seems that the detractors of the AianeChurch
were not in search of truth, rather they were naterested in finding
excuses for what was a major change in faith. & as@hange which
involved a change from Orthodoxy to the faith of tiheformers.”
The two are not necessarily identical.

It must constantly be borne in mind that all theegtr does is
based upon authorization by our Lord Jesus Chndttaat he is
functioning as a representative of the Church, ltheg Body of
Christ. The priest himself is not the author nolnesthe bestower of
graces. He merely operates as a result of sucbrmation. To claim
otherwise is to claim what the Church itself doesitaim. Such a
claim on the part of others serves as nothing nthes a false
accusation.

The following excerpt from one of the prayers reditat the
ordination of a priest [and deacons] in the Armani@hurch is an
excellent example of what is meant by the aboveestants. This
prayer is recited by the ordaining Bishop for btta ordination of
deacons and priests. The text stat€se divine and heavenly grace,
which always fills the needs of holy service fa& dpostolic church,
calls [name] from the [sub-diaconate or diaconatelhe [diaconate
or priesthood] in the service of the Holy Churclecarding to the
testimony of his own person and that of all thepbe6
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This brief excerpt shows that the priesthood i$5o0fl and His
grace. Its purpose is to serve the Holy Church wisi¢he living body
of our Lord Jesus Christ. To characterize the fonatg of the
priesthood, which is ultimately the priesthood dasuks Christ
Himself, as “priestcraft” is to do violence to HdBcripture, to the
Church as the Body of Jesus Christ, and ultimatetyur Lord Jesus
Christ Himself. Is that what the detractors intedftle

In no instance does the priest function on thesbakhis own
authority. Rather, he always functions as a reptatige of the
Church which is the living Body of Christ. Both had the Church
which he serves have been specifically authoripedot what he is
doing. To characterize his priestly ministry asiéptcraft” seems to
assume that the mission of Christ’s Church candrged out in a
vacuum. Someone has to do the things that Ch@s$ttsch has been
authorized to do. How are prayers said, worshipdaoted, Bible
Studies conducted, visits made, help extended sisi@seone does
those things. It is the priest who, from the veggibning of the
Christ's Church, has been so authorized to do sédain, to
characterize such as “priestcraft” is to do viokete the priesthood
and, ultimately, to our Lord Himself.

Ironically, in making this accusation against thegthood of the

Armenian Church, the detractors seem to be underguhe very
functioning of their own clergy and institution.
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ST. MARY
THE ASDVADZADZIN/
THEOTOKOS
MOTHER OF GOD

AW generations will call me blessed.
[Cuke 1:48]
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ST. MARY
THE ASDVADZADZIN/ THEOTOKOS

The Virgin Mary was the Mother of Christ and nat Mother of
God. [Chakmakjian — THE ARMENIAN EVANGELICAL
MOVEMENT — pg. 16]

The above statement is presented by Chakmakjigradf a
larger statement by the " Sentury detractors of the Armenian
Church. What is amazing about this comment isiti@hothing more
than a restatement of the Nestorian heresy. Wikgsgorianism?

Nestorius was a'scentury Church leader in the east. He main-
tained that it was improper for Mary to be refertecas Theotokos
[Armenian Asdvadzadzin] = Birthgiver of God. He dahat the
proper title for Mary was Christotokos or Birthgivef Christ because
she gave birth to Jesus in whom God dwelt as wahiample. The
subsequent controversy was ultimately settled bg fhhird
Ecumenical Council, the Council of Ephesus, whiaswonvened in
A.D. 431. The Council was composed of 150 bishopanf
throughout the Christian world. Under discussios tve question of
the nature of Christ — was He human? Was He divin@® were
these natures united in one person? In the findirfigs of the Council
the formula of St. Cyril of Alexandria was adoptddscribing Christ
in terms of ONE UNITED NATURE OF THE WORD
INCARNATE. This meant that the Church expressed#ief based
upon scriptural material that Jesus Christ wasnat and the same
time completely and perfectly God and completely perfectly man.
He was truly God become man. He was this in all Hedid. This
was in contrast to the teachings of Nestorius waoned that Jesus
was some kind of a “split personality,” sometimeasctioning as God,
sometimes as man.

Such a stance on the part of the detractors shgwiotv far they
have strayed from the understanding and stated &ditthe early
Church and 2.) They have ignored clear statemariiske 1:26-38
“In the sixth month the angel Gabriel was sent ydGo a town in
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Galilee called Nazareth, to a virgin engaged to anmvhose name
was Joseph, of the house of David. The virgin'senauas Mary. And
he came to her and said, ‘Greetings, favored ored Tord is with
you.’ But she was much perplexed by his words amdigred what
sort of greeting this might be. The angel saideq Do not be afraid,
Mary, for you have found favor with God. And noay will conceive
in your womb and bear a son, and you will name J&sus. He will
be great, and will be called the Son of the Mogjitliand the Lord
God will give to him the throne of his ancestor Dawe will reign
over the house of Jacob forever, and of his kingtiere will be no
end.” Mary said to the angel, ‘How can this becsih am a virgin?’
The angel said to her, ‘The Holy Spirit will comgon you, and the
power of the Most High will overshadow you; therefthe child to
be born will be holy; he will be called the SorGafd. And now, your
relative Elizabeth in her old age has also concgiaeson; and this is
the sixth month for her who was said to be barfer. nothing will
be impossible with God.” Then Mary said, ‘Here arthé servant of
the Lord; let it be with me according to your wordhen the angel
departed from her.”

It is strange that a group which claims to be bdlshould adopt
a view of Mary which logically ends in the questimg of the very
nature of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ Himsekffect, they are
denying the divinity of Christ, knowingly or unknawgly. However,
the detractors place no importance on the variomsn€Cils of the
Church. Rather, they place their own individualigns above those
of the universal Church. They have again shown last far they
have wandered from the early Church.

Let us look at the following selection from Johri4:which
proclaims:“And the Word became flesh and dwelt among usgofull
grace and truth.”Of course, the Word is none other than our Lord
Jesus Christ. This simple scriptural statemers tedl that He became
flesh through St. Mary. She gave birth to Him whdGod become
man. This understanding is deepened when we agasider Luke
1:35:“And the angel said to her, ‘The Holy Spirit wilbme upon you,
and the power of the Most High will overshadow ytherefore the
child to be born will be called holy, the Son ofd306
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As one reads the scriptural story of the annuramaiti which the
Archangel Gabriel announced to St. Mary that sheelieen chosen
to become the Mother of the Savior, the Mother mhk/ho is God
become man, we are drawn to the comments whicM&ty herself
makes about this announcement. After this annuaaiaby the
Archangel, St. Mary travels to visit her cousinzabeth, who in her
old age is also pregnant. She is destined to gith to John the
Forerunner [St. John the Baptist]. When the twosemumeet, St.
Mary responds to Elizabeth’s greeting by recitingatvhas become
known as the Magnificat [Armenian = Medzatzoostzeh]

Here is the complete text of the Magnificat asppears in the
Holy Bible, Luke 1:46-55:

“And Mary said,

‘My soul magnifies the Lord, and my spirit rejoiégassod
my Savior,

For he has regarded the low estate of his handnmaide

For behold, henceforth all nations will call me ssed;

For he who is mighty has done great things for amg holy is
his name.

