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Fr. Ivan Moody in memoriam
On the Music of the Armenian Divine Liturgy: A Survey of
Transcriptions and Harmonisations

Haig Utidjian

Resumo

O objectivo desta investigacdo é tracar a evolugdo da musica da Liturgia Divina da Igreja Arménia,
desde as primeiras fontes medievais com neumas até aos dias de hoje, revelando o mosaico de versdes
e arranjos musicais existentes, que é muito mais rico do que se pensava até agora. Procurei abranger
um leque sem precedentes de variantes existentes, registadas de formas diversas em varios centros
monasticos e paroquiais, examinando transcri¢oes inéditas, bem como fontes contemporaneas, tais como
correspondéncia, artigos de jornal e criticas. Abordo os dilemas enfrentados por musicos e clérigos perante
a ocidentalizacdo crescente, particularmente no que diz respeito ao desejo cada vez maior de fixar o corpus
de melodias de canto e de lhes conferir harmonia e acompanhamento instrumental — com argumentos
teoldgicos tanto a favor como contra. Expor, com algum pormenor, os respectivos méritos estéticos das
célebres versoes de Ekmalian e de Komitas, comparando e contrastando os seus tratamentos divergentes
de cantos extraidos, essencialmente, das mesmas fontes. O artigo termina com uma breve discussdo sobre
uma selecdo de gravagdes sonoras da versdo de Komitas.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Liturgia Divina arménia; Musica medieval; Notagdo; Harmonia; Ocidentalizagdo.

Abstract

The purpose of the present investigation is to trace the development of the music of the Divine Liturgy of the
Armenian Church from the earliest mediaeval neumated sources to the present day, revealing the mosaic of
extant musical versions and arrangements, which is far richer than hitherto acknowledged. I have sought to
embrace an unprecedentedly extensive array of extant variants recorded through various means at diverse
monastic and parochial centres, examining unpublished transcriptions as well as contemporaneous sources
such as correspondence, newspaper articles and reviews. I discuss the dilemmas encountered by musicians
and clergy in the face of encroaching Westernisation, particularly in connection with the growing desire to give
fixity to corpora of chant melodies and to endow them with harmony and instrumental accompaniment—with
theological arguments both in favour and against. I expound the respective aesthetic merits of the celebrated
Ekmalian and Komitas versions in some detail, comparing and contrasting their divergent treatments of
chants abstracted from essentially the same sources. The article ends with a brief discussion of a selection of
sound recordings of the Komitas version.

KEYWORDS: Armenian Divine Liturgy; Mediaeval music; Notation; Harmony; Westernisation.



224 HAIG UTIDJIAN

Fr. Ivan Moody took an interest in Armenian sacred poetry and music, and he was kind enough
to contact me upon being asked by the Gramophone magazine to contribute a review of a
newly-issued CD a couple of years ago of an arrangement of the music of the Armenian Divine
Liturgy. Accordingly, I felt it appropriate and behovely to elect the music of the Armenian

Divine Liturgy as my topic for the present contribution in his blessed memory.!

Introduction

The twelfth century saw the enrichment of the chants of the Armenian Divine Liturgy. By
all accounts, the protagonist was the hymnographer saint, St. Nersés the Gracious (1102-
73, in office 1166-73 as Catholicos> of All Armenians, serving from his See in the Armenian
kingdom of Cilicia).? According to the historian Kirakos Ganjakec'i,* ‘He created the litany
of the Holy Sacrifice with a sweet melody, and the stanzas of the hymns of the same> in a
manner appropriate to the Mystery’.¢ His anonymous biographer explains the motivation: ‘He
rendered decorous the mysterious chants of the Holy Sacrifice with spiritual songs and sweet-

sounding melodies’ to render minds more receptive.” Principally, the Saint appears to have

1llamindebted to the organisations and individuals whose assistance was invaluable for this research: the Mekhitarist
Congregations in Venice and in Vienna and Abp. Levon Zekiyan, the Catholicosate of the Great House of Cilicia and
Abp. Shahan Sarkissian, the Aynedjian Family, the National Library of Armenia and Dr Tigran Zargaryan, the Carenc’
Museum and Dr Karo Vardanyan, the Rev. Archpriest Fr. Krikor Damadyan, Dr Jacob Olley, Dr Giuseppe Sanfratello,
Dn. Edvin Galip and Dr Martina Picmanova. | owe a special debt of gratitude to Haig Avakian for his generosity in
providing me with numerous rare documents and recordings, and for devoting time to reading the article and rooting
out several errors. Finally, | am grateful to Prof. Svetlana Poliakova for her initiative to create this volume in memory
of Fr. lvan Moody and for her kindness in inviting me to contribute to it.

2 The head of the Armenian Church is known as the ‘Catholicos’ (plural ‘Catholicoi’).

3 We can identify as ‘new’ such items in the Divine Liturgy that appear in the twelfth-century commentary by St.
Nersés Lambronac‘i and are not found in the tenth-century commentary by Xosrov Anjewac'i. But the authorship
of some of the ‘new’ items is uncertain, and we cannot be certain that they may all be attributed to St. Nersés the
Gracious. My late teacher, Abp. Zareh Aznaworean of blessed memory, published on this: Quipkh dpr. Uquwinpbuiy,
«Ubpubu Sunphwih Epwdhoyp b U, Nwgpuwpwgh bpgbgnnnu@hiup [Nersés the Gracious the musician and the chants
of the Divine Liturgyl», 2wy Eltinkght 20-pn. nwpnil L 21-pp. nuipne pkdht (Nicosia, 2005), pp. 154-160, reproduced
from 2wulj [Hask—Journal of the Catholicosate of the Great House of Cilicial, tuP. quwph [Year 42], 11/12 (Nov.-
Dec., 1973), pp. 479-83. For a very recent discussion see Haig Utidjian, «UnLpp Ubpubu unphwiLn dwnuwiugh Ay
wnUgnwd bpwdoypuljuu hupgtp [Musical questions associated with the legacy of St. Nersés the Gracious]», 2wuly
2uywghypwlwl Swpkgppp [Hask Armenological Annuall, Unp Cpowll, . Swiph (2024), pp. 221-64.

4 Throughout | have sought to employ the Hilbschmann-Meillet system for the transliteration of Armenian names,
deviating only when other versions were used by the individuals themselves within their lifetimes in their publications.
The communist orthography has been tacitly corrected prior to transliteration.

5 As a matter of fact, Fr. Ivan very kindly advised me on my English translation of a number of the Saint’'s hymns in the
summer of 2023, and decided that he would like to set some of the words of my translation himself, mentioning that he had
‘one or two ideas’. Alas, this was not to be; and one can only imagine how marvellous his musical settings might have been.
6 See Nwydnipil 2uyng wpwpbwy Yppwlnup Ywpnwwbph Fwudwltgrn) [History of the Armenians by Archimandrite
Kirakos of Ganjak] (Moscow, 1858), p. 67: «Upwp Uw gqpwpng uppn) wwiypwpwahl pungp Enutwlwe, Bu gpnduu
owpwlwlwg Udhu funphprwpup...».

7 Literally, to ‘rarify’ their minds; see Uppnju Ubpubiup Cunphwitny Mwydne@hi Ywpnig, Unihbipp 2wyljwljwlp [History
of the life of St. Nersés the Gracious, Collection of Armenian Booklets], 14 (1854), pp. 37-8: «[...]t AngbiLnp ipgnd p b
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ON THE MUSIC OF THE ARMENIAN DIVINE LITURGY 225

composed the words and melodies for chants to be sung by the Clerks, to fill the liturgical time
in which the Celebrant would quietly recite prayers ‘in secret’; these included items to be sung
around the Epiclesis, and before and after administering Holy Communion.

Shortly thereafter, but this time in Eastern Armenia, a further contribution associated
with a named author was made to the Divine Liturgy: the hymn of vesting, Xorhurd xorin—
without which the Liturgy would be unimaginable today (except in the Lenten period, where
its enforced omission is associated with the liturgical parsimony and sense of deprivation
associated with Lenten penitential observance). It was composed by Xac‘atur of Taron® and

first sung at a field mass in Lofi in northern Armenia, early in the thirteenth century.

Some Early Neumated Sources

Itisuseful to consider early neumated sources of the chants of the Divine Liturgy, notwithstanding
the fact that we are unable to decipher the Armenian mediaeval neumes.° The oldest extant such
source known to me is the P79™ Tataran or Book of Odes, copied in Drazark, anno 1241, which
includes chants that bear an explicit attribution to St. Nersés the Gracious (Fig. 1)." A later
source is the V734 Manrusmunk* (Book of ‘Minute Studies’—a manual of very highly melismatic
chants from the Breviary and the Divine Liturgy), also copied in Drazark, anno 1313. A third and
somewhat later source is the W999 Missal, anno 1377. I have found it instructive to juxtapose
the neumations for particular chants of the Divine Liturgy from those three sources, covering
as they do between themselves a period of almost one hundred and fifty years (Fig. 2). It turns
out that for ancient chants such as the Sanctus, Unipp (upper left-hand-side of the Figure, P79:
£.398r; V734: f.172v; W999: £.73r) or the Lord’s Prayer, Lwip dtip (upper right-hand-side, P79:
£.399v; V734: £.173v; W999: £.83r), the neumes differ very considerably between these three
sources; whether this suggests a certain evolution of the melodies over time, or the parallel co-
existence of different melodies, we cannot readily ascertain. Yet for chants generally ascribed to

the Saint—such as the hymn Cwyp tpluwinp (‘Heavenly Father’) and 2phuwnnu wwunwpwagbwy

pungpuitniwg Enuitwlop Juybpswgniguubp qunipp wwipwpwehl fjunphprwluit Epgut. npubugh @wudpwgniu dhypp
ybunnugl qunipp funphncpn [.] julqugbw) wuoupwughu»:

8 See, for instance, 2. Fwpphb| Ukyphpbiuil, Puguippniepit Cwpwlwliwg [Explanation of Hymns] (Venice, 1814), pp.
584-5; the hymn is an acrostic, with the first letters of each stanza together forming the name ulUQUSNH or XAC'ATUR.

9 For a discussion, see Haig Utidjian, ‘Scriptor, cantor, notator: The case of the Armenian neumes’, in The Materiality
of Sound in Chant Manuscripts in the East, Musicalia Antiquitatis et Medii Aevi (MUSAM), edited by Elsa De Luca,
Ivan Moody and Jean-Frangois Goudesenne (Turnhout, Brepols, 2025), pp. 183-217.

10 In this article we make use of the following sigla; P: Armenian manuscripts, Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris; V:
Mekhitarist Monastery, San Lazzaro, Venice; W: Mekhitarist Monastery, Vienna; and M: Matenadaran Institute of
Ancient Manuscripts, Yerevan.

11 For a thorough discussion of this source, including a translation of its colophon, see Haig Utidjian, ‘First | wrote
through learning, and only then from what was written: MS Bibliothéque nationale de France, Armenian Collection
P79, Drazark, anno 1247’, in Thinking Music: Global Sources for the History of Music Theory edited by Carmel Raz,
Thomas Christensen and Lester Hu (University of Chicago Online Research and Publication Service (CORPUS),
forthcoming in 2026).
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226 HAIG UTIDJIAN

(‘Christ is sacrificed’), in the lower left-hand-side (P79: £.398r; V734: f.175r; W999: f74v) and

right-hand-side (P79: f.400r; V734: £.174r; W999: £.86r) of Fig. 2, respectively, the neumations

appear practically unchanged. Now although the invariance of the notation does not necessarily

mean that the melodies themselves did not change, nonetheless the fact that scribes were

reluctant to countenance any changes in the notation could, at the very least, bespeak the

veneration in which the composer Saint must have been held.
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Figure 1. Example of attribution (folio on the right-hand-side, above bottom paragraph) to St. Nersés the Gracious in
the P79 Book of Odes (anno 1241), ff. 400r-410v
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Figure 2. Comparison of neumations of four chants common to three sources representing the period 1241-1377
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Extant Melodies

Although we are unable to read the Armenian neumes, we possess a substantial corpus of
extant melodies, transcribed for the most part in C19 in either Western staff notation or in
the Limoncean-Bzskean notational system (invented around 1812). The latter was no longer
neumatic, but re-defined some of the signs of the mediaeval neumes—a system comparable

to the Greek Lesbian system (due to Georgios Lesbios).?

Corpora of Transcriptions

- Pietro Bianchini (1828-1905), Venice 1862 and 1877:% both in Western staff notation.
Many of the melodies would have been completely lost had it not been for his meticulous
transcriptions. In addition to these two publications, there exist in the musical archives of
San Lazzaro some further items in manuscript, in his own hand or copied out by Fr. Léonce
Dayan (kewond Tayean). Bianchini strove to be very precise, and endeavoured to capture
as best he could the richly ornamented and rhythmically—and often tonally—complex
melismas chanted in San Lazzaro. Nonetheless, in several instances® he wisely advocates
for an appropriate type of rhythmic flexibility, as he appears to have been well aware
that the almost semi-improvisatory melismas would sound wooden should one attempt to

reproduce them in a calculated and measured manner on the basis of the transcriptions.

+ The 1862 booklet was an experiment. The anonymous writer of the preface (doubtless a
member of the Mekhitarist Order) referred to the fact that Pietro Bianchini had proved
more successful than others before him in capturing the sacred Armenian melodies in
Western notation and in arranging them (but without naming them); Bianchini had
undertaken the work years earlier,' but the booklet was being published only now. This
experiment was soon reviewed by Elia Tntesean, who proceeded to publish his own

booklet entitled Bovandakut‘iwn Nuagac' as a direct reaction’’—with a view to recording

12 For the system by Georgios Lesbios, see his own textbook, Georgios Lesbios, Eioaywyr) €ic 10 Bswpnrtikov kai
TTPAKTIKOV TAG HOUTIKAS TéXVNG To0 AcaBiou auarruarog [Introduction to the theory and practice of the musical art of
the Lesbian system], published in Athens in 1840 but promulgated considerably earlier. For further details, see Haig
Utidjian, ‘Points of interaction between Byzantine and Armenian Church Music: three documentary witnesses’, in
Byzantine Chant, Radiation and Interaction, Peeters Eastern Christian Studies 29, edited by Christian Troelsgard and
Gerda Wolfram (Leuven, Peeters, 2022), pp. 59-95, at p. 60, n. 6.

13 bpgp 2wwupuwbuyg Gltnkginy jEpppbwipe puyp Guunuwg Unpny puwdoypni@twl [Chants of the Armenian
Church arranged in accordance with the rules of Modern Music], wpfu. M. Mbyppnu Mhuwuphuh (Venice, Mekhitarist
Congregation in San Lazzaro, 1862); this slim booklet includes only a small selection of items.

14 Les Chants Liturgiques de I'église Arménienne, (transcribed, harmonised and ed.) Pietro Bianchini (Venice,
Mekhitarist Congregation in San Lazzaro, 1877).

15 | have discussed these in my forthcoming volume, Haig Utidjian, Pietro Bianchini and an ode for the Patriarch.
16 Indeed, we shall see from his correspondence that he had started work in the 1850s.

