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An Appraisal of the Communist
Formula ‘National in Form, Socialist
in Content’” With Particular Reference

to Soviet Armenia

VAHAKN N. DADRIAN

I cchelons of the revolutionary communist

teadership. )

The present asticle seeks to examine the
actual validity of the formula in the light
“C  of Sovict developments of 3 decades and

Stalin far the first time introduced and in _ with particular reference to Soviet Ar-

his own manner claborated on this sl‘qgn‘ 1) menia.

“The particular circumstances under which Special attention is to be focused on tho
it was contrived constitute in- themsc!vcs broad ramifications which the formula en-
a valuable topic for exploration—particu- tailed and which were not intended or
lasly from the point of view of struggle anticipated by its contrivers and cxecu-
for power and consolidation in the to tors.

Consistent with & then emerging and
now solidifed pattern of reference to Len-

The Theoratical Dimensions of the
Problem

More than 8 decades have elapsed since

1Political Report to the 16th Congress of
CPSuU in 1930.

(3)
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in in ideological disputes or claims, Stalin
‘designated his theory allied with this
formulz as “the Leninist presentation of
the question of national cultures.”

Actually, Lenin’s contribution was in-
dircct and stemmed mainly from his ada-
mant insistence that nationa! languages be
preserved and ceven cultivated. This atti-
tude was not so much a reflection of a
penchant for a multitude of colorful lan-
guages. Nor was it necessarily an index
of appreciating diverse cultures. Rather, it
was first due to a negative reaction.

His aversion to what he termed “Great
Russian Chauvinism” bordered on trucu-
lence.

“As soon as I have got rid of this damn-
ed bad tooth, I will start a life and death
struggle against Great Russian Chauvin-
ism. I will devour it with all my sound
tecth.?

Stalin cleverly emulated this attitude.
"Great Russian Chauvinism is a most
dangerous enemy, which we must over-
come , , .™

Lenin felt that the cumulative Tsarist-
legacy of oppression had created massive
and resistant inertin among the national-
ities affected. He attributed the growth of
nationalism among the latter to this leg-
acy.

“Tsarist brutal-militarist nationalism was
followed by the activities of bourgeois
nationalism in its Armenian {and other)
variations.”® And Stalin again echoed him
with special emphasis. *. . . once we over-

2Stalin, Works, Vol. 12, p. 379,

3Lenin, Moscow's Marx Eagels Iastituie, Pub-.
lished in London, No date. Probably printed in
1942. p, 181.

10p. cit. Vol. 5. p. 254.

SLenin, Works, Vol. 19, Erevan, 1950, ™ 299,
The designation Erevan indicates throughout this
paper that ¢the work referred to is originally
written in Atmenian but for purposes of con-
venience appears here in English cranslation
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come it, we shall overcome nine-tenths of
the nationalism which has survived and
which is growing in certain republics.”

A by-product of this attitude of Lenin
and consequently of Stalin was the reali-
zation that in the realm of culture, when-
cver possible and feasible, compulsion
should be aveoided, He therefore placed a
high premium upon voluntariness. Refer-
ring lo the imporlance of learning Rus-
sian, he postulated.

“Transcaucasian nationalilics voluntarily
seck out Russian as a language of instruc-
tion such as in Armenian parochial schools
where Russian is not compulsory.™

When his Armenian licutenant in the
Caucasus, Shaumian, wrote to him urging
the introduction of Russian as a state Jan-
guage,® Lenin scolded him for not grasp-
ing the import of the psychological mo-
ment in voluntary learning and charged
him with a penchant for Koeniglich Pre-
ussischer Sozialismus.?

©0p. cit,, Vol. 5, p. 268.