And his mercy is on those who fear him from ger@rato
generation.

He has shown strength with his arm,

he has scattered the proud in the imagination eirthearts,

he has put down the mighty from their thrones,

and exalted those of low degree;

he has filled the hungry with good things,

and the rich he has sent empty away.

He has helped his servant Israel, in remembrandesofercy,

as he spoke to our fathers, to Abraham and to bssgpity

forever.”

The attitude of the Armenian Church toward St. Mangyrecisely
that which is described in the Holy Bible: we hoher; we call her
blessed; her picture is prominently displayed anHoly Altar as a
reminder of that her Son, our Lord Jesus Christ whGod become
man, is the Savior of mankind. It also serves asnainder to us as
individuals and collectively as the Church that ean and must
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become the means for again bringing Christ intowwtbeld through
our obedience to the will of God, just as St. Méid,

What is ironic is that the detractors of the ArnanChurch, in
deprecating the position of St. Mary are, knowingidyunknowingly,
also deprecating the role of our Lord and SavisugeChrist. Again,
this is a strange stance for those who claim thly Bible as their
basis and foundation.

From my perspective, this certainly appears tonmheer case of
the Armenian Church being solidly biblical and Hietractors being
not only unbiblical but even anti-biblical.

The fact that they would subscribe to a Nestoriafindion of
Jesus Christ and St. Mary also shows either an anmga&ss or an
ignoring of the history of Christ’s Church. It algoves rise to the
justifiable accusation that their stance is basedupon the Holy
Bible but on a heresy which was solidly condemngdChirist’s
Church in the 8 century A.D., long before the so-called “reforniers
came on to the scene. Such a stance forces ukdodfuge in the
strong comments of St. Paul in Galatians 1.8, to*vidut even if we,
or an angel from heaven, preaanhy other gospel to you than what
we have preached to you, let him be accurs&ease be reminded
that these are the words of no less a person thd&tag!!

One is again motivated to ask how those who claifvet Christ-
centered and Bible-centered can take a stancéwhizased on one
of the earliest heresies to arise in Christ’s Chuone that was solidly
condemned by the highest authority in that Chuecluniversal or
ecumenical council? Again, one is moved to ask eth@ulegitimacy
of a personal opinion voiced in opposition to whas and is a
universal decision of the Christ's entire Churchtts Council of
Ephesus in A.D. 431. Which carries more weight? airshould
carry more weight?

In closing this section, we must again state theoois. Jesus
Christ is God become man — completely and perfeGihd and
completely and perfectly man. St. Mary gave biotkitm who is God
become man. Therefore, she can properly be refetoedas
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Asdvadzadzin, that is Birthgiver of God. The staatthe detractors
seems to reduce our Lord Jesus Christ to the stégisiply being a
teacher of ethics. Such a view can be acceptedyna and is not
necessarily an exclusively Christian view of HinveR Hindus and
Muslims would accept that kind of a Jesus Chrise 6f the earmarks
of being a Christian is to accept Jesus Christeawlfib is God become
man. The view of the detractors renders that viepoissible!

NOTE: For additional information, see the addended larty
The Rev. Dr. Krikor Halebian, entitled THE ORIGINGG- ARME-
NIAN PROTESTANTISM. Here, he associates Armeniaot&stan-
tism with just about every historical heresy, gv&loquent testimony
to the relationship between Armenian Orthodox faitld the faith of
the "detractors” and almost every historical hereBle article
appeared in the March, 2002 issue of FORUM, a patin of the
Armenian Evangelical Union of North America. Theicde speaks
for itself. It is also available on line at www.a®@uorg/ origins.htm.
It certainly seems to indicate how far they havedered from the
historical, apostolic faith.
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VENERATION

You shall worship the Lord your God.
[Matt. 4:10]



VENERATION

The veneration of relics, crosses, and pictures, @@ practice
of praying for the dead, are all contrary to theriftures; besides
God, no other creature is to be worshipped or adasred Christ is
the only Mediator. Chopourian — pg. 142]

This particular item seems to be a hodge-podgeratidates a
lack of understanding between venerating or hogsomething and
worshipping it. Further, it shows a lack of undarsting regarding
the practice of praying for the dead which, conttarthe detractors’
statements, is in accord with the scriptures. kastam personally
not aware of any article of Orthodox Faith whiclguies or even
suggests that anything or person aside from Almightd is to be
worshipped. The last part of the statement, “Chigstthe only
Mediator,” is the cap. Naturally, anyone who clatm$e a Christian
must be in agreement with that statement. Still alhaf one truly
accepts our Lord Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviortlza Mediator
between man and God, then logically, one must @acgbat He and
scripture says about such a relationship.

Let's begin with a discussion of the question &f veneration of
relics, crosses, and pictures. To begin with, tbedwenerate does
not mean to worship. To venerate something meartsol it in
honor, to treat it with respect. It does not meaworship it. Earlier
on, the church distinguished latria, dulia, and drgplia. Latria
simply means that God and God only is to be wopsp Dulia
means that the saints, and by extension, relicsses, and pictures,
especially those of our Lord and the saints, arbedreated with
honor and respect, just as we would treat thesqrex if they were
physically present. Hyperdulia is the honor extehtteSt. Mary the
Mother of our Lord as the first among the saintsalose of her special
role in bringing the Savior into the world. To kissotherwise honor
a relic, a cross, or a picture is a far cry fronrstipping it. God and
God only deserves and should receive worship.dhig a superficial
view which can conclude that rendering honor argpeet to such
crosses, pictures or relics is worship.
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How would you treat a picture of your deceased ex¢Would
you honor it and respect it? Would it remind youhef? Would it
evoke certain feelings on your part, not towardghgsical picture,
but to the real special human being in your lifeowf no longer
physically with us? Would you kiss or otherwise eade the picture?
Does this mean that you are worshipping it? Of seunot!

This same principle holds when discussing honooingespec-
ting relics, crosses, or pictures. In fact in thenénian Church such
items are anointed with special prayers, asking'€bléssing upon
them and dedicating them to Him. Since they aretbperty of God,
that in itself demands that they be treated withdncand respect.
Additionally, they deserve honor and respect bexdhsy call to
mind special people, places, and things which procthe reality of
God. To confuse this with worship is to deliberatelisrepresent the
reality. After all, the scriptures speak of thedsing of the Holy Spirit.”
That is precisely what happens in the case of hogaoelics, crosses,
and pictures. We are simply acknowledging this paisical and
spiritual anointing.

As one considers this accusation against the Aane@hurch by
its detractors, one is drawn to the conclusion tinatdetractors took
this course in imitation of the so-called reformetsse anti-Roman
Catholic bias is evident throughout their writings.