17 See bnhw U. Suypbubull, Anduwtinwlnc@pit uncwgqug 2ujwupwibuygu U. BlnkgLny [Conspectus of the Music of the
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228 HAIG UTIDJIAN

typically Constantinopolitan melodies, which differed from those of the Venetian

Mekhitarist Fathers.s

«  Fr. Arsén Aydinian (1825-1902), Vienna 1877:* this extremely rare and intriguing
publication, in Western staff notation, is fascinating, as Aydinian (whose name is
associated with an orchestrated version of the Divine Liturgy completed in association
with Josef Bohm) included in his transcriptions, in addition to versions sung at the
time in the Mekhitarist Monastery in Vienna, further variants known to him that he
associated with earlier generations. These latter versions are rather unusual, differing as
they do substantially from those of the ‘mainstream’; and they do give the impression
of being archaic—not least in the modalities that they exhibit. Conceivably, they may
serve as a telescope, offering us glimpses into a rather different and more distant world.
The provenance of the oldest variants included in this volume is not entirely clear, but

Aydinian was himself Constantinopolitan born.>

«  Nikotayos T‘ascCean (1841-85) et al, Vatarsapat 1878 (first edition 1874): in the Limoncean

notation. This publication became extremely influential, as we shall see.

+ Amy Apcar (1863-1942), Calcutta 1920* (first edition 1897): in Western staff notation.
Here one suspects that intonational nuances in what was actually sung were approximated
in a manner that at times resulted in somewhat bland melodies. I have reasons to believe

that items such as the Prandii hymn on the Assumption of the Holy Mother-of-God,

Holy Armenian Church] (Constantinople, s.n.,1864). This booklet includes specimens from the Armenian Hymnal, but
unfortunately the chants of the Divine Liturgy are not represented herein. For a full discussion, see Utidjian, Tntesean
and the Music of the Armenian Hymnal (Cerveny Kostelec, Mervart, 2017), pp. 111-64, and for a full reproduction of
the 1864 publication, see Haig Utidjian, ‘The Music of the Armenian Hymnal: the Tntesean corpus’ (PhD dissertation,
Charles University in Prague, Institute of Musicology, 2016), pp. 235-42.

18 However, unfortunately no transcriptions of the chants of the Divine Liturgy by Tntesean have reached us.

19 bpap Uppny Mwpuwpuagh Ehbnkguny 2wjwupuwtbuyg jEppupbwip pup oppuiwg Upbrdipbwl Gpwdopnitw [Chants
of the Divine Liturgy of the Armenian Church arranged in accordance with the laws of Western Music], wzfu. 2.U. U
[2wyp UpubUu Wpppubw] (Vienna, Mekhitarist Congregation in Vienna, 1877). Strictly speaking, this item also warrants
inclusion in the next section, as some items are endowed with a pedal, or harmonised in a simple, chordal manner.
According to Aydinian, he was assisted by one Lwip. Ywju. According to a footnote in Fr. Movsés Srapean’s preface
to the 1950 publication of the Aydinian-Bohm Liturgy, to be introduced below, this is Lupbuyphnu Ywju, which is
probably a transliteration of Laurentius Weiss. It has not been possible to identify this musician (though he has been
characterised as a ‘distinguished teacher’ by Aydinianin his preface). Nor is it clear whether Weiss played a significant
role in the transcription himself, or merely corrected Aydinian’s own transcription («nqqugpbuwyu b pLuq_nLJ JLuuLqu
pwquwdwil uwpgbwu b UESwiuniu ntunigsbu Lwip. dwjuy): | am indebted to Jacob Olley for his kindness in providing
me with a scan of this rare source.

20 However, there need not have been any great dichotomy between Vienna and Constantinople, since a high
proportion of Mekhitarists in Venice as well as in Vienna were generally recruited from Constantinople.

21 Qujuwgpbwy bpglignnni@hip Uppny Muwypwpwap [Notated chants of the Divine Liturgy] (Vatar$apat, Catholicosate
of Ejmiacin, 1878, corrected version of first edition of 1874).

22 Melodies of the Liturgy of the Holy Apostolic Church of Armenia, edited by Amy Apcar, vols. 1-3 (Leipzig, Breitkopf
and Hartel, 19202).
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ON THE MUSIC OF THE ARMENIAN DIVINE LITURGY 229

Ant‘aram catik,” or the vespertine hymn Loys zuart’, were originally not dissimilar to
the mainstream of Constantinopolitan practice, but that microtonal nuances could not
be captured in the Western staff notation available at the time, and were reduced and
approximated—perhaps in a direction that differs from the way in which that was done

when Constantinopolitan melodies were transcribed in the same notational system.>*

-+ Mayr etanak, Constantinople 1934>—Limoncean notation. The very appellation of this
publication (‘Mother melody’, implying there was something fundamental or central
about this version) suggests that Constantinopolitan musicians had never accepted the
VatarSapat versions as their own. Nevertheless, most of the melodies herein are not

radically different to those of the ValarSapat Missal.

- Jerusalem Sak‘arean manuscript: this was copied in Jerusalem in the Liménc¢ean notation,
but we know not from which source. Haig Avakian recently published an annotated
facsimile of the manuscript (Cairo 2024);%¢ the copyist, Dn. Vardavar (later Fr. Sahak)

Sak‘arean started in 1914, presumably from a local exemplar, completing it in 1917.%7

«  The Venetian Mekhitarist Father, Léonce Dayan (1884-1968) left a sizeable unpublished
manuscript fair copy in Western staff notation, apparently mostly written out around
1945, but with at least one component (such as the ode Hawun) transcribed in 1934. The
melodies often differ appreciably from those transcribed by Bianchini, even when the
latter’s variants are included alongside others. There is also a difference in the approach
to transcription adopted by Fr. Léonce: at the risk of over-simplification, one might say
that, whereas Bianchini strove to capture melismas using elaborate notation (including

demisemiquaver movement, triplets and so forth), Dayan favours simpler notation

23 Foradiscussion of this hymn see Haig Utidjian, ‘Marian devotion and the Armenian Hymnal’, in Zwischen Armenien
und Deutschland: Auf Mesrops Spuren an der Saale: Sammelband zu Ehren von Armenuhi Drost-Abgarjan, edited by
Anahit Avagyan, Uta Koschmieder, Meliné Pehlivanian, Internationale Werkstlicke—Deutsch-Armenische Studien
no. 2 (Universitatsverlag Halle Wittenberg, Halle an der Saale, forthcoming).

24 | have argued this case elsewhere, see Haig Utidjian, «‘Lnju gniwpf@’ bpgp. puwghpubp n tnuwilwlubp [The chant
‘Loys zuart’ ": texts and melodies]», 2wuly 2uwjwgpypuwluwl Swpkgppp [Hask Armenological Annuall, Unp Cpowl, .
yuiph (2025), pp. 265-312.

25 Uuyp bnwtiwl U. Mwpwpwah 2wpljwluwl Qujiwgpni@twdp [Main Version of the Melodies of the Divine Liturgy in
Armenian Musical Notation] (Istanbul, 1934).

26 Bwibnuwdlbp 2uhwlpp sowpwew@tp@hlu [Addenda to the Weekly Jahakir], vol. 57, Uwhuwly PRl Cwpwpbwlp
Epwdopwlwl nwaghpubpbu [From the Musical Manuscripts of Fr. Sahak Sak‘arean), W, Nwypwpwagh bpglip W dwu
[A. Chants of the Divine Liturgy, Part I}, and vol. 58, Uwhwl £Al. Cwpwpbwup Gpwdopwlwl Enwghpubpbu [From the
Musical Manuscripts of Fr. Sahak Sak‘arean], W, Nwpwpwah bpgbp P. dwu [A. Chants of the Divine Liturgy, Part 1],
edited by Haig Avakian (Cairo, s.n., 2024).

27 For a discussion see Haig Utidjian, «5pwdoqpuaby’ 2wl Urwgbwlh Ynennujhu ne ugpniwp bpudogpughypuluit
Unp ApwypupwlnEtuiug (2024) bqulh wpdtpp. hudwnoyp quwhwpulwu b wiulwbh wywguw) SwnwquyEnwdubp
[The significance of the monumental and extensive musicological new publications (2024) of Haig Avakian: a brief
appreciation and future implications]», bpudoywlwl 2uwjwupwl, 1-2 (2024), pp. 60-7.
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230 HAIG UTIDJIAN

accompanied by various agogic directions. Moreover, historic recordings of Dayan’s own
singing for certain chants from the Divine Liturgy (particularly Hagiologies) in many ways
differ from his own transcriptions, serving as a valuable reminder of the fact that musical

notation constitutes but one needful element if idiomatic performance is to be achieved.

Observations

We find that Constantinopolitan transcriptions dominate in terms of their prevalence and their
ubiquitousness, whilst Venice and Vienna may be regarded as their distinct offshoots. Only
New Julfa/Calcutta appear truly independent from Constantinople. The melodies of the various
versions outside the Constantinopolitan mainstream often differ substantially, and at times
even radically, both from it and from each other.

Staff notation was used by the Mekhitarists (Venice and Vienna), and by the transcribers
of New Julfa/Calcutta. In Constantinople and in VatarSapat (where transcription was carried out
largely by invited Constantinopolitan musicians and their pupils) the use of Western notation
was not yet widely accepted in the mid-nineteenth century (although experiments were carried
out in Constantinople by Tntesean, largely in response to the Venetian publication of 1862).¢
It was felt that Western notation was not equipped to capture the nuances of Armenian chant
sufficiently; and in ValarSapat it may also have been thought that there might be less resistance
to the imposition of the new transcriptions if a visibly foreign notational system (with its
associations with Western Christianity) were eschewed, in favour of an Armenian system.>

The Limoncean notation was used primarily in Constantinople and in Vatarsapat (where
transcriptions were instigated and achieved mostly by Constantopolitan musicians, with
melodies sung by Constantinopolitans—not least by Catholicos Georg IV).

Transcriptions effected in Jerusalem were apt to use both notational systems, but were
undertaken relatively late, so older melodies peculiar to the Hierosolymite tradition were irretrievably

lost. Sakarean started his manuscript in Limondean notation in 1914, and thus just prior to influx of

28 See bnhw U. Supbubuwl, Pnjuwlnwlnu@pil intwqug 2wywupuwibwygu U. BltnkgLn [Conspectus of the Music of
the Holy Armenian Church], already referred to above.

29 It was not until 1929 that we read, in the Constantinopolitan Armenian newspaper Wgnwpwp—Aztarar (Azdarar),
in the issue of 6 Dec 1929, No. 941, that Patriarch Naroyean, having already secured the agreement of various
dioceses abroad, had written to the Ejmiacin Catholicos for permission officially to introduce the use of European
musical notation in churches in Constantinople; according to the information gained by the newspaper, the Catholicos
had granted his agreement with a special official pronouncement on the matter: «4pol. dnnnyhu Ynnul; Lwfuwgwh
Vuwpnjbwl Nwpphwpp Eodhwduh Yw@nnhlnup Awrwni@hiup fiunpws Ep wull wnwe, bipnywljwu dwjuwagpni@hiup
Ubpdnistine hwy Bltnkguwly. bpudopnibwt dbe: Ubkp upugud phnklncetwt hudwdwju, dehwihwnp hwjpuwbypulu
Jugpncly wwogpouwgpny hwdwdhy guyuniwd b wpypobwd & [.] : / Buswbu juyypuh b, wpgpuuwhduwiuh wnwsunprwlwl
EEdtpnL hwLwunc@Ehiut w) wnuniwd bp wyn dwuhu, Eodhwdhu nhunud fugpwpniil wnwe». | am grateful to Edvin Galip
for the pertinent newspaper cutting. Nevertheless, the Ejmiacin Catholicosate had already granted approval for the
publication of sacred music in staff notation previously—such as in the case of Ekmalian’s version of the Divine Liturgy
published in 1896, as we shall see.
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refugee musicians from Constantinople (including the influential Levon Chilingirian, who arrived
in Jerusalem in 1922). Preliminary inspection of Avakian’s collection suggests that, whilst some
melodies are derived from, or influenced by, Constantinopolitan versions, others are somewhat
different. The influence of the Ekmalian/Vatarsapat melodies is discernible, but it seems that an
element of oral transmission did play a role (since Sakarean’s versions differ in detail from the
ValarSapat editions—suggesting that he did not copy directly from the printed page).

There is evidence to suggest that in the nineteenth century Armenian liturgical chant
entailed the deployment of various microtonal nuances peculiar to various modes and Eastern
makams.3 The oldest version of the LimoncCean notation involved an elaborate system to
indicate small intonational nuances in a systematic manner, but these aspects of the notation
soon fell largely into abeyance. Thus, microtonal elements were reflected only in a limited
manner in the version of the notational system that came to become mainstream at the time
when musicians such as Tntesean, T‘asCean and others prepared their transcriptions; and such
practitioners often differed from each other in their own notational practices in particular
modal contexts.3' This was partly because musical practices did not lend themselves to neat
systematisation. But more positively, another reason may have been that it was simply not
necessary for the notation to reflect such nuances, since experienced practitioners already
incorporated them in their singing instinctively even if the notation did not capture them
fully. Indeed, perhaps this is the very reason why Tntesean’s transcriptions into Western staff
notation of 1864 adopt a very simple approach: there was no need to express intonational
nuances explicitly, since singers would instinctively render them;3> and nor were there any
means to allow microtonal nuances to be embodied explicitly in staff notation at the time.

In addition to the complete versions listed above, further transcriptions of particular
excerpts have been preserved that offer us tantalising glimpses of brief portions of the Liturgy.
One interesting example was copied (or possibly transcribed?) by my own late teacher in
Cyprus, the Adana-born musician Vahan Bedelian (1894-1990). In his manuscript of 1914 he

includes a ‘Melody of Sebaste’ not otherwise attested.3:

30 See the discussion in Haig Utidjian, Tntesean and the Music of the Armenian Hymnal (Cerveny Kostelec, Pavel
Mervart, 2018), pp. 61-74.

31 See Utidjian, Tntesean and the Music (see note 30), pp. 43 to 52, where | compare and contrast the respective
usage of Tntesean, C'éré‘ean and T‘ascean.

32 See Utidjian, Tntesean and the Music (see note 30), p. 164.

33 For a description of the manuscript, see Haig Utidjian, Treasures of the Earliest Christian Nation: Spirituality,
Art and Music in Mediaeval Armenian Manuscripts / Z pokladu nejstarsich Krestan(: spiritualita, uméni a hudba
v rukopisech stredovéké Arménie (Prague, Royal Canonry of the Premonstratensians at Strahov, 2018), pp. 282-7.
For a discussion of the melody, see Haig Utidjian, «UnLpp Ubipubu SunphwiLny dwnuiugh hby wngniwd Epwdoypuljul
hwpgbip [Musical questions associated with the legacy of St. Nersés the Gracious]», 2wulj 2ujwgpypuwlut Swpbghpp
[Hask Armenological Annual], Unp Cpowll, dF. quuph (2024), pp. 221-64, at p. 248.