0. cit, Vol 20, p. 4. In making this asser.
tion, he resorted to statistical compilations and
comparative analysis of population figures. He
referred o Switzerland where, as he stressed
3 languages were used and no coercion existed,
cven though the German contingent of the
population was 70 percenr. He areributed thisg
lack of coercion to the sway of “democracy
and civilization.” Then hc argued that Grearer
Russia comprises only 43 percent of the total
population whereas “the strangers or aliens con-
stitute 57 percent on the border regions,” and
as such is a minority, He therefore rejected the
nced of Russian a5 a common language adding
sarcastically that after all “colossal Russia® is
much less “civilized” compared to “little Switz-
erland™ 1bid pp. 5, 6, 7.

SLenin, Works, Vol, 19, Erevan, p. 623,

®Ia his reply, Shaumian explained that his
proposal did not preclude Lenin's idea at all
and reiterated the proposal he made to the
Transcaucasians that they adopt Russian as an
official language for the transoction of official
[ i he fele that such a recommendation
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As previously, Lenin was convinced that
the econimic conditions would press the
spread of Russian as a concomitant of
‘evolving industrialism, but, he was sensi-
tve to the role of languages, alert to the
encroachments of Russian nationalism and
also averse to the idea of compulsory Rus-
sian,
¥ In brief, Lenin's deference to nationality
feelings regarding culture and particularly
language was not an end in itsclf but a
vehicle to win the ndalionalitics over in
i order to facilitate their ultimate absorp-
tion into the fabric of an cvolving Soviet
nation. For this reason, it was necessary
to devise a context in which both the de-
* siderata of the nationalities and the inter-
ests of communism could be harmoniously
blended.
#  Since the interests of communism had
g undisputed priority however, this fusion
had to be schemed in a correspondingly
appropriate fashion. It had to have a clear
appeal to nationality sentiments but essen-
tiolly and in the last resort it had to pro-
. mote the rise of transnational sentiments
at the expense of national ones. Lenin did
" not have a chance to try to master this
in itsclf nearly impossible task. It de-
volved upon Stalin to grapple with it
- When he £nally came up with the formula
described in the title of this article, he
evinced an ingenuity, the superficiality of
which was excecded only by the confusion
i and hazards it foreshadowed. Trotzky call-
ed this trait “n psychological and stylistic
primitivencss (so) typical of Stalin."1°
What is of interest for the preseat ar-
ticle is the relevance of this formula. Since
it is still a prevalent catchword purporling

'+

would be gladly and voluntarily accepted. He
then made the countercharge that Lenin was
acting like “An ascetic Great Russian®” himself.
Shaumian, S., letters, Erevan, 1959, p. 47.
WTrowzky, L. Staliv, New York, 1941, p. 48
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to provide the necessary framework for the
reconciliation of national and communist
ends, the disclaimer of other Stalinist prin-
ciples notwithstanding, its critical exami-
nation is a vital link in the chain of ap-
proaches to the Sovict nationality prob-
lem.

The main difficulty, if not impossibility,
of the formula is implicit in the basic an-
tagonism which separates communism
from nationalism. {Since the Soviet usage
of the term “Socialism” denotes the idea
of a stepping stone to communism, it is
presently held to be coterminous with
communism. )

No degree of clevemness, acumen, ration-
alizations or any other type of intellectual
persuasiveness can overcome this gap, this
mutual exclusiveness. Pitted against this
objective fact of Brst magnitude are the
subjective attitudes, beliefs, and even self-
deceptions of the communist leaders se.ek-
ing to implement the formula. Stalin him-
self offered a sample of this attitude when
he declared: “National cultures must be
allowed to develop and unfold, to reveal
all their potentialities in order to create
the conditions for merging them into onc
common culture with one common lan-
guage."11

The question which arises is how is this
in accord with the slogan “Socialist in con-
tent.” If a culture must be allowed to de-
velop fully, is it feasible to inject into this
process of authentic growth elements
which are forcign, artificial and therefore
incompatible—above all, when the injection
is compulsory?