Just as you would not dishonor or disrespect aigadr remem-
brance of a deceased loved one, it would be ingpjate to dishonor
or disrespect a picture or other remembrance ofodribe saints or
sacred symbols. The opposite of dishonor and giscess honor and
respect.

In fact, in the theology of the icon or sacred ynet a theology
which is more highly developed in the Byzantinenota of Ortho-
doxy, the icon or sacred picture is an earthly espntation of a
heavenly reality. It is the portrayal of a pictun@ made with hands.
This theology also posits that Jesus Christ, asli@odme man, is the
supreme icon. Given this understanding, it is nodeo that pictures,
and by extension crosses and relics, are honohedcHarge that such
is somehow an anti-scriptural practice fades intbcrousness when
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viewed against the reality and actual practice ohadning and
respecting these items, especially as used inhect.

Again, relics, crosses, and pictures are not andrrigave been
worshipped, only God is worshipped. However, sitihes/ represent
and show heavenly realities they deserve honoresypkct!

When we look at the issue of praying for the deadeed only
look to the scriptures. In order to do this we niask to history. In
the approximate time frame between 285 B.C. andBlG0there was
a Greek [Koine] translation made of the Hebrewpdares. It was
intended for use in the Jewish communities throughthe
Mediterranean world where Greek rather than Hebreas the
dominate language. In other words, this translabdrnthe Holy
Scriptures was intended for the Greek speakingslegammunities.
This translation is known as the Septuagint. feddd from the usual
Jewish scriptures in that it contained additionabks. It contained
books which were not found in the Hebrew versiomctSbooks as
Tobit; Judith; Additions to the Book of Esther; \tisn of Solomon;
Wisdom of Jesus Son of Sirach [Ecclesiasticus]uBlay Letter of
Jeremiah; Additions to the Book of Daniel — PrageAzariah and
Song of the Three Youths, Susanna, and Bel anBrhgon; Books
of Maccaabees; Books of Esdras; Prayer of Manaase?salm 151.
These books were in the Scriptures that the firsisians received.
For them, these books constituted an inseparabiteopahe Holy
Scriptures. In fact, one tradition says that thst fChristians took a
great deal of pride in this fact as they spokeéhtotews: “Our Bible
has more books than yours.” Of course, this Bitds what we would
call the Old Testament. These have been a pdaneaifticial Biblical
canon or ordering of the books of the Bible sirfeelieginning. They
were given fixity in 419 A.D. at a regional CouncflCarthage. They
have remained a part of what is referred to a®ittteodox Canon of
Scripture.

However, when Luther came along, he, on his owhaiy,
dropped these books from the biblical canon in vilagtsubsequently
become known as the Protestant Canon. His reasdndpping these
books was really quite simple — they spoke about avocated
things of which he disapproved. For example, Batatied about the
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good of giving alms. To Luther this sounded too milike works
based salvation. Again, among other things, 2 Ma@esa talks about
the efficacy of praying for the dead. To Luthestbounded too much
like the Roman Catholic practice of indulgences.lSmher removed
these from the established canon of scriptureiamdfect, established
a Protestant Canon of scripture, based upon hisopmion.

At any rate, in Maccabees 12:44-45ff we find actegerence to
the efficacy of praying for the dedtFor if he had not been expecting
the fallen to rise again, it would have been fdoksid superfluous to
pray for the dead. But since he had in view thedeoful reward
reserved for those who die a godly death, his pggpesas a holy and
pious one. And this was why he offered an atoraugifsce to free
the dead from their sin.In other words, it is the resurrection of the
dead which forms the foundation of praying for tlead.

However, even if one dismisses the comments in awes, the
practice of praying for the dead is solidly scrijpdpespecially when
viewed against the totality of scriptural commeegarding prayer
and the last judgment.

If one takes the time to look at 1 Thessaloniah8-48, Matthew
25:31-46, and John 5:25-28 a definite picture eewrVe see the
following events unfolding in this order:

1,) the Second Coming of Christ in glory

2.) a gathering of all the then dead and living

3.) the final judgment of all

4.) the relegation of the evil to hell

5.) the relegation of the righteous to heaven

6.) the ultimate Judge in all this is our Lord Je€lnrist,
Himself

When we pray for the dead, we are carrying forehdtriptural
command to love one another and to pray unceasinyly are
praying in terms of events which have demonstraialy yet taken
place. We are entreating our Lord and Savior Jé3msst, the
ultimate Judge of all, to judge with compassiontbat final day.
What the detractors seem to be saying is that tisemo Final

98



Judgment and hence no need for prayers on behalf tifose who
will be judged, ourselves included. Such a stasctearly antithetical
to both the letter and spirit of Scripture. Nowhereéhe Holy Bible

are we told that we should only pray for each otineder certain
circumstances. To the contrary, the recurring soiab theme is, as
mentioned above, that we should love each othemanshould pray
incessantly. The Prayer for the Dead is a suprexaengle of that
concern and love for it takes the deceased intmigteCould there
be a more serious concern?

Let's now look at what is referred to as the Requigrayer;

Lord, have mercy. Lord, have mercy. Lord, have wer

O Christ, Son of God, forebearing and compassionate

have mercy, in Your love as our Creator,

upon the souls of Your servants who are at rest,

especially upon the soul(s) of Your servant(s)

[name], for whom we are offering these prayers.

Be mindful of [him/her/them] on the great day of ¢h
coming of Your kingdom.

Make [him/her/them] worthy of mercy, of expiation
and forgiveness of sin.

Glorify [him/her/them] and reckon [him/her/them]
with the company of Your saints at Your right hand

For You are Lord and Creator of all, Judge of the
living and the dead.

And to You is befitting glory, lordship and hononow
and always and forever and ever. Amen.

What is unbiblical, indeed un-Christian, about prgythat our
deceased will be judged with compassion and ind¢batpassion be
judged worthy of the eternal kingdom? Would we hope that
someone will do the same for us?
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THE HOLY BIBLE

Stand fast and hold the traditions which you were taught,
whether by word or our epistle.
[2 Thess. 2:15]



THE HOLY BIBLE

The Scriptures are the revelation of God’s will nan, the
sufficient rule of faith and conduct, and the chiaktrument
appointed by Christ for the conversion of man.

Therefore, the Triune God alone is to be worshippeut the
interpretations of the ChurclfiChopourian — pg. 143]

In the above statement, we are told that the Scepti.e. the
Holy Bible is the revelation of God’s will to ma@ertainly, no one
who considers him/herself a Christian can argul this proposition.
In fact, in Armenian, the Holy Bible is commonlyfegred to as
Asdvadzashoonchhat is theBreath of God Such a title in itself
shows the respect, indeed, the awe, with whichHbly Bible is
viewed by the Armenian Church.

This statement also asks us to accept that aside thhe Scrip-
tures, we need nothing else as a rule of faithrcanduct. At this point,
the authors of the above would have us believe tti@tScriptures
themselves are to be the chief instrument of oovesion and hence
salvation. We are to reject the interpretationstled Church. Of
course, the unspoken assumption in all of thishat tit is the
individual, not the Church, who is to interpret ®Beriptures.