PORTUGUESE JOURNAL OF MUSICOLOGY, NEW SERIES, 11/2 (2024) ISSN 2183-8410 a http://rpm-ns.pt



232 HAIG UTIDJIAN

Arrangements of the Melodies of the Armenian Divine Liturgy

For convenience, I have categorised these into groups. Many of these arrangements evince a
variety of approaches, objectives and aesthetic aspirations.
I. Versions Now Lost:

+ Marko Lukych Kropyvnytskyi: Kropyvnytskyi (1840-1910) was a Ukrainian writer,
composer, actor and theatre director, and is deemed to have been the founder of
Ukrainian theatre. He appears both to have transcribed and harmonised the Divine
Liturgy. His version was performed in Akkerman in 1873, and was well received by the

faithful.34 But it was forbidden by the conservative archimandrite shortly thereafter, on

34 The only detailed source about this version is a report in Russian by /1. M. MenukceT-Bek entitled ‘Casb

YKPaMHCKOro apTucTa 1 apamaTtypra MapkoKpomvBHULIKOrO G apMaHCKol Myabikoii’, 2wyljwlwl UUM puyinchiitbph
Wwnbdhuih Stnblugpp [Report of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic], no. 5
(1955), pp. 97-100. | am grateful to Artsvi Bakhchinyan for drawing my attention to this source. The writer is Lewon
Melk‘iset'i Melk‘iset-Bek (1890-1963), who was an archaeologist, philologist and translator. The following is an
informal translation from the Russian article, included here due to the rarity of the source and the interest that
attaches to the narrative: ‘In the 70s of the last century [i.e. C19], M. L. Kropyvnytskyi lived in Akkerman (a city in
Bessarabia, on the right bank of the Dniester), and, according to local old-timers interviewed by us in 1910, he often
visited the local, half-Russified Armenians. Living near the Armenian Church of the Assumption, he had the habit
of looking in from time to time and listening to Armenian singing, which was distinguished by its monophony. In
1873, M. L. Kropyvnytskyi came up with the idea of transforming the Armenian everyday monophony into multi-
part singing. At first, M. L. Kropyvnytskyi transcribed some wedding chants—sarakans [items from the Hymnal]—
into European notation, adapting them to several parts, and then he began the liturgical chants and prayers. Less
than three months passed, and in the Armenian church in Akkerman a four-part choir began to sing under the
direction of M. L. Kropyvnytskyi. As the same old-timers told us, the Akkerman residents listened “to the touching
singing” of the entire Divine Liturgy by the choir of M. L. Kropyvnytskyi and “reverently went home”. The fame of
M. L. Kropyvnytskyi as a teacher of Armenian singing [in multiple parts] spread throughout Akkerman, throughout
Bessarabia, right up to Odessa and other parts of the Armenian communities in the Black Sea region. / But as soon
as the news of the replacement of monophony with polyphony in Armenian singing reached Chisinau, where the
seat of the diocesan head of the Nakhichevan-Bessarabian Armenian diocese was located, obstacles and barriers
were created against the good undertaking of the Ukrainian activist. / “One God—one voice”—thus reasoned the
grey-haired Fathers of the Armenian Church, who had been raised in the clutches of the former Ejmiacin seminary
Zarangaworac® transformed in 1874 into the Gevorgian Theological Seminary. The diocesan authorities threatened
to subject to severe punishment those guilty of allowing multi-part singing in the Armenian Church. The temporary
administrator of the diocese himself, the first member of the Kishinev Armenian consistory, Archimandrite Sargis
Ter-Gasparean, urgently arrived in Akkerman from Kishinev, accompanied by the rector of the Odessa Armenian
church, priest Yovhannés Tac'izeanc’. But before they could begin to perform the liturgy, the entire Akkerman
Armenian community stood up as one person in defence of M. L. Kropyvnytskyi and of the rector of the Akkerman
Armenian Church, who had allowed multi-part singing in his church, contrary to the principle of “one God—one
voice.” At the same time, yielding to the persistent demands of the Akkerman Armenians, Archimandrite Sargis
allowed the Divine Liturgy to be celebrated on the subsequent Sunday in his presence with the participation of M. L.
Kropyvnytskyi's choir. However, the singing did not satisfy the archimandrite, who remained firm in his opinion and
immediately issued an order for the unconditional removal of multi-part singing—as an ‘unholy undertaking’'—from
the Akkerman Armenian Church. At the same time, apparently in order to avoid undesirable excesses on the part
of the parishioners, he allowed some “indulgence”, allowing only the so-called wedding chants—sarakans—to be
performed by a four-part choir. At this point, therefore, M. L. Kropyvnytskyi’'s choir was destined to disintegrate.
The administrator of the diocese left Akkerman, and from now on no complaints about the “heretical” deeds of
the Akkerman Armenian free-thinkers reached his ear. M. L. Kropyvnytskyi, after 3-4 months of endeavour as the
choirmaster of the Armenian four-part choir, abandoned this new field of his forever, and thereby the Armenian
harmonisation he had created died in its very infancy. / Following this, M. L. Kropyvnytskyi was destined to leave
Akkerman forever, and only shortly before his death did M. L. Kropyvnytskyi return, for a second and last time,
for a very brief visit to this city, where he met his former students of Armenian choral singing. / In spring 1910 in
Akkerman we met the students of M. L. Kropyvnytskyi—M. C‘ember]ean and E. Eréc’p’'oxean—and met Al. Popov
(Eric‘ean), to whom, according to the will of M. L. Kropyvnytskyi, all of the latter's manuscripts related to his work on
introducing polyphony into Armenian singing had been bequeathed. / There were two manuscripts, in the form of
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the grounds that the ‘One God’ ought to be praised with ‘one voice’—a theme that will

be encountered repeatedly.

+ A. Antonioni, 1876: this is referred to in passing by Robert At‘ayean but no details are given.3

II. Versions by Gifted Enthusiasts

These were Armenian church musicians without Western training in harmony—so the results
were based on intuition but apt to be ungrammatical at times, albeit with a certain engaging
sense of freshness of discovery:

+  K'ristap‘or Kara-Murza (Crimea 1853-Tiflis 1902): one complete version, in the
Limoncean notation (and apparently copied in 1897), was recently discovered and
published by Krikor Pidedjian,* whilst two fragments of a slightly different version,
copied in Makar Ekmalian’s hand in 1890, were unearthed by Haig Avakian;* Kara-
Murza had the wisdom and humility to abandon his own versions upon the publication
of Ekmalian’s superior version in 1896, and became an advocate and exponent of

Ekmalian’s harmonisation thereafter.

«  Fr. Eznik Erznkeanc‘ (1852-1919), Tiflis (undated): ‘undertaken “as an experiment”
(«hppbL thnpé>)’, an unpublished3® manuscript score of this harmonisation in four
voices, written in the Limoncean notation, is kept at Library of the Catholicosate of the

Great House of Cilicia, Antelias.?® Erznkeanc‘ also published a textbook of LimoncCean

notebooks. One of themis [of the Divine Liturgy, and] entitled “The score of Mr Marko Lukych Kropyvnytskyi, teacher
of Armenian church singing”, dated 1873. The other manuscript is a collection of various transcribed chants with
the following title in Armenian: «UnLwqupwl uppwqut EpwdoypniEtuwl, Yugqubw) Eupnywghwluwl fuwghep h 1873
wdhu h ypnhdwlut wguniwluit jEpudopuwbyph Uwpynu Wncywubwit pwphyuhglh»—in translation “Book of Sacred
Music, compiled in European notation in 1873 by the musician-in-chief Markos tukasean Kropyvnytskyi of noble
lineage”. In both notebooks the chants are transcribed in European notation, and the texts of the chants themselves
are reproduced in Russian transliteration. As for the fate of these manuscripts and where and with whom they are
situated at the moment, we know absolutely nothing, since from 1913 we have lost all contact with Akkerman./ | very
much hope that these notebooks are still extant, not only due to the potential artistic value of the arrangements, but
as the melodies transcribed would themselves be of considerable interest.”

35 This arrangement is mentioned by Robert At‘ayean (see Undhipwu 2nqbinp upbinSwgnpdnihiubp [Komitas:
Sacred Works], fudp. M. Uprwjbwu, &. dbonwlbuiu, F Hipnjbuw, vol. 8 of the Collected Works by Komitas (Yerevan,
Institute of Arts of National Academy of Sciences of the Republic of Armenia, 1998), pp. 244-5), in a single sentence,
but no source or further information is given; he states that it consititutes a harmonisation, ‘highly edited in the
European manner’, of melodies that have been preserved by the Mekhitarist Congregation. Although this may
suggest that At‘ayean may have been able to inspect it in person, | have been unable to locate it.

36 Aphgnp Ohypb&bwy, Lppupwihnp Gwpw-Unipqu [K'ristap‘or Kara-Murza] (Yerevan, YSC, 2013), monograph
followed by a score edited and converted to Western staff notation (p. ccli-cccxxv) by the late Krikor Pidedjian
(Grigor P‘itecean).

37 2wy Uewgbw, «@phupuidinp bwpw-Uncpqu. Eplne hugpnuwd” Nwipwpwgbl [K'ristap‘or Kara-Murza: two excerpts
from the Divine Litrugyl», Opdtintwl, 3witjniws 2whwlpp CwpwwEbp@h, L. Swph, @he 1/29 (January 2008),
pp. 73-4. Of the two items «@wnp pbq Skp» appears the same as that found in the complete version, but «Uwpuhu
SEpniuwluwu» has different chords and a different bass movement.

38 The score is in manuscript, but bears a printed title page that gives Tiflis as the location.

39lamgrateful to H. E. Abp. Shahan Sarkissian, who kindly made available a scan of the manuscript for my inspection.
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notation in Tiflis in 18764 (subsequently published again in ValarSapat in 1880 and
1887),4 and a school songbook in 1880.4

. Levon M. C'ilinkirean (1862-1932): C‘ilinkirean (or Chilingirian) undertook one or more
harmonisations; the first was apparently published in Smyrna in 1898 (almost certainly in

the Limoncean notation),* and the second (in Western staff notation) in Jerusalem 1931.4

III. Arrangements by Western Musicians

Typically, with limited experience of the musical idiom, these musicians had to make sense
of the melodies available to them—with their unfamiliar modality, metrical irregularities and
microtonal characteristics:

+  Pietro Bianchini, Venice 1862, 1877 (as seen above), but also various unpublished MSS
(dating from 1887 and 1889, and an undated set of choruses with string accompaniment):
some of the items in the 1862 booklet have only been given a figured bass. Bianchini’s
harmonisations and arrangements are never less than musicianly, but there may be a
certain naiveté about them, since he was not brought up in the world of Armenian and
Ottoman modality. Bianchini made his own meticulous transcriptions, as we have seen,
and must have necessarily grappled with the inconsistent singing of church musicians who

sang from memory or whilst gazing upon the by now largely incomprehensible neumes.

- Amy Apcar/‘Dr Slater’, Calcutta 1920 (first edition 1897): the harmonisations, apparently

by an Anglican organist, cannot be considered convincing, having been undertaken

40 2wyljwlwl QujuwgpniEbwl Ywuwghpp [Textbok of Armenian Musical Notation], wgfu. Gquhly Lwhuitwjh
Epquibwitg 2wnpwipbginy, 2wpnp W. (Tiflis, s.n., 1876); this publication appears to be a facsimile of the author’s
manuscript, whereas the later two publications are type-set, using the traditional VatarSapat fonts for the symbols
of the Limoncean notation.

41 | am grateful to Haig Avakian for this information and for his generosity in providing me with scans of these
publications.

42 See Qujuwgpbw] Uwulwlwu Spqupuw. Epgbip bu wwp-tpgbp b hpwhuwitg b b whpu Angbinp puypngug 2wjng
[Musically Notated Children’s Songbook: Songs and Dance-songs for Exercise and for the Needs of Armenian
Church Schools], fulpwapbg bquhl Lwhwlw) Bpgulbuilg (Vatarsapat, s.n. 1889). | am grateful to Haig Avakian for
photographs of the cover and title page of this booklet.

43 | have been unable to see the first of these publications, but I am in possession of an undated manuscript of the
Divine Liturgy for three voices in the Limoncean notation, kindly presented to me by the Rev. Dr George A. Leylegian,
which | suspect to have been derived from the publication. The harmonisation differs somewhat from, but is closely
related to, that found in the 1931 publication, strongly suggesting Cilinkirean’s authorship. For a description and
discussion of the manuscript, see Haig Utidjian, The Art of the Armenian Book through the Ages / Arménské knizni
uméni v pribéhu staleti (Cerveny Kostelec, Mervart, 2016), pp. 153-4.

44 bnwéwjl bpgbignnnierpit U. Nuipwpwagh (wpwlwl funcdph hwdwp) [The Chants of the Divine Liturgy in Three Parts
(for a male choir)], nwolwinplg L. U. Ohjhuljphptwl (Jerusalem, s.n., 1931); | am grateful to Haig Avakian for making
a scan available to me. This publication seems to be a facsimile of the composer’s manuscript. In the early 1990s
the eminent violinist, Levon Chilingirian showed me a manuscript of a harmonisation made by his grandfather in
Western staff notation; | cannot recollect whether or not it was the composer’s autograph, but it may well have
served as the exemplar for the 1931 publication.
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without an understanding of the tonal axes of the Armenian modality. Moreover, the
harmoniser must have also been misled by the approximations made in the transcribed
melodies themselves, for one suspects that the melodies transcribed by Amy Apcar were
themselves heavily edited, either by Apcar herself or by Slater, in an attempt to fit
melodies into bars of regular length, and very probably in an endeavour to ‘resolve’

microtonal modal singing into a reasonable approximation.

IV. Versions by Mature Armenian Musicians

These musicians possessed both Western training as well as direct experience of the traditional
practice of Armenian liturgical music; their versions were intended primarily for liturgical use,
and entertained ambitious artistic aspirations, with good reason:

+ Makar Ekmalian (1856-1905), Leipzig/Vienna 1896:4 Ekmalian provides, in a single
volume, versions for three-part male choir, four-part male choir, and four-part mixed
choir; however, not every item appears in all three versions, sometimes resulting in
the need to transpose a particular component from one version for use in another. This
volume was also a typographical achievement—the music being engraved by Breitkopf
und Hartel in Leipzig and the verbal underlay provided by the Mekhitarist Press in

Vienna, both with distinction.

+  Archimandrite Komitas (1869-1935): by the ‘Komitas version’ I refer to the version first
performed under his direction in Constantinople 1915 just before the deportations and
Genocide,*® and subsequently published by a Committee of friends in Paris in 1933 (whilst
Komitas himself was incapacitated and in a mental asylum in France), in an edition by
his pupil Wardan Sarxian;# a later edition that sought to eschew Sarxian’s additions and

modifications was prepared by At‘ayean et al and published Yerevan, 1997.48

45 Uwlwp Ghdwswy, bpgbgnnnu@hitp Uppnp Mwypwpwgh 2uwjwupuwibuyg Unwpbjwlwl Gltnkgin) [Chants of the
Divine Liturgy of the Armenian Apostolic Church] (Vienna - Leipzig, Mekhitarist Congregation in Vienna - Breitkopf
und Hartel, 1896). A re-publication in Antelias, 1974, under the very similar title bpglignnnie-hip Uppny Nwipwpwah
2uwjwupuwlbuyg Unwpbjwlwl U.tlEntgLn) edited by Abp. Zareh Aznaworen of blessed memory, includes the version
for mixed choir alone, but also incorporates particular elements from other versions, embracing some variables and
popular variants.

46 As we shall see, fragments have survived of several other versions prepared by Komitas for various forces on a
variety of occasions, but we exclude these from consideration here.

47 Undhpuwu Ywpnuwby, Epglignnnierhiup Uppny Mwipwpwagh 2ujwupuwibuyg Unwpbjwlwl U. Gltnkginy [Chants
of the Divine Liturgy of the Holy Armenian Apostolic Church] (republication with a new preface of f)-wzhwmpbwl
tpgbgnnni@hiip Uppry Nwipwpwgh [Harmonised chants of the Divine Liturgy], Paris, s.n, 1933) (Antelias,
Catholicosate of the Great House of Cilicia, 1974).

48 Undhywu Nwypwpwg. [Komitas: The Divine Liturgy), fudp. Uwjkuil, M- U. [ed. Robert At‘ayean], vol. 7 of the Collected
Works by Komitas (Yerevan, Institute of Arts of National Academy of Sciences of the Republic of Armenia, 1997).
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+  Fr. Movsés Srapean (1886-1965), a Mekhitarist monk in Vienna, published a volume
in staff notation of harmonised ‘Constantinopolitan melodies’ in 1936.4 In fact a
number of the melodies included are (as Fr. Srapean himself points out) drawn from
the Valarsapat Missal or from the Aydinian transcriptions (thereby providing indirect

acknowledgement of the largely Constantinopolitan origins of these sources).