In most cultures, religion played a key
role in providing a psychological frame_-
work, originating cultural values and edi-
fices marking the authenticity of a culture,
for example. Socialism or Communism is

NWWerks, Vol. 12, p. 379.
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not only incompatible with the Spirit of  as Marxism s concerned.”s |

religion but is openly and vehemently hos- Perhaps the Ereatest liability of ¢he
tile to it, Particularly in the case of Ar. formula s inherent in the regime for the
menia, the Church, the Holy See and the benefit of which jt Was contrived. The ad-
multitude of generations of Armenian amant refusal of Stalin ps well as of the

clergymen, proved the undisputed pillars subsequent “collectiye® leadership to a).
of Armenian culture, imparting to it o)

the asthetic peculiarities which signalize
the marvels of Armenian sacred culture.’2

Stalin's faith in the correctness, feasibil-
ity and highly usefy) quality of the form.
ula was matched by the degree of import-
ance he attached to the problem and of
determination with which he set forth to
solve it. As he Predicted, the formuly was:
“to enable the Bolsheviks to capture the

most impregnable fortress in the sphere of
Dpationality question ™

This approach of Stalin embodjed in jt-
self all the pitfalls which threateneq the
lesser captains and lieutenants of the Com-
Munist leadership, Availing himself of al)

Iesources provided by the autocratic
and dictatoria] powers of the system, he
held the Damokles Sword over the heads
of those nationality leaders who were re-
cruited to apply fruitfully the formula,
but who displayed ambivalence or uncer.
tainty concerning the domains and modes
of application,

An important factor for the miscarriage
of the Stalinist formula of "national in
form, Soecialist in content” resides in the
formula itself. First of all, like all formy.-
las it is inadequate to cover the many re-
alities denoted and connoted by ijt.

On a more specific plane, the formula
suffers from g number of inadequacies
nullifying jts prospects of fulfillment. Fore-
most among these inadequacies is the j)-
logical basis of the formula. This illogi-
cality derives from the misplaced relation-
ships between the ideas of “form” and
“content” on the one hand, and those of
“national” and “socialist” on the other.

Indeed, one should emphasize the card;.
nal fact, neglected by the Communists,
that everything which is “national” touches
on emotions—particularly for formerly or
currently oppressed nationalitics. For this
reason, matlers which are “ational” eap.
not be confined to mere forms, They more
often than not involve substance by way
of emotions, mostly of irrational character,
The quality of substance is obtaineq
rough the fact of accumulation of cey-
turies of historicg) cthnic experiences and
the keen awareness of them. Lenip was
quite conscious of this factor when he de-
clared: “In the solution of each and every

His question “How Is it possible to con.
fuse these two fundnmentnlly different
things without breaking with Marxismp“4
was followed by an ominously portentuous
waming: “Anyone whe fails to under-
stand this dialectics , , | is dead as far
—_—

20ne such marvel js the Holy Mass created
by the celibate priest Komitas, Among tenowned
composers, Verdi gnd Debussy scclaimed ¢he th
polyphonie grandeur of Armenisn sacred music
but even today, the Ceneeg) Committee is dead
opposed to she performance and tecording of
this masterpiece by the well trained and equipped
Armenian Sgare chorus jg Erevan,

B31Works, Vol. 12, p. 381,

M1bid, p. 380, 151bid, p. 380.
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socialist problem, it is an absolute condi-
E tion of Marxist theory to place such prob-
¢ Jems in certain historical perspectives,”s
Two years later, in a letter to L Ar-
mand in Nov, 1916, Lenin asserted further.
more that: “The whole spirit of Marxism,
its entire system requires that each thesis
be considered in q historical context . . .
and only in light of concrete historical ex-
periences.!5h,

In this sense, things “national” are not
' only frequently of irrational substance but
¢ also tend to be pervasive in force of un-
folding.