It is interesting to note the inclusion of the wésdfficient.” This
certainly seems to imply a kind of minimum dailygu&gement. In
other words, an understanding of this term cousilyae understood
as the Holy Bible presenting the very minimum. Wipuld we be
satisfied with the minimum? It must further be rbtieat even in what
we call the Old Testament, the Bible came out efitred lives of the
people who are therein described.

In looking at the actual history of the Holy Biblee must face
the reality that the question of what actually coisgd the Holy Bible
was a question which was not finally settled fa @hristian Church
until the year AD 419 at the regional Council oftbage. That means
that for some 400 years or so there was no HolyeBis we now
know it. Yet, the Church existed. It preached, wonverts, defined
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doctrine, spread throughout the world, was pergecw@nd held
councils to solve problems. Was the Church thenGiwtstian until
the canon of the Holy Bible was decided?

During the first 400 years of the existence of tiristian
Church, a number of various works were considersd studied
before the final canon of the Holy Bible was ulttelg defined and
accepted and declared by the Church. Among thosksweere the
following: Epistle of Barnabas; Shepherd of Hernfaauyl's Epistle
to the Laodiceans; Clement; Preaching of PetercAlypse of Peter;
Gospel According to the Egyptians and the GospealoAding to
Hebrews.

What caused these works to be excluded from thédamon and
the canon which we presently have? Professor Reist, S.J. of
Loyola Marymount University in Los Angeles, hasatlg noted the
criteria upon which the final selection(s) was made gives the
following points: 1.)APOSTOLIC ORIGIN — Was the work written
by and/or based upon the teachings of the firséig¢ion Apostles or
their close companions? 2JNIVERSAL ACCEPTANCE - Has the
writing in question been acknowledged by all mafohristian
communities (by the end of th& dentury)? 3.LITURGICAL USE
— Was the writing read publicly when the early Chaiss gathered
for the Lord’s Supper (their weekly worship sergz 4.)
CONSISTENT MESSAGE — Does the writing contain a theological
outlook similar or complementary to other accept€dristian
writings?

Based upon a consideration and application of bloweacriteria,
the Church made the decision as to what works woalstitute the
final canon of the Holy Bible as we now have it. Wast remember
that it was the early Church which wrestled withl dimally solved
the problem as to what the contents of the Scegstof the Christian
Church would be.

We must also remember that the Scriptures which egdndy
Church received, that is the Old Testament, waseelGlanguage
translation of the Hebrew Bible which was knowrtlaes Septuagint.
This was a translation which was prepared for #wesJwho were
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living outside of Israel in what is known as thevisdn Diaspora. The
work was done in Alexandria, Egypt roughly in trexipd between
285 BC and 100 BC which is regarded as the beginoihthe

Christian era. It contained books which were nanfibin the Hebrew
version. Such books as Tobit; Judith; Additionth®Book of Esther;
Wisdom of Solomon; Wisdom of Jesus Son of SiradtlfSiasticus];
Baruch; Letter of Jeremiah; Additions to the BodlDaniel — Prayer
of Azariah and Song of the Three Youths, Susanmé Bl and the
Dragon; Books of Maccabees; Books of Esdras; Prafytanasseh;
and Psalm 151.

The early Church recognized that these books wetennthe
Hebrew canon but viewed their inclusion in the 8agint as a sign
of God’s will in completing His revelation to marhey were dropped
from the Protestant Canon because the “reformdsjgcted to some
of the contents. For example, in the Books of Mheea we find
reference to praying for the dead. In Baruch tleeereferences to
the goodness of giving alms. These ideas weretegjemut of hand
by the “reformers.” These books are now commonigvkm by the
termapocryphalor deuterocanonical = second canon

Are we to understand that for the first 400 yedwes Christian
Church and the early Christians had no guide th &nce there was
no Holy Bible as we know it? The answer is obvigusNo". They
had a guide and that guide was the Church itself.

The reality is that the Christian Church existed &out 400
years before the Holy Bible as we know it cameeoTthis is another
way of saying that the Christian Church pre-exidtexiHoly Bible.
The simple historical reality is that the Churcltided what would
be included in the Holy Bible and what would be leded. It is
beyond the scope of this work to outline the dgwelent of the
biblical canon as it came to be. Suffice it to tlagt the historical
reality is that the Holy Bible came from the Chufoh the Church.
The Christian Church gave birth to the Holy Biltles Holy Bible did
not create the Church. The Church existed as a cortyrof faith for
approximately 400 years before the Holy Bible asnee have it
came to be.
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In the case of the Armenian Church, the Armeniasive and
translation of the Holy Bible was presented to Alneenian people
and the world in AD 434. To carry the above polohg, we can say
that the Armenian Church existed and functionethftibe time of the
Apostles St. Thaddeus and St. Bartholomew for cl@d years
without the Holy Bible as we know it. The Holy Beatame from the
womb of the Church; the Church did not spring frttva pages of the
Holy Bible. From the above, it certainly seems thaise who detract
from the Armenian Church are, in effect, also bamthing the Holy
Bible itself. In this case, the stance of the d#tnas is like having awe
toward the laws of the United States but questmtire authority of
the United States Congress to make such lawsalpissition which
seems difficult to understand, if not impossiblgustify.

To summarize, in the development of the Holy Bédene know
it, the Holy Bible came from the Church, for theu@th. The Church
did not spring from the pages of the Holy BiblecBus simply a
matter of historical accuracy and fact.

The Holy Bible is used extensively in the servia#sthe
Armenian Church. Most services feature at leastbap@él reading,
plus extensive quoting of the Psalms. In the Ditirtargy, the main
worship service of the Armenian Church and Heresi€drthodox
Churches, as well as of the Roman Catholic, anddépalian/ Angli-
can churches, there is a wealth of material froenRBalms, direct
material from both the Old Testament and the Nestareent, as well
as a great deal of material which actually refersditect biblical
material. Aside from this, the Book of the Gospélgedaran] is kept
enthroned on the altar at all times. At the conoluf the services,
the priest holds the Book of Gospels for the petpleome and kiss
as a sign of respect for the Word of God. Non¢heée practices
sound like expressions of disrespect for the HalbleB

The statement that the Scriptures are “the chistrument
appointed by Christ for the conversion of man,dii$icult to justify
in terms of both historical reality and the scripduvitness itself. If
one looks at and takes the following scripturalspges seriously,
then one is left with the conclusion that it is tleurch itself which
is to be the chief instrument of for the conversadiman on the road
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to salvation. Matthew 16:13-20 sees Peter’s coifesd Jesus as the
Messiah, the Christ, the Son of the living God and Lord’s
establishment of His Church. In the closing lineMatthew [28:16-
20] our Lord gives full authority to the Churchrabigh the Apostles,
to carry His message to all the world and to baptia other words,
He has given His Church the charge to carry onnhission and the
requisite authority to do so.