+ Ara Bartevian (1902-86): born in Constantinople but based in Paris, Bartevian
was a pupil of Edgar Manas (to be encountered below) and of Vincent d’Indy.>° He
recorded unpublished revisions of both Ekmalian®® and Komitas>* versions (these
recordings are not dated, but an advertisement in the local press announcing one of
the recording suggests 1959 as terminus post quem). In these versions Bartevian re-
touched the original harmonisations, provided organ introductions and continuous
organ accompaniments for the chants of the celebrant and deacon (and ought not
to be confused with the Liturgy that Bartevian himself composed, to be encountered
below). These records also include certain variables and odes, endowed with fine
organ accompaniments. Bartevian was born a Constantinopolitan, but the melodies he

has redacted and harmonised have themselves been Europeanised to some degree.s

Some General Comments

It is interesting to note that Tntesean, Komitas and Bartevian all sought to establish a ‘skeleton’
when redacting their melodies—in the case of the latter two, for the purpose of polyphonic
treatment or harmonisation. In Tntesean’s case this had been motivated by a desire to find
a ‘common root’ shared by the various melodies that were available to him. Komitas had
an aversion to ornamented and ‘excessively’ melismatic versions, which he was inclined to
consider as ‘Turkish’ or ‘Kurdish’, and was convinced that simpler melodies were more ‘noble’,
ancient and Armenian. Bartevian has also sought to simplify from time to time (though it is
not clear whether this was merely a matter of personal taste, or the result of ideological

inclination). It is clear that both Komitas and Bartevian produced their versions with a view to

49 Unpp Nwypwpwgh  bpgbignni@hcitbpp (Mnuwlwl Gnwuwlubp) [The Chants of the Divine Liturgy
(Constantinopolitan Melodies)], 2wrwpbg b nwolwlbg punwdwju fuwnl funcdph Awdwp 2. Undubu Y. Upwwbwit Utuhe-
ﬂquq\I;‘u [Compiled and harmonised for four-part mixed choir by Archimandrite Movsés Srapean of the Mekhitarist
Congregation] (Vienna, Mekhitarist Congregation in Vienna, 1936).

50 The Constantinopolitan newspaper WUgnwpwp—Aztarar (Azdarar) announced, in its issue of 30 August 1927, that
Bartevian had come first in the annual examinations at the Schola Cantorum M. Upwy [sic] «NwpEtiLbwl wnwshu
hulunhuwgwd k Schola Cantorum Epwdoypwljwl nupngh upbljuit pltncbuwlg dbe» (I am grateful to Edvin Galip for
his kindness in providing me with a photograph of the newspaper cutting).

51 LP gramophone record, Vogue CLVLX 442.

52 LP gramophone record, Vogue CLVLX 451.

53 We shall have cause briefly to refer below to Bartevian’s dissatisfaction with existing versions, in connection with
a version he himself composed.
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rendering the results attractive to European ears as well as others; and in the case of Ekmalian,
the score was presented to a special commission at the St. Petersburg Conservatoire, whose

expression of approval was obtained and included in the publication.

V. A Collaborative Version

Fr. Arsén Aydinian, whom we have already encountered, sought to develop some of the variants
he had gathered into a Western-style Liturgy, with orchestral and organ accompaniment,
including some orchestral introductions and interpolations, in collaboration with Josef B6hm.5*
The result became known as the ‘Aydin-Boehm’ Liturgy.>> It was published posthumously
in Vienna, 1950.5° The result is in some ways remarkable—presenting a coherent work that
sounds rather more Western than Armenian, yet based on faithfully preserved traditional
Armenian melodies’’—so much so, that upon hearing a recent recording’® I assumed that the

work was to a large degree an original composition by Aydinian!

Original Settings

We categorise original compositions into two broad groups—compositions of particular

excerpts, and complete versions of the Liturgy.

54 Nevertheless, the orchestral arrangement remained unfinished with the premature death of Josef B6hmin 1993;
it was completed by his brother, permitting the first performance of the complete work under the latter’s direction
in Vienna in November 1895, celebrating fifty years from Aydinian’s ordination (see LtLnu Cwnnjkuwl, «2. WUpuku
Wyyppubwuh 200-wdbwlyp [the 200th anniversary of Fr. Ars Aydinian]», in the weekly Nuypuwp, year 9, no. 33/438 (31
August 2025), p. 8). | thank Levon Sharoyan for this information.

55 Josef Bohm (1841-93) was a Moravian-born, Czech-Austrian musician. He ought not to be confused with the
younger Czech Josef B6hm (1881-1967), or the older Josef Bohm (1795-1876). It is believed that B6hm undertook
the orchestration of the work.

56 Wypubwu-Phod, tpgbgnnnu@hit Uppny Nwipwpwgp pwnwéwl fuwnl funcdph hwdwp  pulbpwhgnebudp
Uncwquwfuncdph b Epgbhnup [Chants of the Divine Liturgy for a Mixed Four-part Choir Accompanied by Orchestra and
Organ], but also with the Latin title Aydin-Boehm Missa Solemnis in ritu Armeno (Vienna, Mekhitarist Press, 1950).
See also Wuwhhyp Punnuuwpbwl, «Wyppubwu-Pbod, ‘Gpgbgnnni@rhiup Uppnp Mwipwpwah’ [Aydinian-Béhm, ‘Chants
of the Divine Liturgy']», 2wiinbu Wduopbuy, 1-12 (2012), pp. 335-44.

57 Almost all the melodies are drawn from the 1877 volume, with but minor exceptions. The version of «3wdtuwjup»
is not to be found in the 1877 book, whilst «\pnth Wuyinidnp» may have been adapted on the basis of «2ngh Wuypnidnp.
«Quyp wdlwjuh» has been drawn directly from Ekmalian’s Liturgy. One of the «bL pun. AngLnjn pnud» and «Unwsh pn
SEp» sequences has come from a source other than the 1877 volume. «Uhwju unLpp» has been slightly simplified,
whilst the «Npnh» stanza and final «UdEu» of the «UdEU. 2wjp Unipp» differ somewhat from their counterparts of 1877.
Likewise, in the «Ophutigkp» sections of «Rphuyinu wwipwpwabw)» and in the «Punp h pwpdncuu» section of «Lgup»
we encounter differences from the earlier version. The aim seems to have been a modest degree of simplification,
and also the desire for somewhat greater variation—perhaps to guard against monotony. Interestingly, Aydinian (who
in 1877 often provided several variants) has generally avoided his «w» versions (the oldest variants known to him but
no longer in current use at the time). Finally, the 1950 score has been endowed with an appendix with variables,
where Fr. Movsés Srapean added his own harmonisations, drawn from his own 1936 publication.

58 This appeared on a single CD in 2015, published by the Mekhitarist Congregation in Vienna and performed by the
Yerevan State Chamber Choir and the Armenian State Chamber Orchestra. A twenty-two minute excerpt had been
previously released by the Armenian Academic Chorus and Armenian Radio Symphony Orchestra under Yovhannés
C‘ék‘i¢ean on Melodiya (C10 09621 006) in 1980 (although apparently recorded in 1972 and 1975).
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Odes and Other Excerpts

There are numerous extant variants of particular components of the Divine Liturgy—
excerpts, for which new versions appear to have been acceptable and generally welcome, often
composed on traditional Ottoman makams. For the most part, the authors of such variants are
unknown, although, as we shall see, there are exceptions. The trend for the composition and
deployment of a multiplicity of new versions was severely criticised by musicologists and other

practitioners, including Tntesean,5* Mestucean®® and Komitas®* himself.

59 See the reproduction in bnhw U. Supbubwl, Ujwpwagpp tpgng 2wwupuwibuygu Gltntkgin—Nkaragir ergoc!
[Character of the Chants of the Armenian Church] (Constantinople, 1874), p. 16, of his critique of 1864, where Tntesean
criticises the novelty of these chants and points out that students found that there were so many newly-invented,
‘grotesque’ melodies that they had to study again or give up; many were overwhelmed, and endeavouring to keep up
with such new variants they had little time left to study the hymns of the Offices: «bpp kltintgLn) ute uljuuit dnp gupuby
‘Unpophuwl) wulnnup bnuiuwlubp,. Epp wnweoyniu Yuiuncfu wp@ugnnp ‘unpophuwl tnuitwlwe WJEU hwjp uncpp dp Skp
nnnpUtw Up brwgu uluwe Auwpby npnyg wpnbU nuypne@hcu punubpt uphwynctguit ud unpEb nuuwitby b Yud wwpypoupu
&by dwjiwnp wpwlbpyp w wdkl op Unpophuwl Enuitwlwe Skp npnputw, WEU huyp uncpp nuitbng gnculiu nunbgu,
npny gpbet dwdwuwgni@hil nuwubine wypbu sniubguiy. However, Tntesean also criticises the non-Armenian nature
of some of these novelties (see pp. 56-7 and p. 89).

60 See dLnpg M. Uboypin&buwil in his open letter of 23 September 1874 sent from Bucharest, published in
the Constantinopolitan Armenian daily newspaper Masis, no. 1590 (1/13 October 1874): «Unju fuoupu LEunuiuh
wwwgngubipny hwugpugpbine hwdwp Ywnwewplbd. Guewnpbdp @5 wuop wjuhus BYknkgLny ol k, quu’J L niuljunhp
tinhp, wuzniap Unp wibinte dp Yud SwdBuwiuh dp whiph ubu’ np Yeuwgn UEe uwé sEhp. nuphy BlEntgh Up quuw, unp UbL
huwyp uncpp dp whiph ubu, nop wugbuwg pwp@ne 2heubhuh Y Epgbht, wiuop wi 2h&wq Yud 2h&wqpbuwp §Epgbu. (p5$p sku w).
ntph2 BlEnkgh Up g Anu Rus whiph ubu. unp SEp nqnpudb dp. nepho ybn U7 wy Uny@-w U huh opll shuncws swpphubpniu
Uhnju bnuitwljubpbu wnnuwd” Yunwwpp Yunwwphu SEp nnnpubw hu Ynwy wugnigws, Gud “Wne quipgpph prunyw whp
gnigne dbpkp’hu Skp npnpdtuiu whiyph jubu: Uhw dbp Bynbgulu bpgbgnnnu@buit butpkih b juuiqupbw) pu@wgpp».
In a rather ironic tone, the author criticises the fact that for those very chants in the Divine Liturgy wholly different
melodies are sung week after week, also differing from church to church, and often closely modelled on traditional
Ottoman melodies. | am grateful to Haig Avakian for drawing this source to my attention.

61 See «2wjng bltnbguwywu bpwdopnihiup d(d. Fwpnud», pp. 78-89, at pp. 84-8, reproduced in Undhywu
Jwpnuwuybyp. NunclUwuppnipiitbp b jonnuwdUbp [Archimadrite Komitas: Studies and Articles], Shpp W, wolu.
Fnpgbu Fwuywpbuwuh e Uwppul Unpbnbuuh, (Yerevan, 2005): «tunidnnidwljuit pugdw(ehe dtnbnhubp, ywnbp, Skp-
nnnpdbuwilbp, WWEU BL pun. Angunpn pud“ubp [.] pudlulwl Swpph, @hupph, Uwith, Luith Enwwlubpnd wwypuwpugh
wpuwpnnnc@hilitbp [ wulwowl, bEL swublp wuhwdbuy, gnul fuwnUpfuninl, Epudoypuluit wihiuhg h uywn gniply
Swjuwithobiph Ynupwlnedny. wybru sEup wuncd” Enuiuwlh BL pwnbph Ubpphtu hdwugph jupwpbu) wuhwdwdwjunctw
dwuhu. [..] Enuitiwlh Jepuwghpu [.] wprbt wygnpaud § dwprne dhyppu ne ubpyp, wit wwiplspugdwdp’ @6 nu wpbsbuiu
wju pwquw&hin Enwuwlutphg yElu b, np up&uiungubpned, Awuwpwlwluit Yp ne funcdh Juiptpcd B Jhuwju Bpgenod b
punniiwly b ngbnplijne dhwju gniuwiti-wpniqubphu b ‘ungw wnwe wwpnnubphu: [...] wiwunwwwh phpwgncubpu by enp
quplhu hpwug hwrwuws Angbiinp Enuitwlubpp dwjuwaplny, np gnul EnudUu wquipbl [.]». In brief, Komitas felt the
worst ‘transgressions’ had taken place in the period 1864-1873, complaining that the melodies were uncouth, lacked
taste, and were based on Turkish melodies; they were meretricious and devoid of musical substance. The music did not
accord with the meaning of the verbal text, whilst the makam designations it bore served to evoke associations with
oriental melodies which were sung in the coffee houses, ‘apt to enthuse only bards and minstrels and those dancing
before them’. Of course the real danger was that the older melodies were being displaced and would be lost—which
is why some ‘conservative church musicians were endeavouring to transcribe the melodies they liked, at least to
save what had been left’. Komitas’ statement is of especial significance, since transcribing what one likes in order to
preserve it for the future was a key mechanism of gradual filtration that helps explain the manner in which styles and
musical idioms appear to change; see also the discussion in Utidjian, Treasures of the Earliest Christian Nation (see note
33),esp.p.330,n.50.
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In this category we find numerous versions of meledi odes, typically sung during the
preparation of the gifts behind the closed veil of the altar. In this genre Limoncean was
especially productive, but only some of his contributions are extant. For the most part, those
who composed melodies for Armenian metedi odes remain anonymous.®> The same is true
of the various compositions of the litany Amén ew ond hogwoyd k‘um, (a dialogue between
Clerk and deacon), and also of Amén Hayr Surb and Tér olormeas (often matching together,
in the same Ottoman makam); two prominent composers in the nineteenth century were
Aristakés Yovhannisean$: (1812-78) and Hambarjum C‘éré‘ean (1828-1901). The list of Ter
otormea settings at the end of Haig Avakian’s edition of the Sak‘arean manuscript includes
no fewer than forty different versions; of these, three lack mode designations, twenty-five
bear Armenian mode designations, U4, P9, RY, 49, @Y and 19, ten bear Ottoman makam
designations, and a further four bear both.® Two of the melodies designated with makam
names are attributed to particular composers, ‘G. Métérean and G. Antarak‘ean’.® Moreover,
at end of the Valarsapat Missal there is also a substantial index that lists seventeen different
versions that refer to Armenian church modes (rather than makams), embracing the Uk npg,
PY, PY, QU, 39, 19, T4 modes, plus a further two devoid of mode designations.

An unusual and comparatively late instance of precise attributions to a single composer
may be found in the case of Grigor julhaean, in a celebratory volume published in 1937 still
within his lifetime.® Listing each item with its respective makams and Western keys and/or
modes, the author of the volume, Petros Karapetean credits him with four versions of Amen
ew ond hogwoyd k‘um¢ and with five Tér olormeas;® and, as we shall see below, Julhaean is
also credited with complete versions of the Divine Liturgy.

It is not clear why these particular components of the Divine Liturgy apparently lent
themselves to original composition, whereas for the remaining chants traditional versions were

preferred and explicit innovation was not permitted. However, the inclusion of the Tér otormea

62 The earliest known authors of Armenian odes such as St. Gregory of Narek (c. 945-1003) and St. Nersés the
Gracious are believed to have composed their own melodies, but it is extremely improbable that the extant corpora
of melodies in this genre are of such antiquity.