An additional liability of the formula is
its peculiar vaguencss which easily leads
itself to broad latitudes of interpretation
and even clever cxploitation for opposite
ends. The entire field of Armenian cultural
developments highlighting  motives and
variations of national pathos in arls, fitera-
ture and music, illustrate this point,

Underlying all these inadequacies and
liabilities is the failure of Lenin ang his
followers to recognize a few cardinal facts
affecting the nationalities of the Soviet
Union. One of them refers to the histori-
cal trend of national emancipation and
the need for a period of independence and
Sovercignty on part of nationalities afllict-
ed with past or present oppression,

This period of national sclf-fulfillment
without autside cncroachments is a con.
tlemporary imperative before such national-
ities may eventually be ready to be em-
braced in g supra-national body-politic-
voluntarily and not by compulsion, in the
context of freedom and not dictatorship,

E: I

2 Nationalism in “Socialist” Armenja
Pt When  considered against the back-
fg ground of the totality of the Soviet Union,
L5 Armenia, a5 5 member republic of that
Unicm, involves some notable peculiarities.
On an objective plane, she occupies only
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"0.13 percent of the territory of the Unjon
and” constitutes only 0.84 percent of the
total population of that Uhion,1e

However, from the point of view of ip-
dustrial production her position assumes
disproportionate significance, Taking 1940
as a base year, for example, in 1958 the
combined rate of growth in machine in-
dustry and metallurgy in Armenia was 8]
times higher than in 1940 as compared to
G times higher in the whole Soviet Union.1?

A more or less similar ratio is obtained
with respect to the tota] output of clec.
trical energy, Taking 1913 as a base year,
the entire Soviet Union generated 25 times
more electricity in 1940 and 138 times
more in 1959, whereas the rates for Ar-
menia are 78 and 53], respectively,’®

The following fact may offer some ex-
planation for these unusyal margins of ac-
complishment, Taking the number of Uni.
versity, Polytechnical and other Institute
graduates per thousand of the population,

Soviet Armenia ranks second in the whole
of Soviet Union,®

The picture may be rounded up with a
teference to an officia] communist assess-
ment of Armenia as a historica) legacy. In
commenting on her past and on her cur-
rent contributions to the progress of the
Soviet Union about 7 months before the

—_—

s Op. cit. Vol. 20, Ecevan, 1950, PP, 498-
499,

¥5b Op. cit. Vol, 35, Erevan, 1952; p- 265.

1%Marouchian, A. H, The Economic Growth
of S, Armenia, 1920.1960 Erevan, 1960, p. 15.

1*Vermishef, G., “Machine Industry and Metaf.
Iurgy,” Ibid, p. 126.

“T:cl:ragbnlzbmian, A. "Electricat Energy.”
Ibid, p. 88, This collective enterprise by mem.
bers of the Armenian Academy sbounds with
statistical daca jn suppore of specific claims for
industrial and economic, scientific and educational
achievements of impressive magnitude,

WReport of the Central Ceosus Bureay of the
Council of Ministers of the USSR, quoted in
Soviet Armenia, Erevaa, Feb. 4, 1960.




Nazi invasion of Russia, Izvestia, together
with Pravda, editorially characterized her
as: “The most ancient people {of the So-
viet Union) endowed with an cqually an-
cient civilization, and a sublime culture.™°

This configuration of facts becomes ac-
cented by the importance the Soviets have
thus far attached to the Armenians as a
particular case. Of all the non-Slavic cons-
tituent nationalities of the Soviet Union,
the latter have namely the largest repre-
sentations in the free world—approximate-
ly 1 million. From the point of view of
propaganda and influence this is a signal
factor for consideration for the commu-
nists in their attitudes vis a vis Soviet Ar-/
menia. ‘

The net meaning of this account is that
Armenia has most successfully integrated
itself into the web of Soviet industrial
growth, The question arises whether or
not this process of integration has been
accompanied by a corresponding degree
of assimilation into the currents of Soviet
Socialism to the detriment of Armenian na-
tional sentiments.