Elsewhere, in John 15:8 our Lord tells His Apostles it is His
will to choose them and that He has appointed timego on and bear
fruit and that the fruit will be of a lasting quali Then, in John 20:22
He gives the Church, again through the Apostles,atithority to
either forgive or retain sins.

While the above citations are not exhaustive, teygive a
picture of our Lord establishing His Church spexifiy to carry forth
His mission until the end of time. This is the woifikhe Church as a
community of faith in which the Holy Bible, as thWgord of God,
plays a major role. It is the Church which is tarkior the conversion
of man, to put him on the road to salvation. Whatdetractors have
done is to separate the mission of the Church tteenWord of God
and to place them in opposition to each other. Méde, the Church
looks upon the Word of God as its resource, ngbagething posited
in opposition to the Church’'s central mission. Tdwtractors have
thereby given to the Holy Bible the place whichgedy belongs only
to the Church as the body of Christ to continue W&k from
generation to generation.

Taking this comment about the Holy Bible and tisgibsequent
comment about the Virgin Mary being only the “Matleé¢ Christ,” it
is easy to see why the detractors were opposedédyAtmenian
Church which was moving to protect the Holy Orthodtaith as it
had received it from St. Thaddeus and St. BarthelenThe Church
was protecting the Faith from what it viewed asehieal attacks. The
statement that the Virgin Mary should be referre@g the “Mother
of Christ” only is ultimately nothing more than @statement of the
ancient Nestorian heresy which was condemned byutineersal
Christian Church at the Council of Ephesus in ARR.48appears that
those who espouse this point of view and claimetéréturning to the
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ancient faith,” are in fact departing from it arabating an old heresy
which was condemned and whose proponents wereeanatized at

the Council of Ephesus. This is a move away froat,toward, the

historic Christian faith.

Truly, Jesus Christ is the unique Savior of mankitid Church, by
His own authorization, is to continue His work amdssion of sal-
vation as the Body of Christ. It is the Church whis to be His
witness in each generation. This witness inclutlestotality of the
Faith, both written and unwritten. The Church ahd Holy Bible
stand in complementary positions to each otherimopposition, as
the view of the detractors seems to imply.

Let us here consult the Holy Scriptures themsaiegarding this
guestion. In 1 John 4:14, we re88nd we have seen and testify that
the Father has sent his Son as the Savior of thikelWor his statement
certainly seems to be quite clear. It is our Lottbwvis the Savior of
the world, no other, not even the Holy Bible.

Let's move along further in the Holy Bible. We ndaok at the
famous passage of John 3:16 which proclafifder God so love the
world that he gave his only Son, that whoever keen him should
not perish but have eternal life”

Let’'s now look at Acts 4:10-12 which clearly statés.be it
known to you all, and to all the people of Israkht by the name of
Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom you crucified, wiBwd raised from
the dead, by him this man is standing before ydlu Weis is the stone
which was rejected by you builders, but which hesome the head
of the corner. And there is salvation in no oneefsr there is no
other name under heaven given among men by whicimwet be
saved.”This certainly seems like a clear statement otifigueness
of Jesus Christ and His role in our salvation.

While substituting the Holy Bible for the Churchght sound
alright to the modern ear, the detractors have chaveay from the
scriptural message and witness itself and havetitutesl their own
opinion for the God-given authority of the Churdihese grants of
authority are amply witnessed in the Holy Bibleits
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It seems that this is another case where the detsaof the
Armenian Church show that their stance has no daiblbasis or
support whatever. Rather, it is the stance of theehian Church, a
stance which they disparage, which is the bibkchdsed stance.

Another assumption of the detractors is that inrepghing the
Holy Bible, individual interpretation is acceptablét is their
assumption that the message of the Holy Bible ficgntly clear
that any person of faith approaching it may intetgis meaning as
the Holy Spirit leads him. Here is another casea dfaseless and
erroneous assumption which translates into a smiof the Arme-
nian Church. In fact, the Holy Bible itself makesegsely the
opposite point. In 2 Peter 1:20, we read the falhgwcaution against
such a practiceFirst of all, you must understand this, that nmp
phecy of scripture is a matter of one’s own intetption, because no
prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but noxeanby the
Holy Spirit spoke from God.”

If the individual is not free to interpret Scripg&ythen who is so
authorized? Let us now look at Matthew 18:18 ferahswer:Truly,
| say to you, whatever you bind on earth shall barta in heaven,
and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosdaesven. Again |
say to you, if two of you agree on earth about laing they ask, it
will be done for them by my Father in heaven. Foere two or three
are gathered in my name, there am | in the midsthem.” This
statement was made by our Lord Himself to His assenApostles
— to the Church. This statement is part of thetilgte authority
exercised by the Church.

As we think about the above scriptural passagesrakvealities
should begin to dawn on us:

1.) The speaker is our Lord Jesus Christ Himself.

2.) He is addressing His Apostles

3.) It is the Church and its interpretations which énav
authority because. . .

4.) The Church is the living body of Christ

5.) Such authority of interpretation has been givem t
the collectivity of the Church, not to an indivalu
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The last part of Chopourian’s statement as predeaeve is
strange, indeed. Where and when has it ever beeardked or even
stated that one must “worship” the interpretatiofighe Church?
Looked at from the overview of history and scripiutscomment, the
Church has been given the authority to make suehgretations. The
detractors claim that it is the individual who hidwss right and
authority. Such a claim stands in obvious conttadficto scriptural
prescriptions themselves. Remember the clear wafr@sPeter 1:20-
21: “First of all you must understand this, that noophecy of
scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretatidogcause no pro-
phecy ever came by human will, but men and womemadnay the
Holy Spirit spoke from God..”

Here again, we see that a claim of the detracsmgithout a

biblical basis but stands in direct contradictienwhat the Holy
Scriptures specifically say.
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CLOSING THOUGHTS

In the previous pages, | have attempted to meet-baathe
various criticisms of the Armenian Church which édyeen made
over the years. | have attempted to meet and artbege with biblical
material to show how baseless these various entigiare. | have
attempted to defend the Armenian Church rather thaattack others.
Only God knows whether or not that attempt has Iseenessful.

Certainly, the goal of all who consider themseles be
Christians should be the very goal which was sthyealr Lord Jesus
Christ Himself saying: “That they may be one.” [ddlv:11]. It is no
exaggeration to say that the division in the ArraanChurch is a
scandal. The divisions in Christianity at large aoeless a scandal.
Such division calls the legitimacy of the Christi@hnurch and its
God-given mission into question. As Christiansjsitour duty to
proclaim the truth of Jesus Christ and his missiun. divisions only
serve to confound that sacred duty.

Yet, the basis for healing those divisions can didyan appeal
to the ancient, established apostolic faith. tihis faith which literally
traces its origins all the way back to our Lord Betfi and His own
chosen Apostles. It is this faith which has beeaxistence for 2000
years and has survived persecution after persecutigs this faith
which until relatively recent times has been heddvd and had war
waged against it by an avowedly atheistic systenhat@ver its
shortcomings might be, it has survived and hasrageity proclaimed
the truth of our Lord Jesus Christ and His missibsalvation.