63 In some sources we encounter the variant Yovhannésean.

64 It is interesting that in such instances the makam name seems intended to endow the Armenian modal
description with greater precision. Thus, one of the N4 items is designated as ussak and the other as rast, the |
item is bestenigar (and not the usual saba), and Q is hicazkar (a special type of hicaz).

65 One wonders if the former might in fact be the eminent Constantinopolitan church musician, Grigor Méht‘érean
(1866-1934).

66 Grigor Julhaean was born in Constantinople in 1868, see Ywpwubypbuwy, Mbppnu, 3puliwdbuy SnpbjEuwluwl
Bhowipwlwpwl puquwdwupuwl Epudopwgbp ne pwpwlwlwgby' Shwp Yphgnp 2npwlwup [A fifty-year jubilee
tribute in honour of the musicologist and hymnal specialist, Mr Grigor Julhaean] (Istanbul, 1937); | am grateful to the
Rev. Archpriest Fr. Krikor Damadyan for drawing this source to my attention.

67 These are (see p. 32 therein): 1sfahan or A minor, hlizzam or ‘Major’, nihavend or G minor (a ‘special mode’ between
diigah and kurdi hicaz’), sehnaz, and sehnaz (A minor).

68 Namely rast (G major), nihavend, hicazkar (G minor), hiizzam (Major) and hicaz (D minor).
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supplications, themselves drawn from a very popular poem by Catholicos Simon Erewanc'i
(1710-80, in office 1763-80), was itself an innovation; they are not to be found in manuscript
or early printed sources at all. It is not clear precisely when they became incorporated into the

Liturgy; but they are well-loved and much cherished today in several musical variants.

Complete Versions

The following list is not comprehensive, but perhaps captures the best known examples:Grigor
Julhaean composed a three-part version based on the ‘Nihavend-Minor’ makam in 1908,%
performing it with sixty male singers in Kumkapi, with a unison version of it performed in
1910 with Patriarch Ormanian as the Celebrant, by whom it was praised. In addition, Julhaean
composed a version in F minor for ‘multiple voices’ (the source does not make precise how
many),” performed with great success in 1929—all in Constantinople. In 1930 Patriarch
Mesrop Naroyan formally granted permission for the same version (now described as being
for four parts) to be sung in churches,” a committee having been satisfied that Julhaean had

undertaken ‘corrections’”> prescribed by it.”
«  Aram BzsSkean (d. 1908), of whom we know that he had studied with Nikotayos T‘ascean
and served for many years as musician-in-chief at an Armenian Church in the Begiktas

district of Constantinople in the late nineteenth century,’# is reported to have composed

69 See Karapetean, A fifty-year jubilee tribute (see note 66), p. 33.
70 Karapetean, A fifty-year jubilee tribute (see note 66), p. 34.
71 Karapetean, A fifty-year jubilee tribute (see note 66), p. 38.

72 This information appears on the last page of a photocopy of a manuscript of the work, kindly made available to
me very recently by Edvin Galip. A preliminary inspection of the manuscript suggests that his is a somewhat naive
version not devoid of charm, endowed with a simple and somewhat repetitive harmonisation; and the fact that
the setting often emulates the rhythm of the traditional melodies indicates that—unlike Bartevian (as we shall see
below)—the composer was unable to distance himself from the experience of performing the traditional melodies
over a period of many decades.

73 Nevertheless, there was a public challenge to Julhaean’s authorship of the harmonisation; according to the
newspaper Unp Lnip—Nor Lur (8 May 1931), the eminent Constantinopolitan musician, Yarutiiwn Sinanean
had pointed out to the Patriarchate’s Religious Council that Julhaean could be credited with the composition
of the melody alone, and that the ‘late Italian well-known teacher’ «Upwpgl;“_h» (Scarzelli?) had carried out the
harmonisation. The Religious Council rejected this objection, on the grounds that the work had been performed
‘thirty years previously’ in a harmonised version, with no objection from the Italian musician at any stage, and after
the latter’s passing the Council could not heed objections made by another («4pou. dnnnyp Yupnwing wyu ghpp b
Uwipbnyg np unju wwpupuwgh bpol. dnnndh ke puuni@tuit vhenght b jpugpuluwt Apwypupwlnu@tuug wn@he, n
b b wnwplyne@hit b nhdnud sk Enwd nju fupu M. Upwipgkphh Ynndl, hpp Abnhuwl wju ud wju Jwupt, wunp JwhBu
JEypny Eplpnpnh dp Gondl Enwd wju wnwpyneebwu Abpbiwup sppnuwws). According to an issue of the newspaper
Ugnwpwp—Aztarar (Azdarar) almost a month earlier, Sinanean had approached the Religious Council as a ‘fellow
artist’, requesting that the ‘authorial right of the harmoniser be respected as a debt of conscience’ (10 April 1931, No.
1388): «hppbiL wpnibuypulhg, M. 3. Upuwubw fjun&h wwpyp Yp uhwypl jupgb) Abnhuwlnuebwt hpwiniupp hypwjwgh
wpnibupughppuy; the Italian musician is here referred to as «Upwpuk)h» (Scarselli?). | am indebted to Edvin Galip for
photographs of the pertinent newspaper cuttings.

74 See Uphuypulbu LAy 2huwpbwi, Mwypdne@pit 2wy dwjiwgpniebwl b jEuuwgpn@rhiup Epudhoy wqquyung
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and taught a three-part version of the Divine Liturgy ‘to the groups that were at his

disposal’. I have no knowledge of the present whereabouts of the version.”

+  Edgar Manas (1875-1964) composed an original version, in two variants—for mixed
four-part choir,” completed in 1948 and authorised for liturgical use by the Religious
Council of the Armenian Patriarchate in 1949, and for four-part male voice choir,
published posthumously in Constantinople in 1965.77 In either version the voices are
endowed with organ accompaniment. The impression is that of a tasteful, tuneful and
expressive version that is not distant from the idiom of the traditional melodies of the

Armenian Divine Liturgy.

+  Barsel At‘macean (1915-87, known in Turkish as Parseh Atmacayan), born in Bafra
(in Samsun province in Turkey), composed an as yet unpublished Liturgy for a mixed
chorus of (for the most part) four mixed voices. Inspection of the score reveals a graceful
setting. For certain movements the traditional melodies have been retained, but the
greater part of the Liturgy has been composed afresh. The setting does make occasional

use of chromaticism, and is perhaps less conservative than that of Manas.’®

+ Ara Bartevian, Paris; Bartevian was an outstanding musician, with a profound
understanding of Armenian sacred chant but possessing equal mastery in Western
music. He strove to compose a new version, which he characterised as ‘Liturgy-Oratorio’
(‘NMwunwpwag-Opwponpho’). In addition to creating a version explicitly inspired by Western

models, Bartevian was eager to overcome perceived deficiencies of the traditional

1768-1909 [History of Armenian Musical Notation and Biographies of Armenian Musicians 1768-1909]
(Constantinople, 1914), pp. 168-9. | am aware of two of Aram BZSkean'’s publications: a magazine by the name of
Plwp Upwpwpbwl. wgqught bpglp wdbl pbuwl Epudopuluwt gnpdhph Awdwp [Lyre of Ararat: National Songs for
all Manner of Musical Instruments], of which a single issue has been preserved (U. Cpgufu (&hl_ 1, Constantinople, 15
August 1908); and the song-book Fwplwl Ywyuyhlubp [Spring Warblings] (Constantinople, s.n., 1905), including
some forty-two chidren’s songs. | am indebted to Haig Avakian for this information.

75 The existence of this version was mentioned in passing in Part Il of a five-part retrospective by Varuzan KEoséean
in the Marmara daily newspaper in 1972, on the occasion of the 70" anniversary of the passing of K'ristap‘or Kara-
Murza; see Hwpniduwl Lhoubtuil, «Bphutpwihnp Lwpw-Unipqu-h [sic] dwhniwl 70wdbwlhu kL Fuypug Ywu Snn@rwl
Epgswiunwdph pupbnwpdubpnit wnEhe wiuwplubp @ ppwhw) Eytntghubpt ubpu pwqUwéwiu bpgbignnniEbuiu
[Glances at polyphonic singing in Turkish Armenian churches, on the occasion of the 70th anniversary of the death
of K'ristap‘or K‘ara-Murza]», Part Il, Uwpdwpw, 17 December 1972. | am grateful to the musicologist Haig Avakian for
drawing my attention to this source.

76 Eqlwp Uwuwu, 2wtnpuwlwt Muipwpwg pwnwéwjt fuwnl funcdpp hwdwp pulpuwlgni@twdp bpglifnup [Festal
Divine Liturgy for Four-part Mixed Choir Accompanied by Organ] (Mekhitarist Press, s.n., 1962) (it is not clear if the
score was published in Venice or in Vienna).

77 Eypljwp Uwilwu, Gpglignnnuerhiu U, Nuipwpwgh pwnwéwjt wpwhwl funcdpp hwdwp pulibpwlgneebwdp Gpglhnup
[Chants of the Divine Liturgy for Four-part Male Voice Choir Accompanied by Organ] (Istanbul, s.n,, 1965—
posthumous reproduction of the composer’s manuscript).

78 Edvin Galip is at present preparing to conduct a recording of the work. | am grateful to him for this and other
pieces of information concerning the Atmacayan Liturgy, and for kindly making available a scan of the composer’s
manuscript.

PORTUGUESE JOURNAL OF MUSICOLOGY, NEW SERIES, 11/2 (2024) ISSN 2183-8410 a http://rpm-ns.pt



242 HAIG UTIDJIAN

versions—namely that voices were apt to ascend or descend in a manner at variance
with the meaning of the words, and that musical phrases would not always coincide
with verbal ones.” This oratorio-like composition for chorus, soloists and symphony
orchestra has been largely forgotten80 but Bartevian’s setting of the dialogue between
deacon and Clerk preceding the Lord’s Prayer, ‘Udtu. b ptin Gnginin pnud’ (‘Amen; and
with thy spirit’), which he also recorded with organ accompaniment on one of his discs
devoted to the Armenian Liturgy (devoted largely to his aforementioned re-arrangement
of excerpts from the Komitas version, with Iris Bulbulian as the soprano and Ara Seropian
the baritone, and with Marie-Louise Girod at the organ—Vogue CLVLX 451), is a very

fine setting, and may be heard from time to time, especially in Istanbul.

79 The composer’s manuscript of the full score was privately published by ‘Jirair Kasbarian (Ozkasbar)’, and includes
a most interesting preface by the composer. The composer’s aesthetic is made explicit here. Whilst acknowledging
that musical ‘simplicity and accessibility’ are important, ‘to allow the faithful to follow mentally or even hum along’,
yet it is necessary for words and music to be in accord with each other. The Liturgy may be seen, on the grounds
of an attentive reading of its verbal text, to be a ‘spiritual epic’, even a ‘theatrical performance with a religious
spirit’; masterpieces were composed by Western composers accordingly. Yet this viewpoint has been ‘ignored’ in
the Armenian milieu or even deemed to be ‘inappropriate’. As a result, the music of the Armenian ‘Requiem hymn’
sounds like a ‘weepy romance’, even though the words are similar to the Latin Dies irae; to appreciate the contrast,
Bartevian evokes the example of the Berlioz Requiem. In the event, for his Dies irae comparison Bartevian appears
to have conflated excerpts from two Armenian Requiem hymns—the Fourth Authentic Mode De caelis hymn «Qp(aw
ybp h hnghu» and the Magnificat hymn «Whwahu b oppl nuwypuwupuithus, both from the Canon for All Who Have Fallen
Asleepin Christ (see pp. 903 and 899 of the standard Armenian prwl{w‘u lewg [Portable Hymnal], Antelias, 1997).
Bartevian also advocates word painting—purposely choosing to accompany the words ‘Christ has risen’ with brass
and timpani, and using violins for the passage where the celebrant (just before the Sanctus) exhorts that we ‘make
melodies in concord with the seraphim and the cherubim’. This unprecedented (and, to this day, unparalleled), daring
manifesto is worth quoting inits entirety: « Mwpyphd wlipnioy purpniupy np wwypuwpuweth dp bpudoypni@hiup whpp b pruwy
nhepwdwpstih b wwpg, npybugh hwrwgugbiugp Gupbuw) dipndh Ak b ywd dpdugnyd pulpwuw) pgbgnnnu@-tuiu:
Niph2 wityhiuwnwpdl Jp uwlwiu nhgbng Awdwnpne-hiup pwnbpne b Epud-opni-but, whyph gyubup np owip Annc
EU hpwpnt wwypowdbik: Mwypupuagh gpulwt dwup bR nupwnpac@twdp fupnwup whph wil Ggpulugni@twl quitp
np withlw hngbinp nhiguwqubpgni@hiu dpu b, unjupuly upbih £ puby @6 eupbpulut ubpluwywgnud dpu b Yypouwluiu
ontusny: / Wu b wwypwnp np hpwlwnc@hiup Suncun pnuws | pugiwi@rhe nwuwluwu JB§ Epudhoypubpne, npybugh
jophutt Ukhp heubu gbinbghly wwypuwpwgubp: Ubp hpwlwunc@twu dbe panpndhu wupbuniws, unjupuly witywypow
hwdwpniws pwu dpu b: Ophlwlh hwdwp puup Apbcbw) Angbhwugqupbuit swpwlwiupu opfuwlp bL pwnrwyptup
wlnp gnpdwnpniEbul wiwlwl tntmhu: ‘0 jnpdwd Apwpwih dwjupL hinniu* jwnubu Jbnbwp bL jwl wnweh whwenp
pn pbuhu ... uwpuwhpu Aptopwlp, uwuwpl Bplhp pwupu npndup Gpliuhg, pwppwnhu Aptoypwlp, puthu gbptquwup,
pnppnph gbhbwl’: Punnuptigbp wju pwntpp b wunug jwiljwl nndwlup Udwunn Equitwlwenpaodp: Mhgh pluubp
@ owiyp Abnn Bu hpwpdl, jEpng b Ruwpwenpni@hiup niihp, nuunpbgbe Mbphogh Aulquipbut wwypwpwghu
(npphikd) Gphypnpr pwdhup np 4p Yngnih (Shkq hnk) op pwplniEbwt, wyu Unju pwnbpnit ypwy bnuitwluenpniws:
[.] 3UPEUF £PhUSNU fuouphl whyp & pulbpwuwu thnntp, @dpnljubp b wy gnpdhputp, pupne hwdwp wwplbpp
3UPNHSEUL b ud bpp gpuluit pwdUhu dbe Ypunch ‘bL pun Ukpndebpu b pun. Rbpndpbut jophubu [sic] Unuwgu’
wju wugwd wuhpwdtiog Bu eni@wlubpp:» Bartevian also articulated his critique of existing versions in his article
«2w) ElEnkgulwu bpudopnihiup [Armenian church musicl», reproduced in the journal Unipp @plibs 2prwlinuiing
[Journal of the Hospital of the Holy Saviour], March-April 2017, (pp. 108-137, esp. pp. 109, 119-120 etc.), from an
unnamed Armenian Constantinopolitan or Parisian newspaper in which it had first appeared in fourteen parts; a
terminus post quem for the original article must be around 1959, since Bartevian refers to one of his gramophone
records in it.

80 Bartevian’s composition was first performed in Armenia on 20 December 1979, in the presence of the Catholicos
of All Armenians Vazgen |, who at the end of the performance commented ‘Light and blessings have descended
upon the hall’ according to the composer’s preface («Upwhhu Jpwy jnju b OphRunc@hil howt, wwipwufuwutg»:).
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- Khoren Mekanejian (1937-2025), Yerevan (publ. Holy Ejmiacin, 1985;% republished New
York, 1999): this attractive work seeks to emulate the traditional modality of Armenian
sacred chant, but also has much in common with the sound world of Armenian folk
music. Its liturgical deployment at the Cathedral of the Mother See in Ejmiacin was
permitted by Catholicos Vazgen of blessed memory, and for many years it was performed
there on Sundays in alternation with the Ekmalian and Komitas versions. Its setting of
Tér olormea is very popular, and continues to be sung at Divine Liturgies celebrated

throughout the world, usually inserted into the Liturgies by Ekmalian.