Obviously, the answer to this question
can neither be exhaustive nor cntirely doc-
umentary. The very nature of the subject
precludes the acquisition of full scale data
for purposes of demonstration. But, avail-
able evidence, however incomplete, still
warrants an attempt to provide an answer,

A considerable portion of this evidence
is yielded by the recent period of relaxa-

fzvestéa (also Pravda) Nov. 24, 1940, quoted
in Soviet Armenia, Erevan, Nov. 25, 1940, Two
years later, likewise, a Soviet official is reported
o have proclaimed: “The only fully pro-Soviet
people in the Caucasus, the oaly wuly loyal
people are the Ar jans.” Al der Werth,
The Year of Stalingred, London, 1946, p. 153.
The official was Konstantin Umanski, s high
fanking Commuanist of the secret police, who
later died under mystetious o while
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tion of severe punitive measures against
discontended citizens of the regime, by
the accentuation of publie self-criticisms
concerning communist shortcomings and
communist villains and by the relative in-
tensification of touristic contacts involving
a multitude of non-Sovict and Soviet Ar-
menians. The weight of the evidence is
also enhancd by the anti-Stalinist mood of
exposure of the scope, victims and meth-
ods of the Great-Purge of 1936-1938
through recent pertinent Soviet revela-

tions. B "“'—m
mmy of all this material,

suggests that nationalism in “Socialist”
Armenia is a very live force in spite of
and perhaps also because of the magnitude
of purges and victims inflicted upon her
by the communist regime.

A eI T L T e e A LV P AT NS S A 1 B

Even though onc may discern within
S. Armenia itself a number of variations
of such a nationalism, the common de-
nominator for all of these scems to be a
keen national consciousness transcending
all Hic hollow Socialist confines_insisted
opo by the commumils It f5 of signal
importance to note in this respect that at
times “Socialism” secems to be a factor
not reducing but rather_promoting na-
tionalism, Tn the ficld of scienges, arls,
“Industry and education, for instance, the
achievements of S."Armenia as a unit, as
well as those of individual Armenians
workifig “@iid “¢Feating outside Armenia,
notably in Tiflis, Baku and Moscow, are
a_powerful impetus to_Armenian national
sentiment. Here, paradoxically, the com-
munist regime and its formal appendage
“Socialist culture” are funclioning as a
leverage, as frames of reference to propel

21This is an instance of the vagarics, of the
curious paths through which cumulative but
oppressed  national sentimeat sceks the indi-

(X)

Ambassador to Mexico.

p outlers to vindicate its raison dctre
8s an abiding contemportry force.
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ally reveal the preponderance of cmotion
in matters national, even though such
cmotions may temporarily be submerged
in the streams of prudence, patience and
pretense of Soviet Socialism. They epito-

* mize at the same time the force of latent
readiness with which national emotions at

appropriate or convenient moments erupt
to cclipse cverything connected with “So-
cialism.”

The First E@e reached its climax in
the sweeping-purges of 1936 and” 1987~
which as faf as the intclligentsia was con-
cerned, claimed the lives of 8000 Armen-
fans, mostly communists, prominent in the
Parly, Arts, Sciences, Industry and Edu-
cation. The larger part of this_group-had

vainly and_surreptitiously triéd to recon-
cifc mational _sentiments_with_thc_man-

dates of communism. Particularly the
writers intheir works had allowed them-
selves unusual latitude of interpretation
provided by the vagueness of tho Stalin-
ist formula. The formula described in the
title was purportedly amplified by the in-
troduction of a new slogan, i.e. “The popu-
lar basis of literature.” Here again, social-
ism was meant to denote “the people,” and
“socialist content” was to convey the
dreams and aspirations of the common
people. But, who were the people? The
heroes of the truly popular Armenian
writer, A. Bakountz, a former Dashnzk,
who solemnly renounced his membership
in the then cxpelled Party and more sol-
emnly enrolled in the ranks of the Com-
munist Party, were common folks—work-
crs, peasants, shepherds ete. In articulat-
ing their drcams, aspirations and needs,
Bakountz dramatized the resilient forces
of love for one’s fatherland and nation,
and thereby immortalized himself. But his
mortal remains are a grim reminder of
the tragic fate that may befall any Soviet
artist or intcllctual remaining close to the

Armenian® pational pride and thereby Ar-
menian nationalism.