It is up to everyone who considers him/herselfeécalChristian
to daily strive to make the oft heard slogabnity in essentials;
liberty in non-essentials; and charity @l things - more than a
historical slogan but an actual fact of life in @hristian journey.

Here again, as always, we s&fory to You, O God; glory to
You. In all thingslord, glory to You.

Rev. Fr. Vartan Archpriest Kasparian
Lent - 2013
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"The Origins of Armenian Protestantism”
By Rev. Dr. Krikor Haleblian

[from the March 2002 issue of Forum]

Many Armenians (including Evangelicals) seem to nglg
assume that Armenian Protestantism began some d&8 wgo in
Constantinople through the help of foreign missi@sa In what
follows | want to bring to the attention of the deathat Protestantism
among Armenians is very old, and in fact so old thantedates the
16th century Protestant Reformation in EuropeoAthe information
that | will quote comes to us from Armenian Apostdathers who
considered religious ideas outside the teachinghef Apostolic
Church heretical. Thus we have to accept theiriopiwith a grain
of salt. These so-called "heretical groups" whooaspd Protestant
ideas were known by their enemies by the name ofgMie,
Paulicians, Tondrakians, and New Tondrakians.

We know very little about these religious groupsept through
the writings of their opponents. The earliest n@ntof the name
"Mtsghne" comes to us from the Canons of the Cdom8hahapivan
held in 447. The canons essentially warn the Araretelievers to
avoid these people and prescribe the punishmetttidse who harbor
them. We have no further reference and scholarefir® speculate
about the origin and nature of the group in questio

We know a little more about the sect of the Paautisj for we
have a number of tracts written against them. Entlglethis group
flourished in the 8th century, and the name ofdheup, scholars
speculate, is derived from a certain man named. Hénel Tondra-
kians, however, were either a continuation of thalieians or a new
movement, but we know that they were named aftervilage of
Tondrak, and the earliest mention of the name cdmes from the
10th century. The so-called "New Tondrakians" apgeaarly in the
19th century, just before the Armenian Evangelid@ivement in
1846. We do not know for sure if they were indelael followers of
the 10th century Tondrakians. Because many of ttexiets are
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similar to the teachings of the Protestant Refoionatsome have
argued that they were influenced by the Baptistsoone other wes-
tern denomination.

Here are some of the statements made about thespsgoy the
Armenian Church fathers. In his tract entitled Aghithe Paulicians,
Hovhannes Otsnetsi (ca. 650-728) gives the follgvdetails about
the Paulician sect:

1. They dare to despise us and our orthodox "Guoeated"
religion.

2. They consider our worship of the holy sign (thess) to be
idolatry.

3. They consider the worship of holy pictures abwhle.

4. They do not accept our form of worship but prdtéefore
others that there is no difference between thesnusn

5. They lead astray the simple in faith and trwio them over.

6. They were reprimanded by Catholicos Nerses ¢Btiiury)

and eventually withdrew into hiding and joined the
iconoclasts of Albania.
Krikor Naregatsi (ca. 945-1003) gives us a sumnudrthe
doctrines of the Tondraketsis in his Letter to Algbot of
Kchaw Concerning the Refutation of the Accurseahdra-
kians. Among other accusations he lists the folkguwi

1. They deny our ordination, which the apostle®irex from
Christ.

2. They deny the Holy Communion as the true body lalood
of Christ.

3. They deny our Baptism as being mere bath water.
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4. They consider Sunday as on a level with othgs.da
5. They refuse genuflection.
6. They deny the veneration of the cross.

7. They ordain each other and thus follow self-eomd
priesthood.

8. They do not accept marriage as a sacrament.

9. They reject the madagh (ceremonial slaughteano&nimal
followed by a memorial meal which is shared witke t
poor) as being a Jewish practice.

10. They are sexually promiscuous. (This is a steh@ccusa-
tion to demonize them and discourage others froimng
the sect.)

In another work of Krikor Naregatsi entitled Disecs& Concer-
ning the Church Against the Manichaeans Who Areli€¢ans, we
find a forceful defense of the "visible church" eithe Tondrankians
had rejected saying that the church is merely @itbeaying of the
faithful. Furthermore, we also have Paul of Tarbestsimony that the
Tondrakians had “declared cross and church to Ien @b the
Godhead, nor permitted the sacrifice [badaraktoffered for those
who slept in Christ.”

In the late 19th century, an important manuscrgs aiscovered at
the Etchmiadzin library by F. C. Conybeare, beatimgtitle The Key
of Truth. Many scholars, having carefully studibstext, concluded
that this was a very ancient religious manual bglogn to the
Paulicians of the 8th century. This manual wasenilg confiscated
by Armenian Church authorities in 1837 from a grofip\rmenians
who evidently were followers of the Tondrakian se&abme of the
essential points with strong Protestant leaningsidoin The Key of
Truth are:
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1. The moral law, as given to Moses in the Decaognould
be obeyed, but no trust should be reposed in radteites
and observances.

2. Making the sign of the cross and genuflectiosuiserfluous.

3. Pilgrimage to Etchmiadzin and Jerusalem andkéeping of
fasts are human inventions and unnecessary.

4. The worship of crosses and pictures of saingoiatry.

5. The sacrifice of the mass is a lie, and the etémof the
communion are not the body and blood of Christ{ bu
ordinary bread and wine.

6. The baptism and muron or holy ointment of ththa@dox
churches are false and only the mark of the Beasthe
forehead; a handful of water is all that is neagsdor the
administration of Christian baptism.

7. A priest should not be called "Lord, Lord," ouly a clergy-
man (literally "a man of orders"), for God alasd_ord.

8. Confession to a priest is of no profit for tlwdiveness of
sins; the penitent should confess his sins to &ode; saints
cannot intercede for us.

These examples should suffice to show that Protegteas are
very old among Armenians. These "heretical" ideagir@ting in
Armenia were transported to many European counbiethe follo-
wers of the above named sects who were fiercelgegated by
Armenian Apostolic leaders. As Conybeare has obsem his
introduction to The Key of Truth, "The idea of auath without
priests and sacraments, of a mysticism whereinrthgidual soul
communes directly with God without such supportaswassuredly
alien to the dark ages in which the Pauliciansrfthed, and was
barely to be found in any age before our own."
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This thesis, indeed, has far reaching implicatidnmeans that
the European Protestant Reformation of the 16ttucgmwas perhaps
precipitated by the Armenians, a point defende@barles Vertanes
in his article entitled, "The Rise of the Paulicidovement in
Armenia and its Impact on Medieval Europe"” (JoufahArmenian
Studies, Vol. 2, 1985-1986, pp. 3-26). Furthermdines means that
many Armenians, far from the notion that they cleghtheir faith in
the mid-19th century, were Protestants all along.