+  George Kirazian, an American Armenian, composed his own version in 1995-2007; the
score remains unpublished, but CD recordings appeared in 2008 and 2017. This version,
unlike Mekanejian’s, does not seek to be Armenian in style. It is an introspective, gentle
and in many ways subtle setting, late romantic and moderately dissonant. In terms of
style, it may be said to inhabit a similar world to that of the Preces and Responses by

Bernard Rose (1916-96), well known in the Anglican collegiate and cathedral tradition.?>

Reactions to Harmonisation

We have already briefly noted the reactions to Kropyvnytskyi’s now lost harmonisation—
where public enthusiasm was counteracted by prohibition by conservative clergy, in this
instance sadly resulting in the probable loss of the version itself. We now turn to two different
cases: Kara-Murza, who elicited similar reactions and himself served as the forerunner for the
versions by Ekmalian and, in turn, Komitas; and Bianchini, who appears to have succeeded

after initial opposition (but whose version is now not performed).%3

The Case of Kara-Murza®*

We shall first consider the vicissitudes of the version by K‘ristap‘or Kara-Murza (Crimea 1853
- Tiflis 1902). The premiere of his harmonisation was sung on Easter Day 1886 in Baku,

but further performances were prevented in 1890 by Bishop Mesrop Smbatean. The Bishop

81 bpgbignnnif@hit Unipp Nuwipwpwgh 2wjwupwbw)g Glnkgrn—26nhuwl’ funpbu Ubfuwugbw [sic] [Chants of the
Divine Liturgy—author: Xorén Mexancean] (Holy E]miacin, 1985).

82 The work was recorded complete in 2008, by Pacific Camerata conducted by Daniel Ratelle (on two CDs,
8450103028); excerpts were recorded more recently in Yerevan by the Paros Chamber Choir conducted by Raffi
Mikaelian (no date is given on the CD, but there is a website dated 2017 advertising the recording).

83 This is not due to any perceived deficiencies in his harmonisations, but simply because most of the melodies
that he harmonised are no longer known and sung even in San Lazzaro, and also because the Ekmalian and Komitas
versions became so popular that they came to be sung almost exclusively everywhere. Partial exceptions are
Istanbul, where the Mayr Etanak (above) is sometimes sung in some churches, and San Lazzaro, where portions of a
vanakan patarag—‘monastic Liturgy’ are sometimes sung (constituting a subset of the material that was transcribed
by Fr. Léonce Dayan, and warranting careful study in the future).

84 Here my narrative draws on the account given in Pidedjian, 2pputppwipnp bwpw-Unipqu (see note 36), pp. 71-104.
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demanded to hear excerpts from the Divine Liturgy in four-part harmony and then in unison,
and decided that the latter was to be preferred. Kara-Murza retorted by presenting the Bishop
with a candelabrum of which three of the four candles had been extinguished, asking him
which version gave out the better illumination! The incident provoked the Bishop’s enmity,
who proceeded to make the accusation that in his harmonisation Kara-Murza had incorporated
‘elements of partly Russian and partly Catholic singing’.%

Nevertheless, in 1892 Kara-Murza was appointed to the Mother See, directing the
premiére of one of his arrangements of the Divine Liturgy on the Feast of SS. Thaddeus
and Bartholomew that same year. But there was considerable opposition. Even the youthful
Komitas (then still Deacon Sotomon, and a soloist in the choir) was at the time conservative,
protesting to Kara-Murza ‘God is One, music too should be in a single voice’! Kara-Murza is
said to have retorted: ‘Why do you forget that God is the union of three persons?’® Various
clergy presented their complaints to the Catholicos, with comments such as ‘The church is a
holy place, not a theatre!’, ‘May the composer go to his Hfomeadawan [= of Roman Catholic
confession] comrades and propagate it there!’, ‘God is one, singing should be in one voice,?”
polyphony is appropriate to polytheism!’, and ‘polyphony is peculiar to the Catholic tradition
and against the traditions of the Armenian Orthodox Church’$®—exploiting the fact that Kara-
Murza was a Catholic.

Catholicos Makar was succeeded by Mkrti¢‘ Xrimean, who was elected in 1892 and
anointed in 1893. Though initially encouraging Kara-Murza, the Catholicos, under pressure
by conservative clergy, proceeded soon to dismiss him from the Mother See in 1893, saying
‘you are a great master, very useful to the nation; the work you have started is good work,
but the seminary walls are narrow for you’!89 There may have been an element of personal
antagonism, for shortly thereafter Komitas was allowed to conduct four-part arrangements
of some of the chants of the Liturgy. However, this too resulted in protests on the part of
conservatives within the Brotherhood of the Holy See—this time suggesting ‘Fr. Komitas’

Liturgy reeks of Protestantism’!%°

The Case of Bianchini
Next, we consider the (chronologically earlier) case of San Lazzaro, Venice. Bianchini, born in
Venice, became enamoured of the chants of the Mekhitarist Fathers of the monastic island of

San Lazzaro, and embarked upon transcription from about 1855. It appears that he was also

85 Pidedjian, Bppuypwipnp bwpw-Unipqu (see note 36), pp. 74-75.

86 Pidedjian, Ephupwihnp bwpw-Unipqu (see note 36), p. 88.

87 This seems to echo the objections made some years earlier against Kropyvnytskyi’s version in Akkerman.
88 Pidedjian, ppupwthnp Ywpw-Unipqu (see note 36), p. 96.

89 Pidedjian, eppuypwthnp Ywpw-Unipqu (see note 36), p. 99.

90 Pidedjian, ppuyrwthnp bwpw-Unipqu (see note 36), p. 100.
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director of music of the Mekhitarist Murat-Raphael School in Venice and was thus able to
teach his harmonised versions of the chants of the Divine Liturgy to his pupils, performing
them liturgically on the island. Here too, the enthusiasm of the singers and of many of those
present was at variance with the critical reactions of conservative members of the Mekhitarist
Congregation. This may perhaps seem surprising—after all, the Mekhitarists were very much
open to Western culture, and were progressive, as well as patriotic and devout. In a sense, we
are now fortunate that Bianchini faced opposition, since this forced him to articulate his views,
motivation and aesthetic inclinations, in a set of newly-discovered letters addressed to Fr.
Rap‘ayél T‘reanc' in Paris (1855-57), which give us a somewhat nuanced picture. Bianchini’s
penchant was first of all to ‘regulate’—in the original Italian ‘regolare’, probably in several
senses. He wished to give fixity to melodies that were often rendered in a semi-improvised
manner with rough guidance at best from the neumes; he wished to notate them and place
them within barlines; and he must have been obliged to approximate whatever he heard to
the equally tempered system, as best he could, not having access to any means of notating
microtonal nuances. But why harmonise? He was pragmatic in his apologetics—appealing to
the patriotic inclinations of the Mekhitarist Fathers, pointing out how an international audience
had been impressed by the harmonised performance, and even stating that, if Armenian sacred

music were performed in the requisite manner, it would surpass even Gregorian chant:*

God willsit, good taste, Armenian civilization desire it. Ah! how much future generations will be grateful to us
and remember us when, singing the Divine praises with the written and regulated notes, they will find that

Armenian ecclesiastic chantis notinferior to Gregorian chant, but perhapsin certain points surpassesit|...]°?

But he also used theological arguments:

| hope to the Lord that this music, queen of science, which was born to harmonise the praises of the Most
High, which was created by Divine Wisdom because it wanted to be glorified by it; this music that has been
cultivated and studied by a Moses, by a David, and by other Saints and Prophets, which was also called
Divine by wise Greece—I hope, | said, it will not be neglected, or abandoned by the monks (who bring lustre
to the nation) whose pride and joy is knowing how to appreciate and cultivate the sciences, and in time we
could also say that of music; so that, if God likes the purest offerings and holocausts, so also music, being a

most pleasing incense to Him, will surely be more pleasing if we offer it to him perfected.®?

91 See Haig Utidjian, «Mbyppnu Mhwiuphuh b Uluhrwpbwu U. 2wpp. Jh pwuh Wwypnnnehiuubp [Pietro Bianchini
and the Mekhitarist Fathers: some observations]», bpudopwlwl 2ujwupwlu—EraZstakan Hayastan [Journal of the
Komitas Conservatoire, Yerevan), 2/61 (2021), pp. 51-9.

92 Bianchini to T‘reanc’, 18 September 1855. | am indebted to Fr. Vahan Ohanian for his kindness in providing me
with photographs of the letters, and am most grateful to Giuseppe Sanfratello for his help with the original Italian.

93 Bianchini to T‘reanc’, 18 September 1855.
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Interestingly, similar argumentation came to be used decades later by Ekmalian, whose
grounds (articulated in the preface to his 1896 volume) were not dissimilar to Bianchini’s,
regarding ‘perfection’ and ‘fulfilment’ of the art.’* Ekmalian also took pains to assure the
reader that the traditional melodies had been left invariant (and, after all, he himself was
involved in the team that transcribed them in the 1870s); ‘chromaticism’ had been eschewed;

and a commission from the St. Petersburg Conservatoire testified to its quality:

[...] harmonisation is not inappropriate and against the spirit of our Church, since it is the perfection
and fulfilment of music, which our ancestors did not eschew, rendering the sacred chants of our church
perfect and the most beautiful according to each century and according to the state of development of

the art of music[...]°°

Some General Observations

It is interesting that attempts at harmonisation arose concurrently in Venice, the Caucasus
and the Ukraine (the latter two being at the time within the Russian Empire). European
non-Armenians played a vital role—not only Kropyvnytskyi, Bianchini, Aydinian’s colleague
Weiss, perhaps even Mikhail Ippolitov-Ivanov (with whom Kara-Murza corresponded), and,
in Calcutta, ‘Mr Slater’. However, the most successful arrangements were those undertaken by
gifted but European-educated Armenians such as Ekmalian (St. Petersburg), Komitas (Berlin)
and Bartevian (Paris).

The very same arguments were used by conservative clergy who sought to sabotage or
curtail the work of Kropyvnytskyi and Kara-Murza in both cases; and the very same apologetics
and theological arguments were used by Bianchini and Ekmalian. But the battle had already
been won by the end of the nineteenth century. In 1895 Catholicos MKkrti¢‘ Xrimean authorised
the Ekmalian harmonisation with a Catholical Bull that was reproduced in the 1896 publication,
whilst Catholicos Géorg V Suréneanc‘ in 1917 approved Amy Apcar’s version. It is interesting to

contrast this with the Greek case, where harmonisation remained forbidden.%

94 And, as we shall see below, Komitas too, in his own manifesto at the end of his critique of Ekmalian’s Liturgy,
explicitly aspired ‘towards perfection’.

95 «[..] ghypbwp, EEL Ubpnwolwlsw]u pugwdw]u Epwdopni@hi b hus wunby br hwlwnwl ngny BybnkgLny Jtpny, gh
Yuipwipbnchiu b pnchiu hd'u b bpudopne @b, jnpdl ns funpobight b bwiubpugl Jbp' b hugwpbwiu b h gbinbglugnuu
Jjophubin) ghngtinp Epgtigniuu Eykntgny dtpn) pug hupwpwitshep nwipn b puyp quipquigdwu wpnibugph Epwdogne@tw
[..]» (from Ekmalian’s preface to the 1896 publication, lacking pagination).

96 For a brief discussion, see Haig Utidjian, «'Whu waguijhu Ylwg Sodwphy wwiplspp’. 3nju Ouduiubui bpwd-pypugbgh
Up ypywenpni@hiiubpp Undhypwu Ywpnwwbph Mnung hwdbipgh dwuhu [‘Here lies the true picture of national life”: The
impressions of a Greek Ottoman musicologist from Archimandrite Komitas’ concert in Constantinople]», Komitas
Museum-Institute Yearbook, 3 (2018), pp. 59-80, at p. 60, which also gives a fuller discussion of the argument
between East and West within Armenian sacred music, embracing public polemics in Constantinople and aninstance
of overnight sabotage of the pipes of organ bellows in Constantinople!
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Ekmalian and Komitas

The Komitas and Ekmalian versions of the Liturgy may both justifiably be regarded as
masterpieces of the first rank—perhaps Komitas’ more obviously so, although in my view
the noble simplicity of the version by Ekmalian is no less a hallmark of genius than Komitas’
sheer ingenuity and imagination. Komitas was adventurous and forward-looking in his tonal
experiments that exploited the modality of the melodies (as will be shortly demonstrated),
whereas Ekmalian purposely set out to be more conservative in his approach, both in remaining
homophonic and in eschewing ‘chromaticism’.

It is surprising how little we have studied the procedures of both these musicians. First,
where did their melodies come from? We know that for the most part Ekmalian used the
Valarsapat Missal. In the one or two instances where he did not, he appears to have saved
from oblivion old melodies traditional to the Caucasus that would have otherwise been lost. On
occasion he departs in a minor way from the Vatarsapat melodies—as, for instance, in lightly
modifying the opening of the ode A¢‘k‘n cov (a beautiful item in the diigah makam).?” Komitas
too largely drew on the ValarSapat Missal, but we may find a higher proportion of melodies
not found in that source in his case than in that of Ekmalian. We may presume that Komitas
was able to deploy versions he had gathered during his extensive rural fieldwork or which
he had obtained in Constantinople. Further, he took more liberties in adapting the melodies
he derived from the Missal than Ekmalian did. Finally, in the case of highly melismatic solo
items such as Hagiologies, Komitas chose substantially to simplify the versions found in the
Valarsapat Missal.

The Ekmalian and Komitas versions of the Liturgy are by far the most popular, and
one or other of them can be encountered in virtually every Armenian church the world over.
Ekmalian’s Liturgy is the most widespread, and has in a sense become the victim of its own
success, in that it is sung in numerous small parishes that lack the resources to perform
it well. Even more unfortunate is the fact that, due to its apparent simplicity, it is hardly
ever accorded the careful preparation that is required; for instance, Ekmalian’s very deliberate
and purposeful dynamics, which are often quite challenging to realise, are almost always
trampled over. At the Holy See of Ejmiacin, where a professional choir is employed, I have
found that resident organists are all too apt to improvise dominant sevenths and passing
notes that bespeak boredom and lack of taste, whilst even brief choral responses are burdened
with vulgar ritenuti (which also weaken the theological and dramatic connections between the

mutually interacting contributions of celebrant, deacon and choir of Clerks).

97 In point of fact, in my view the unpublished organ accompaniment to this ode by Ara Bartevian is even finer,
especially in the way in which highly convincing harmonic progressions have been fitted to the contours of the
opening phrase: see Haig Utidjian’s YouTube channel for a recording made under Bartevian’s own direction, at
<https://youtu.be/ZsE6dcM7Rns?si=Qn-InwChT7XakxXt> (accessed 10 March 2025).
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When properly performed, the two versions are, in my view, equally moving and
artistically imposing. Ekmalian’s arrangement is largely homophonic (although slow and
highly melismatic items are endowed with accompaniments that are appropriately static).
Komitas’ is polyphonic, and often highly demanding on vocal technique as well as musically.
In either version, to achieve a sense of unity, continuity and overall architecture, care must be
taken properly to integrate the contributions of the celebrant and the deacon, and the variable
items—entailing at times as these do radical changes in modality.®® Finally, although most
churches (except in Constantinople) favour the Ekmalian version, nonetheless for the hymn of
vesting, Xorhurd xorin, for the Hagiologies and for the Tér olormea supplication, in practice

Komitas’ versions are usually incorporated into the Ekmalian Liturgy.