For a more detailed study of Armenian hereticatsesee Nina
G. Garsoian, The Paulician Heresy: A Study of thegi® and
Development of Paulicianism in Armenia and the &asProvinces
of the Byzantine Empire (The Hague: Mouton & CO61).

Rev. Krikor Haleblian, Ph.D., is the founding pastb St. Nareg
Armenian Church in Montebello, Calif. He is also atjunct pro-
fessor offering courses on the Armenian ChurchudleF Theological
Seminary.
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THE ARMENIAN CHURCH
By Vahan Tekeyan

The Armenian Church is the birthplace of my soul.
Like a vast grotto it is simple and profound, darkl light -
With its hospitable court, ample tribune, and hasalear
Standing in the distance as though it were a dlupta

The Armenian Church | see with my eyes closed.

| breathe and hear it through the clouds of incense
Which rise towards the feet of the Infant Jesus,
And through the fervent prayers vibrating its walls

The Armenian Church is the mighty fortress of msefather’s faith.
Raised by them from the earth stone by stone,

And descended from heaven, a dewdrop and a cloadrae.

In it they unfolded themselves peacefully and hymbl

The Armenian Church is a great embroidered tapestry
Behind which the Lord descends into the chalicd, an
Before which all my people stand with bowed heads

To commune with the past through life-giving breed wine.

The Armenian Church is a peaceful haven acrossiembseas.
It is fire and light in the cold of night;

It is shady forest in the scorching midday sun

Where lilies bloom by the River of Hymns.

The Armenian Church, beneath every stone in its flo
Holds a secret passage leading up to Heaven.

The Armenian Church is the shining armor

of Armenia’s soul and body.

Her crosses rise to protect her;

Her bells ring forth and her song is always Victory
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SUPREME PATRIARCHS
OF THE ARMENIAN CHURCH

St. Thaddeus the Apostle (43-66)
St. Bartholomew the Apostle (60-68)
St. Zacharias (68-72)

St. Zementus (72-76)

St. Atrnerseh (77-92)

St. Mushe (93-123)

St. Shahen (124-150)

St. Shavarsh (151-171)

St. Leontius (172-190)

St. Merozhanes (240-270)

St. Gregory | the llluminator (303-325)
St. Aristages | (325-333)

St. Vrtanes | (333-341)

St. Husik | (341-347)

Daniel | of Armenia (347)
Pharen | of Armenia (348-352)
St. Nerses | the Great (353-373)
Sahak | (373-377)

Zaven | (377-381)

Aspuraces | (381-386)

St. Sahak | (387-428)

Brkisho of Armenia (428-432)
Samuel of Armenia (432-437)
St. Hovsep | (437-452)

Dvin era 452-927

Melitus | (452-456)

Moses | (456-461)

St. Kyud | (461-478)

St. John | (478-490)

Babken | (490-516)

Samuel | (516-526)

Mushe | (526-534)

Sahak Il (534-539)

Christopher | (539-545)
Ghevond | (545-548)

Nerses Il (548-557)

John Il (557-574)

Moses Il (574-604)

117



Abraham | (607-615)

Gomidas | (615-628)
Christopher 11 (628-630)

Ezra | (630-641)

Nerses lll the Builder (641-661)
Anastasius | (661-667)

Israel | (667-677)

Sahak 1l (677-703)

Elias | (703-717)

St. John Il the Philosopher (717-728)
David | (728-741)

Dertad | (741-764)

Dertad Il (764-767)

Sion | (767-775)

Isaiah | (775-788)

Stephen | (788-790)

Joab | (790-791)

Solomon | (791-792)

George | (792-795)

Joseph | (795-806)

David Il (806-833)

John IV (833-855)

Zacharias | (855-876)

George Il (877-897)

Mashdotz | (897-898)
Aghtamar era 927-947

John V the Historian (898-929)
Stephen 1l (929-930

Theodore | (930-941)
Yeghishe | (941-946)

Arghina era 947-992

Ananias | (949-968)

Vahan | (968-969)

Stephen 11l (969-972)

Khachig I (973-992)

Ani era 992-1058

Sarkis | (992-1019)

Peter 1 (1019-1058)

During this time the see was transferred to Cilifiem 1058 till 1441
Catholicoi of the Mother See of Holy Echmiadzin axidArmenians
Second Echmiadzin era 1441-present
Giragos | (1441-1443)

Gregory X (1443-1465)
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Aristages Il (Coadjutor) (1465-1469)
Sarkis Il the Relic-Carrier (1469-1474)
John VIl the Relic-Bearer (1474-1484)
Sarkis 1l the Other (1484-1515)
Zacharias 1l (1515-1520)
Sarkis IV (1520-1536)
Gregory Xl (1536-1545)
Stephen V (1545-1567)
Michael | (1567-1576)
Gregory Xl (1576-1590)

David IV (1590-1629)

Moses Il (1629-1632)

Philip 1 (1633-1655)

Jacob IV (1655-1680)

Eliazar | (1681-1691)
Nahabed | (1691-1705)
Alexander | (1706-1714)
Asdvadzadur (1715-1725)
Garabed Il (1726-1729)
Abraham Il (1730-1734)
Abraham Il (1734-1737)
Lazar | (1737-1751)

Minas | (1751-1753)
Alexander 1l (1753-1755)
Jacob V (1759-1763)

Simeon | (1763-1780)

Luke | (1780-1799)

David V (1801-1807)

Daniel Il (1802-1808)

Yeprem | (1809-1830)

John VIII (1831-1842)

Nerses V (1843-1857)
Matthew | (1858-1865)
George |V (1866-1882)

Magar (1885-1891)

Mkrtich | Khrimian (1892-1907)
Matthew Il (1908-1910)
George V (1911-1930)

Khoren | (1932-1938)

George VI (1945-1954)
Vazgen | (1955-1994)

Karekin | (1995-1999)

Karekin 1l (1999-Present)

119



CREEDS OF THE ARMENIAN CHURCH

CREED OF THE ORTHODOX FAITH

We confess and believe with most perfect heart,

in God the Father, uncreated, not born,

and without beginning,

and in the Son, begotten of the Father

and in the Holy Spirit who proceeds from the Father

We believe in God the Word, uncreated,
begotten and proceeding from the Father
before all ages,

not after and not less,

but as much as the Father is Father,

the Son with Him is Son.

We believe in God the Holy Spirit,
uncreated and timeless,

not born, but proceeding from the Father,
of the substance of the Father

and glorified with the Son.

We believe in the Holy Trinity,

one nature, one Godhead,

not three gods, but one God,

one will, one kingship, one power;
Creator of all things, visible and invisible.

We believe in the Holy Church,
the remission of sins,
and the communion of saints.