Komitas’ Critique of Ekmalian’s Version

Komitas was highly critical of his erstwhile teacher’s arrangement in his review of its
publication in 1898.9° The review is of great interest: Komitas goes into considerable detail,
and many of his observations are perspicuous.’® From our present point of view, however,
some of the criticisms may seem disingenuous. Komitas criticises Ekmalian for minor changes
in the melody (though he himself would later give himself greater latitude). He also criticises
Ekmalian for his metres and placement of barlines—citing, for instance, the hymn Kr'istos i
meéj mer yaytnec‘aw, where unaccented syllables had been placed after each barline. Yet in this
instance too, in his own version Komitas would himself come to position the downbeat on the
first syllable of Kr'istos, as Ekmalian had done.* Indeed there are instances where Komitas
in his turn did not hesitate to modify the rhythm of the original melodies when it suited his
purpose; an example is the augmentation to which he subjects the melody towards the end of
Xorhurd xorin, to allow him to insert a neat imitation in the bass part.

In my view, the principal value of the review is rather more positive—as a manifesto
about Komitas’ own ideals and aesthetic principles. For instance, he advocates ‘that the

stresses of language and melody kiss each other’.°> And he explicitly mentions his own desire

98 These aspects were problematic even in the absence of harmonisation or any accompanying instrument; see
Tntesean’s discussion in Nkaragir ergoc’, pp. 77-9.

99 See «bpgbignnni@rhiup U. Mwipwpwgh [Chants of the Divine Liturgyl», Upwpwip, 1898(3-4), pp. 111-17, reproduced
in Undpypuwu Ywpnuwwby. Nwunwlwuppnehiubp bu jonnuwdUbp [Archimadrite Komitas: Studies and Articles],
pp. 90-106.

100 For particulars see Jacob Olley and Haig Utidjian, ‘Komitas critiques Ekmalian’s setting of the Armenian Liturgy
(1898)’,in Thinking Music: Global Sources for the History of Music Theory, edited by Carmel Raz, Thomas Christensen
and Lester Hu (University of Chicago Online Research and Publication Service (CORPUS), forthcoming in 2026).

101 Komitas here uses bars that are twice as long as Ekmalian’s, but does not adhere to the scheme he advocates in
his review, whereby the downbeat should fall on the second syllable of Kr'istos.

102 «Nipbd'u Uwfu whypp b Epah fuoupbipp (Egniwlwu swihh JEpwdt), wwyw ~hwpwdubph pwudwuby, npubu gh (Egnih b
tnuitwyh sbopbipu hpwp hwdpnipbuy, see Undhypwu dwpnwybip. NuunclUwuppnehiitbp b jonnuwdutp [Archimadrite
Komitas: Studies and Articles], p. 99. The expression is almost certainly an allusion to Psalm 85:10, ‘Mercy and truth are
met together; righteousness and peace have kissed each other’ (Arm. and LXX: 84:11).
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to create a version of the Divine Liturgy that, ‘striving towards perfection’, would be ‘planned’
and constituted as a work of ‘artistic unity’.1

Finally, it should be remembered that his criticisms notwithstanding, Komitas is known
to have spent much time and effort teaching the three-part version of the Ekmalian Liturgy in

Constantinople, performing it on numerous occasions in the Patriarchal Church with great success.*

Some Comparisons

To demonstrate how Ekmalian and Komitas arranged the same melody (albeit with very light
modifications) with very different harmonic contexts created in each case, we shall consider
two examples. The first is the fairly syllabic version of the hymn of vesting, Xorhurd xorin
already encountered. The source for both musicians was the ValarSapat Missal of 1878 (Fig.
3).195 Figs. 4(a) and (b) give the opening of the same hymn in the arrangements by Ekmalian
and by Komitas, respectively. They have both used essentially the same melody for this Xac‘atur
Taronac‘i hymn, but their treatments and the resultant effect are highly contrasting. Not only
is Ekmalian chordal whilst Komitas is polyphonic; but, even more strikingly, Ekmalian treats

the melody as if it is in G major, whilst Komitas interprets it as being in A minor.»¢

L0DD LORE ThORPS

"‘}2“&‘ . i ’ k3 . . « 9 .
s W A H H W Ad pd Wa A s d AW A
Vnp Sacpy fun pff wh Suu  w Gpu el np qup  quw pk-

d Na d Hp @ Ad Pd A A @ AW WA
ghp gl pf% wb wne Fe bg o gw nw quwn wbo i megg
W 2 Ad d Ha W Ad AW A W W A Wp s
o um Ji gk pw wmukd s mo  p qpw  wpu Spkogh Ty

Figure 3. Opening of Xorhurd xorin in the VatarSapat Missal of 1878, p. 51

103 «Hyh Yuypwpbnerhiu gt Ubup Ynigbhup Uh wiuwhuh Spugpny dowyniws b fuguws, gbnupnibupuluiu
Uhnhiu ubplujwgunn, ywpuwpuwey, see Undhyrwu Ywpnwybp. Neuncdbwuppne-hiibp b jonniwdutip [Archimadrite
Komitas: Studies and Articles], pp. 105-6.

104 Keoseean (op. cit. Part, IV, 19 December 1972, p. 3) reports that Komitas did all this on an entirely voluntary
basis and even paid for his fare ‘from his own pocket’ (<Unuhypwu dwpnwwty wyu pninpp Uwjp blnkgun) frypug
Ywuntl |pul wnuiug nnjqu- wuywnc@bwu bu Unjuhuly Swlwwwphwdwfudt w hp gpywtbu YEwpbng»). According
to Keéoseean, on one festive occasion (25 October 1913—marking 1500 years from the invention of the Armenian
alphabet and and 400 years of Armenian printing), the newspaper Zamanak reported that a crowd ‘that perhaps
exceeded fifteen thousand’ had gathered all around the church, the courtyard and the streets near the Patriarchate.
| am again grateful to Haig Avakian for drawing this source to my attention.

105 Qujwgpbuw) Mwipwpwgp Yndhpwu Ywpnwylbiph Uppwgpnitwdp (pup Qwphgh Uniywpbwl Uwipbuwnwpwlp
huplwghpp UpLftipnc) [The Musically Notated Divine Liturgy with Archimandrite Komitas’ Corrections (according
to the authographs at the Nuparean Library in Paris], wwyppwuypbg ™ 2wl Urwgbul, 2whwlpp Cwpwwetpfe,
3Lu:_bLan5r L. (Cairo, 2019). Avakian has demonstrated that for the first five stanzas Komitas made his pencil
emendations into the 1878 edition, and for the sixth stanza into the 1874 edition.

106 This comparison involves the somewhat syllabic, ferial version of the hymn. However, it is interesting to compare
their respective treatments of the highly melismatic, festal version. Here too, Ekmalian treats the melody as being in
G major, whilst Komitas (modifying the opening anacrusis by dint of raising the first note G by a tone to an A, thereby
starting with an upward interval A-D of a fourth instead of the G-D fifth found in the VatarSapat missal (1878 edition,
p.193) again treats it as being in A minor. And although both Ekmalian and Komitas accompany the melody with long
chords, Komitas deploys an imitative treatment with various ‘echo’ effects.
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Figure 4. Opening of Xorhurd xorin in (a) Ekmalian’s harmonisation, as per the 1974 Antelias edition (derived from
parts of the 1896 publication), p. 4; and (b) Komitas’ polyphonic version as per the 1974 Antelias republication of
the 1933 volume, p. 3

We shall engage in one further (and particularly telling) comparison: that of the hymn
Marmin térunakan—in the versions by Kara-Murza, Ekmalian and Komitas (with two distinct
variants of the latter)—see Fig. 5. Kara-Murza provides a touchingly naive harmonisation,
with a simple and somewhat repetitious chord progression—Fig. 5(a). Ekmalian is better able

to think in terms of long phrases and to grade the harmonic tension appropriately, with a
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greater variety of positions, and making good use of first and second inversion chords from
the very first phrase. He is able to keep the bass line relatively immobile, but over bars 7-9
it rises and descends in a most effective manner, with its restraint contributing all the more
to the sense of tension and relaxation—Fig. 5(b). Much use is made of contrary motion—
between bass and soprano, and between alto and tenor. The result is simple, but noble and
quite sensitive to the curves of the melody, to the verbal text, and to the tensions these
generate. The first of Komitas’ versions, found in the appendix of the 1933 publication—see
Fig. 5(c)—is slightly more adventurous than Ekmalian’s—as is evident, for instance, by the
darkening produced by the B flat in the bass part towards the end of the first system (with
a B natural before and afterwards—a tonal characteristic of the mode being a flattened sixth
yet a major third throughout). But the truly astounding revelation is Komitas’ other version,
found in the main body of the 1933 score—see Fig. 5(d), which, to my mind, displays a touch
of genius. The melody is exactly the same as before, but it has been harmonised around a
tonic axis of B natural instead of G, creating some beautiful effects. The beginning and end
appear to be B minor chords that starkly lack a third, with the interval of a fourth (F sharp
to B natural) being rather prominent. But the second beat is already a G major first inversion
chord, whilst the penultimate chord of the first bar is a B minor chord—but treated here as
a dissonance that is allowed smoothly to resolve into a G minor first inversion chord (albeit
with a bass that is notated as an A sharp rather than a B flat). Yet in the last two chords of the
first bar of the second system, clearly we experience a sense of relaxation as the dissonance
of the penultimate chord resolves into a B minor chord—yet again lacking a third. Marmin
térunakan enables Komitas to move from G minor (albeit with a sharpened third) to B minor—
an effect reinforced overleaf, where the opening of the Hagiology Hrestakayin reinforces the
effect, until (as behoves the progression from 34 to &4 darjuack‘ mode—otherwise known in
Constantinopolitan Armenian circles as the ‘saba zemzeme’ makam) we modulate to E minor
(with a sharpened third). Through this admirably original ‘sleight-of-hand’ (for want of a
better term), Komitas has shifted the tonal axis of his Liturgy from G to E. It is all meticulously
planned and executed. This surely exemplifies one element of the ‘artistic unity’ that Komitas
sought. And the eerily beautiful chordal progressions of this version of Marmin térunakan
admirably exploit the Armenian modality; it is precisely the modality of the minor key with a
sharpened (major) third that lends itself to this treatment—just as the ‘saba zemzeme’ mode
of the Hagiology permits a further shift up a perfect fourth, enabling the overall movement of
the axis from G to B natural and thence to E. This highly original treatment must have sounded
especially shocking, aptly mysterious and even entrancing at the time. And, remarkably, we
come across comparable harmonic language by slightly later Western masters of the first rank
such as Schoenberg (if one thinks of the opening and very ending of his Chamber Symphony
no. 2), Benjamin Britten (consider the ‘For Silly Fellow’ section of his anthem Rejoice in the

Lamb) and Frank Martin (the Petite Symphonie Concertante being a case in point).
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Figure 5. Versions of the hymn Marmin térunakan arranged by (a) Kara-Murza, as per Pidedjian’s conversion into
Western staff notation, 2013, pp. cclxxii-cclxxiii; (b) Ekmalian, pp. 27-8 of the 1974 Antelias edition; (c) Komitas,
appendix of the 1974 Antelias republication of the 1933 volume, p. 71; and (d) Komitas, main body of the 1974
Antelias republication of the 1933 publication, p. 22
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Komitas’ Divine Liturgy: Procedures, Editions and Interpretations

In the case of Komitas, Haig Avakian has undertaken valuable work” in publishing and
analysing Komitas’ own modifications in pencil to his own copies of the ValarSapat Missal, as
we have seen."® In many instances (though not all) they point towards the melodies as they
appeared in his version of the Divine Liturgy. But it behoves us to be more precise in referring
to his ‘version’.

Komitas mentioned in a letter already in 1909 that he had prepared no fewer than
seven harmonised versions of the Liturgy. He may have been overstating the case, or (more
plausibly) had indeed trained different groups of singers at different times in his career to
sing various arrangements in the past, not all of which may have necessarily been completed,
fully written out or otherwise codified. Moreover, some of Komitas’ papers are likely to have
perished. Nevertheless, Robert At‘ayean et al have demonstrated that, at the very least, excerpts
and fragments may indeed be found in Komitas’ extant papers that could be deemed to belong
to multiple distinct versions, arranged for different occasions and various forces over the
years."* However, what most congregations think of as the Komitas Liturgy is a distinct and
practically complete version, which Komitas prepared over the first year of World War I, and
which was given its first performance liturgically, only days before the Armenian Genocide.™
This work has been preserved partly in the shape of a fair copy (for about one fifth of the
Liturgy—twenty-two manuscript pages),"> and otherwise largely complete as a rough version
(of fifty-three folios—making up over a hundred pages, but in places rendered almost illegible

by the numerous reworkings, emendations and corrections).”> The version usually performed

107 See Avakian, Qujuwgpbw Nwipwpwgp Yndhypuwu dwpnwwbph Uppwgpni@twdp (see note 105), p. 9) For
my assessment of the importance of this work, see the discussion already referred to above: Haig Utidjian,
«Gpwdoypugby 2wy Urwgbwlh Ynennuihu ne upniwp Epudopughypuluu unp hpwpwpwlnituug (2024) bqulh
wpdbpp [The Significance of the Monumental and Extensive Musicological New Publications (2024) of Haig
Avakian]», bpwdoypuwljwl 2wywupu.

108 Komitas possessed both 1874 and 1878 editions; most of his pencil emendations were made on the second
edition, and some on the first; see Avakian, Qujuwgpbw; Nwpuwpwgp tndhipwu Ywpnwybiph Uppwgpniebwdp (see
note 105), p. 5.

109 Letter of 1909 addressed the Mekhitarist Father tewond Tayean: «2wjjulwl wwypwpwaU ntupd 7 pbuwl
pwqiwdwil puolwlws, pwig sk pyniwd»—see Undhypwu Ywpnwybip—ULwdwlwuh [Archimandrite Komitas—Letters],
edited by G. Gasparean (Yerevan, Printinfo, 2009), p. 153.

110 See At‘ayean (see Undhipwu 2ngbinp upbindwgnpdnihiulbip, (see note 35), vol. 8, p. 8, where Davit' Deroyean is
credited with the meticulous.task of categorising and chronologically ordering the various excerpts and fragments,
partly based on notes by Robert At‘ayean, who had passed away in 1994.

111 The first performance was on 17 April 1915 (Easter Eve), and the second on Easter Day, in the Armenian church
(later to be demolished) in the Galata district of Constantinople. Komitas was arrested and deported on 24 April 1915,
and plans for a third performance on 2 May were never realised. See At‘ayean, Lmd}upwu Nuwiypwpwg (see note 48),
vol. 7, p. 124 (part of an illuminating historical account of the origins and early history of the Komitas Divine Liturgy,
found on pp. 121-32 of the edition).

112 Charents Museum, Yerevan, MS No. 625.

113 Charents Museum, Yerevan, MS No. 622.
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was completed and edited by Vardan Sargsean (Wardan Sarxian, 1895-1978) and published in
Paris in 1933, as we saw, and it is this version discussed in the present article in referring to
Komitas’Divine Liturgy. Finally, we note that Robert At‘ayean prepared an edition that strove
to eschew Sarxian’s additions and interventions.” The latter edition, published in 1997, is
not in wide use, but attempts to come closer to Komitas’ intentions. Though it is accompanied
by a good introduction and an excellent essay by At‘ayean at the end, these materials do
not quite go far enough musicologically for those with a specialised interest in the work.
Further effort is required, building on At‘ayean’s meritorious work, to pinpoint, elucidate and
understand the motivation behind the various variants and layers of modifications, if we are to
shed light on Komitas’ creative processes. Nor does At‘ayean’s edition seek to make explicit all
of the editor’s decisions and choices in detail."¢ Indeed, Komitas’ rough version has not been
studied fully in its own right"”—and it deserves to be, since the Komitas Liturgy is arguably

the greatest masterpiece in the whole of Armenian music.