We believe one of the three persons,

God the Word, begotten of the Father before akkage

in time, descended into the God-bearer,

the Virgin Mary,

taking from her blood and uniting it to His divinit

waiting patiently in the womb of the pure virgirr floine months,
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and was perfect God and perfect man,

in spirit, in mind, and in body;

one person, one countenance, and one united nature.
God become man without change and without anyadier,
without semen and purely born;

so that there was no beginning to His divinity

and no end to His manhood,;

for Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, todayfarall ages

We believe that our Lord Jesus Christ lived onteart
and that after thirty years, He came to baptism.
The Father from on high witnessed,

"This is my beloved Son,"

and the Holy Spirit descended upon Him in the foifra dove.
He was tempted by Satan and overcame him.

He preached salvation for mankind.

He labored in the body, hungered, and thirsted.
After, He willingly came to suffer

and be crucified and died in the body,

yet lived in His divinity.

His body was placed in the grave united with

His divinity; and, with His spirit undivided

from His divinity, He descended into Hades.

He preached to the souls in Hades,

destroyed Hades, and delivered them.

After three days, He rose from the dead

and appeared to the disciples.

We believe that our Lord Jesus Christ,

with the same body ascended to heaven
and sits at the right hand of God the Father.
And that He is to come with the same body
and the glory of the Father

to judge the living and the dead,

which is to be the resurrection of all mankind

We believe in the reward of works,

for the just, eternal life;
for sinners, eternal punishment.
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NICENE CREED

We believe in one God,

the Father almighty,

maker of heaven and earth,
of things visible and invisible.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, begotten of God the Father,
only begotten, that is of the substance of thedtath

God from God; light from light; true God from tr@&od,
begotten and not made;

Himself of the nature of the Father,

by whom all things came into being

in heaven and on earth,

visible and invisible.

Who for us men [humans] and for our salvation
came down from heaven and was incarnate,
was made man,

was born perfectly of the Holy Virgin Mary,

by the Holy Spirit;

By whom He took
body, soul and mind and everything that is in man,
truly and not in semblance.

He suffered and was crucified and was buried
and rose again on the third day

and ascended into heaven with the same body
and with the glory of the Father,

to judge the living and the dead;

of whose kingdom there is no end.

We believe also in the Holy Spirit,

the uncreate and the perfect;
who spoke in the law and in the prophets andergibspels;
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Who came down upon the Jordan,
preached through the Apostles
and dwelt in the saints.

We believe also in only one, universal [catholioflapostolic
holy Church;

In one baptism of repentance for the remissionfarglveness
of sins;

In the resurrection of the dead,

in the everlasting judgment of souls and bodies,

in the kingdom of heaven

and in life eternal.

BAPTISMAL CREED

We believe in the all-holy Trinity,

in the Father, in the Son, in the Holy Spirit;
in the Annunciation of Gabriel,

in the Birth of Christ,

in His Baptism,

in His Sufferings,

in His Crucifixion,

in His Burial of three days;

in His Resurrection,

in His Ascension as God,

In His sitting at the right hand of the Father
and in His awesome and wonderful Second Coming.
We confess and believe.

CREED OF HOLY COMMUNION

We believe in the Holy Father, true God,

we believe in the Holy Son, true God,

we believe in the Holy Spirit, true God,;

we confess and believe that this is the living

and life-giving body and blood

of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ,

which shall be for the remission and forgivenesswfsins.
We confess and believe
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COMMENTARY

The Creed of the Orthodox Faitlappears in the first pages of the
Book of Hours [Zhamakirk, where it follows a formiahunciation of
the "devil and his wiles". This precedes the fokthe daily services
of the Armenian Church, the Night Service.

The Nicene Creedccomes at the conclusion of the Synaxis of the
Divine Liturgy. The Synaxis is the second majortjpor of the Litur-

gy and is the portion which is devoted to teactand learning. It is
during the Synaxis of the Divine Liturgy that theliid Scriptures are
read and the place where, properly speaking, threaseshould be
given. In this position, the Nicene Creed precd¢besnost important
part of the Divine Liturgy, the Holy Sacrifice. #iso is the ideal
conclusion for the Synaxis. Once the ScriptureeHaaen read and
the sermon given, it is appropriate to recite thee@ as a kind of
summary of the faith.

The Baptismal Creedjust as The Creed of the Orthodox Faith, is
recited after a formal renunciation of evil anditiforms, the Deuvil.
According to the rubrics of the Baptismal Servites only after the
recitation of this creed that the one to be baptisetaken into the
church. We should here note that according to ttextibns for the
Baptismal Service, the service is to begin at ther @f the church.

The Creed of Holy Communiors chanted by the deacon immediately
before Holy Communion is offered to the faithfulrishg the Divine
Liturgy. It is only when he has finished proclaimithis Creed that
Holy Communion is actually administered.

In seems that the very placement of these creeitie imarious servi-
ces is indicative of a certain attitude of the Ama@ Church, In each
case, the declaration of faith which is contaimetie particular creed
is solemnly proclaimed before beginning an impdrtaial act in the

life of the Church.
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LOOKING AHEAD

The year 2015 marks the centennial of the firstdgele of at
least 1 1/2 million Armenians at the hands of théo®@an Turks.
Lives were lost; schools, churches and monastergge destroyed,;
homes were pillaged; and families were uprooted.

Yet, the centennial marked a profound change. Bhe af April
24 became a day of victory rather than a day odateft became a
day of life over death; we ceased being victims la@chme victors.
There were a number of causal factors.

We here list the major factors, hoping that inrtbar future some
will prepare a full presentation for the generablgts Among these,
we can list the following: the canonization of thartyrs as saints of
the Church; the mass celebrated by Pope Frandighatinclusion of
elements from the Armenian Divine Liturgy and thelusion of His
Holiness Karekin Il and His Holiness Aram I. It wlasre that Pope
Francis fearlessly proclaimed the events of 191heafrst Genocide
of the 20th century and declared St. Gregory oelyas a Father of
the universal Church. We also recall the ecumenseaice in
Washington, D.C. in the National Cathedral [Episdbgd-or us here
in the United States another major highlight wasdaélebration of the
Armenian Divine Liturgy at the Roman Catholic Skriof the
Immaculate Conception in Washington, D.C. by Hislihss
Karekin 11, the Supreme Patriarch and CatholicoslbArmenians.
These events marked the strengthening of the bbatiseen the
Armenian Church and the Roman Catholic Church enotie hand
and the Armenian Church and the Anglican/Episc@balrch on the
other. To say nothing of the inspiring cooperatimween the two
historic Sees of the Armenian Church. We cannogdbrthe
cooperation among all the various religious eletmiehthe Armenian
community.

As we look to the future, we can only hope thas¢éh&aternal

bonds will continue and grow stronger. We must maimer that the
sum total of these events and their influence aimmkat had been a
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day of mourning into a day of rejoicing. Our mastyrave joined the
choirs of angels in heaven proclaiming the victirZhrist our Savior.

During the Genocide, our people who were being ynedtwere
derided with the comment, "Where is your Jesus How?

At long last, the answer has been given - "He dnaathong the
saints?"

May the love and cooperation which was appareninguhe
various commemorative events be continued and beediming part
of our daily lives.

June, 2015
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