Performance Traditions

Komitas’ version is performed regularly in Armenian churches in Istanbul today, and although
the Armenian community is but a shadow of what it was in Komitas’ time, and is thus
somewhat vocally under-resourced, my experience of the Liturgy in such churches—especially
the Church of the Holy King in Kadikdy (conducted by Sevan Sencan) and the Church of St.
Vardan in Ferikdy (conducted by Dn. Adrusan Halacyan)—has left me with a sense that there is
something profoundly ‘right’, idiomatic, and spiritually and artistically moving in the results;
and that the last remnants of the Armenian community of Constantinople may well be the
final genuine torch-bearers of this music. No less importantly, Constantinopolitan clergy and
deacons continue to sing in a stylish and musicianly manner. Indeed, I am convinced that
when Komitas referred to ‘artistic unity’, he must have doubtless wished the contributions of
the celebrant and deacons convincingly to connect and unify the successive choral movements,

and allow the music to work in a cumulative manner,"® emulating the spiritual stages inherent

114 It has to be noted that, to his credit, At‘ayean acknowledges the considerable merits of the Sarxian performing
edition.

115 See At‘ayean, Lmd}upwu Nuwiypwpwgq (see note 48), vol. 7.

116 See At‘ayean, l-md}upwu Nuwypwpwg (see note 48), vol. 7, pp. 133-83. But the standard Sarxian edition is even less
informative in this respect, by far—being intended as a performing edition.

117 In my view it deserves to be disentangled and studied, not only to help with editors’ choices in preparing an
Urtext edition of the work, but also to shed further light on Komitas’ creative processes and procedures—at the very
least in the way in which this has been initiated for Antonin Dvorak’s Mass in D: see Haig Utidjian, ‘Dvorak’s Mass in D:
the composer’s extant sketches’, Clavibus Unitis, 7/2 (2018), pp. 53-75. A facsimile ought also to be published, and
photographs of the rough sketches be made freely accessible.

118 I am also profoundly convinced—the views of Soviet-era musicologists notwithstanding—that Komitas intended
this version of his Liturgy primarily for liturgical, rather than concert, performance.
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to the Divine Liturgy.™ This is, sadly, one of the most striking features that are lacking in
the majority of the recordings available of the Komitas Liturgy, which has more generally not
fared quite as well on disc as one might have hoped in view of its importance in the Armenian

canon of music and culture more generally.

Recordings!?®

First, we consider two splendidly full-blooded recordings with male voices, both conducted by
Komitas Keshishian, with suitably broad, if at times somewhat reverential, tempi. The first
was made with a group of opera singers under the appellation of St. Gayane Choir (NA033CD,
two CDs, 1996); the splendid solo singing of the late Gegham Grigorian is a tremendous asset
here, for, though a distinguished international opera singer, he was able to sing in a stylish
manner (as in the case of the Hagiology «Cpbyunnwlwihu Yuwpgwinpniptwdp>). The diaconal
and celebrants’ parts are eschewed (perhaps a blessing in disguise, as filling in the diaconal
and celebrant’s contributions idiomatically seems an almost impossible challenge, judging
from virtually all the recordings considered). The second features the Male Chamber Choir of
the Yerevan Opera Theatre (HMC1151, four CDs—apparently made in 1999); the choral singing
is similarly satisfying vocally, if somewhat gruff in places (especially as far as the deacon’s
parts are concerned, which are included here—rendered in a somewhat stentorian manner and
with unconvincing gaps between the various contributions).

A highly contrasting recording with male voices of a very different sort involves the
Armenian Moscow Chamber Choir conducted by Nelli Andriasian (LC03153, year unknown);
the Choir is rather more refined and light-footed—sometimes articulating the more syllabic
choruses in a stylish leggiero manner that would not be out of place in a Bach motet, yet with a
slightly Russian-sounding pronunciation (including mute ‘y’ consonants at the ends of genitive
nouns in Ancient Armenian that are, quite incorrectly, pronounced audibly—a nuance that was
lost after the communist reform of the Armenian orthography in the Caucasus in the 1920s).
The (self-published) recording by the male voices of the chamber choir Hover, made in 2006,
is similarly polished and refined, but it is an inhomogeneous combination of slightly unruly
and inaccurate solo singing and a Western early-music-style chamber choir of disciplined male

voices that from time to time give the impression of performing Gregorian plainchant, leaving

119 The best commentary on the Armenian Divine Liturgy remains that by Abp. Tiran Nersoyan; see Divine Liturgy
of the Armenian Apostolic Orthodox Church with Variables, Complete Rubrics and Commentary, translated by Tiran
Abp. Nersoyan, revised fifth edition, (London, Church of St. Sarkis, Iverna Gardens, 1984, pp. 257-83, especially the
section ‘Parts of the Liturgy’ (pp. 259-61).

120 The list of recordings included here is necessarily highly selective. Haig Avakian has compiled a very substantial
list of recordings which deserves to be published, perhaps endowed with appropriate qualifying remarks that serve
to assess, compare and contrast the various versions—historically, musically and musicologically; but we are still
seeking out ‘missing’ recordings. | recollect having heard recorded versions in my childhood that have apparently
never been digitalised and remain unidentified and apparently unavailable.
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the listener somewhat cold and bereft of the atmosphere of a real Armenian Liturgy.” This
slightly anaemic version betrays the influence of the Western ‘historically-informed performance
practice’ movement, with choral singing lacking in vibrato. Its main advantage is accuracy—the
choir sings in tune throughout. The edition used here is that by At‘ayean.

A recording (DC-197, year unknown) with the Armenian State Academic Chorus under
Yovhannés C‘ék‘i¢ean, an eminent veteran Komitas interpreter, uses a mixed chorus, but
the uppermost line has apparently been given largely to female contraltos, performing with
musicianship but inevitable restraint—singing almost constantly in the lowest part of their
register; this contrasts strikingly with the effect intended in the original version, whereby the
uppermost line is performed by first tenors. Komitas intends that they sing in a rich variety of
ways—at times stridently and with brilliance, at others sotto voce (doubtless using a ‘mixture’
involving the head register, as a means of achieving a pianissimo rather high in the register).
When I was called upon to train the Church Choir of the Cathedral of St. Sargis in Yerevan (a
mixed choir) in the summer of 2003, I chose to assign the uppermost two lines (for tenor and
for second tenor/baritone, respectively) to the sopranos and the mezzo-sopranos respectively,
and the lowest line was undertaken by the baritones and basses. This worked very well almost
throughout, although it did mean that there was a very substantial gap in sonority between
the upper two (female) lines and the low male voices of the third line. A similar strategy was
adopted by Garbis Aprikian and his mixed Sipan-Komitas Chorus in Paris for their 43-minute
recital of a selection of Komitas’ arrangements of Armenian sacred music, drawn almost
entirely from the Divine Liturgy (recorded in 1975, released on HM40.5120 in 1982—one of
only two versions released by an international company, in this instance Harmonia Mundi
France). Thrillingly exciting in places, and with a wide dynamic range, this recital also benefits
from the satisfying solo singing of the mezzo-soprano Sonia Nigoghossian.

It is perhaps this gap in sonority between high female and low male voices that the
most recent recording of the Liturgy, made in 2020, sought to circumvent—bringing us to the
version that Fr. Ivan was called upon to review.?> The recording, released in 2020 (DE3590—
only the second version known to me to have been issued by an international firm, in this
case Delos) features the excellent Latvian Radio Choir. I was privileged to attend an exquisite
performance of excerpts from the Komitas Liturgy juxtaposed with the Schnittke Concerto
for Choir, on 6 April 2017 in Riga, beautifully sung, and sensitively conducted by Sigvards

Klava.>s However, for the later recording of the Liturgy with the Radio Choir a contemporary

121 This could be an over-reaction against the Soviet decades of performing Komitas’ folk-song arrangements for
chorus in an inflated style somewhat reminiscent of the Red Army Choir.

122 See the Gramophone website, at <https://www.gramophone.co.uk/review/komitas-divine-liturgy-klava>
(accessed 10 March 2025).

123 This highly memorable concert was masterminded and organised by H. E. Ambassador Tigran Mkrtchyan, who
was also tireless in his efforts to make a subsequent recording possible.
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composer was engaged to re-arrange Komitas’ work, with a view to rendering it more suitable
for mixed choir. This arrangement has done violence to the original work, radically changing
the relationships between the various voices, and causing some curious effects—such as
movements in octaves, or having the sopranos sing an inner part an octave higher—in a
manner reminiscent of sirens from a black-and-white Hollywood film! Fr. Ivan Moody was
more restrained but equally to the point: ‘Sometimes, however, in spite of the beauty of the
sound itself, one feels that the sopranos especially are there to provide a rich halo of sound
which is, to say the least, very curious to anyone already acquainted with the original. It is
a treatment that brings it in some ways close to a composer such as Chesnokov, and when
the ‘Sanctus’ begins one even begins to imagine 20th-century Anglican music, which one
would certainly not think of when listening to the original male-voice version!’ There is also
a stylistic mélange in the voices employed: a vocally opulent Rigoletto performs the deacon’s
parts, but the celebrant sings in a rather different style, whilst some soli are undertaken by
vibrato-less smaller voices from within the Choir. In addition to the incongruity between the
various vocal styles, there are jarring juxtapositions in tonality; the joints between successive
choral items, provided by deacon and celebrant (whose contributions were not always fully
written out by Komitas) have not always been satisfactorily worked out. A very high degree
of craftsmanship on the part of the Radio Choir and of their choirmaster is thus somewhat
compromised by an insufficiency of editorial expertise. Nevertheless, though in some ways a
missed opportunity, the recording has many merits. It has been well received, not least thanks
to the artistry of the Latvian performers, and it will help render Komitas’ masterpiece better

known around the world, as it richly deserves to be.

Concluding Remarks

This article sought primarily to locate, document and to some extent evaluate extant sources,
known and unknown, and it is not my intention to present some overarching argument.
Nevertheless, there are certain distinct tendencies evident from the present survey that are
worth rendering explicit.

One concerns Westernisation, and the fact that the underlying reasons for it were
positive and negative. The positive motivation was the desire to master and deploy the most
sophisticated aspects of the art of music as practised in Europe, so as to render the ‘sacrifice’
(the original meaning of the Armenian word patarag, signifying ‘Divine Liturgy’) offered up
to God the very best it could possibly be. We have seen this consideration explicitly formulated
by both Bianchini and Ekmalian. Armenians had been attracted to harmony for some time,
and it is interesting that the Armenian Church appears to have been more open to harmony

than some sister churches were.” Not all Armenian musicians agreed—as is evident from

124 Haig Utidjian, ‘G. D. Pachtikos on Archimandrite Komitas’, Clavibus unitis, 6 (2017), pp. 1-8, esp. p. 1.
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polemics in the press in Constantinople.s In such circumstances one might have expected both
approaches to co-exist in liturgical practice in parallel with each other. This did not happen,
however; history militated otherwise—with the large-scale displacement and destruction of
the Armenian population in the Ottoman Empire, and Sovietisation of the portion of Armenia
previously under the Russian Empire that survived as the Soviet Republic. This resulted in
a discontinuity in tradition, and the loss of intonational nuances in environments where
equally-tempered scales and harmony were dominant.

The specificity of the genre of the Divine Liturgy is also relevant here. There have been
attempts to harmonise some of the chants of the Offices, such as those by Wardan Sarxian,
Alan Hovhaness and Ara Bartevian; but in fact to this day it is the Divine Liturgy alone that
is performed in harmonised versions in Armenian churches. The Divine Liturgy enjoys a
privileged position: it is the most public, official and well-attended component of the liturgical
life of Armenian communities—to the extent that the Offices have been abolished altogether in
many parts of the world. Furthermore, only small sections of the Divine Liturgy are variable;
the greater proportion of the chants is constant, and they are thus readily learnt by amateur
choral singers and directors. The Offices are apt to change their musical components almost
entirely, depending on the musical mode of the day and on the church calendar—with canons
of hymns appropriate to various feasts, fasting days and so forth. This renders the Offices
less amenable to communal singing on the massive scale peculiar to the Divine Liturgy. It
has to be said that these characteristics of the Divine Liturgy may constitute a curse as well
as a blessing, since, at worst, one may gain the impression that ritual and music together
constitute some sort of staged opera, lacking both in spontaneity and in a sense of genuine
devoutness and authentic spirituality. There are further pitfalls: in some churches the organ
drowns out, or interrupts, the singing of the celebrant or of the deacons, whilst the physical
location of choruses, all too often accommodated in a remote gallery at the back of the church,
may discourage participation by the congregation. This results in a certain passivity on the
part of the congregation that is contrary to the spirit of the Liturgy.

The present investigation has, above all, served to reveal a very rich mosaic of musical
versions and arrangements, far beyond the two famous and most popular arrangements by
Ekmalian and Komitas, notwithstanding the inevitable losses that have occurred over time—
with the example of the aforementioned ‘Melody of Sebaste’ in Bedelian’s 1914 manuscript
providing but one tantalising glimpse of the wealth of different versions that must have

existed locally in various monasteries or other communities in historical Armenia well into the

125 Haig Utidijian, «Uhu wgguiht Yuwg Eodwiphy wwglpp’. 3nju Ouduibuil bpwdopwgbph Up puywenpne@hciubpp
Undhguwu Ywprnwwbph Mnung hwdbpgh Jwuplu [‘Here lies the true picture of national life”: The impressions of a
Greek Ottoman musicologist from Archimandrite Komitas’ concert in Constantinople]», Komitas Museum-Institute
Yearbook, 3 (2018), pp. 59-80, esp. pp. 64-5.
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nineteenth century. There is surely more to be unearthed, yet also much to be cherished and
valued in the corpus that has already been discovered. I shall therefore end with the words of
Psalm 16(15]:6, recollecting also that my last collaboration with the late Fr. Ivan Moody, the
dedicatee of the present article, entailed a lecture I was honoured to deliver at his invitation
on 6 July 2023 on ‘Psalmody in the Holy Armenian Orthodox Church’ (at the Symposium he
organised entitled Sounds of the East in the West of Europe at the Universidade Nova de Lisboa,

Lisbon): ‘The lines are fallen unto me in pleasant places; yea, I have a goodly heritage’.

Haig Utidjian, PhD is an orchestral conductor, chorus master, musicologist and patristics scholar. A Senior Deacon
of the Armenian Orthodox Church, he has published extensively on the musicology and theology of the Armenian
Hymnal and on the works of St. Gregory of Narek. He has been decorated with the Komitas medal by the Armenian
state, the Yakob Metapart medal of the National Library of Armenia and the Medal of Merit of the Pan-Armenian
Cultural Union. A member of the Centre for Music Studies (CESEM) in Lisbon since 2023, he delivered the 2026
Zernov lecture at Oxford, and has been appointed to the 2026-27 Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation Visiting Chair

of Excellence at the Institut national des langues et civilisations orientales (INALCO) in Paris.

PORTUGUESE JOURNAL OF MUSICOLOGY, NEW SERIES, 11/2 (2024) ISSN 2183-8410 a http://rpm-ns.pt