For nationalitics maintaining a high
level of population homogeneity, this
brand of nationalism, ic., national pride
in fndustrial and-other allicd achievements
afforded through “Socialist Culture,” is
perhaps the most signal phenomenon—un-
inténded and unanticipated by the dog-
matic architects of communism. It is a
phenomenon that may be portentous for
eventual formation of a new cluster of
types of nationalism reflecting the relative
polentialities of industrial progress and at
the same time keynoting the Soviet factor.

And, of all the nationalities of the So-
viet Union, Soviet Armenia has the high-
est degree of homogeneity, i.c. nearly 90
percent of its population are Armenians.
For this rcason, the critical confrontalion
between the forces of communism and
nationalism has undergone and is still un-
dergoing its severcst tests in this com-
pact, little country in the Caucasus. There
are additional reasons for the unusual se-
verity of the test. One paramount reason
is the fact that of all the nationalities of
the S. Union, the Armenians have the long-
est and thomniest record of persecution
and nassacre on account of their cthnic
solidarity and self-assertivencss. The prac-
tical consequence of this historically re-
current pattern of ethnic experience has
been the development of a tenacity, of
an invelerate urge lo survive and to per-
sist as a national unit. More importantly,
to succeed in this respect, the Armenians
have forged manifold aptitudes and psy-
chological resources which were tested
time and again in the agonizing crucible
of unremittant forcign yokes.

[ ]
Four major cpisodes in the history of
Soviet Armenia in particular and the So-
vict Union as a whole in general, dramati-
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. of Armenians has the force
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people and daring to air their genuine
feclings. As Stalin so aptly predicted and
then Jived up to his own prediction. “Any-
one who fails to understand the dialectics
(implied by the formula of national in
form, Socialist in content) is dead as far
as Marxism is concerned.” (See page 6,
footnote 15.)

This era of inflicted deaths upon promi-
nently popular intellectuals reached its
climax in the tortuous death of Y. Char-
entz, perhaps the greatest Soviet Armen-
ian poet. He top was initially an ardent

Communist “WiG 55 _desperatel tried to
reconcile the principles of Communism
with™his pathes for Armenia which he so
cherished an oved and Tor which he

b'rmgly_fought as a teen-age volunteer in
World War 1.

But he gradually and irrevocably be-
came disillusioned with what he regarded
the phony pretenses and claims of Com-
munism, He no longer believed that the
salvation of Armenia was ensured by the
Soviet regime. His keen disappointment he
sublimated in a famous poem called Mes.
sage, through which he conveyed a hid-
den message to his people in the form of
an acrostic, which could be obtained by
reading the’ second letter of each line and
which read: “Oh, Armenian people, your
only salvation js possible through your uni-
son and the strength flowing from it.” He
was subsequently arrested, tortured and
killed in 1937. Even though he has since
been reinstated as a distinguished Commuy-
nist poet, particularly on account of his
tarly poems glorifying Lenin, he i exalted
by Armenians within and without Sovict
Armenia as a nationalist poet and his poem
"My sweet Armenia . . ~ for multitudes
of a Lord's
prayer. ~

The Second Episode dates from the in.
vasion of the Soviet Union by the German

r

Wehrmacht. The expedient stirring: up of
patriotism among the peoples and nation.
alities of the Soviet Union by the Commu-
nist authorities sarved as a boon~ for Ar-
menian rfib’é’r'n’ﬁlﬁtﬁl"lﬁfﬁcs\sc‘d‘féel_m'gﬂar
Armenia were suddenly released, and aBl-

izing the titelustve slogan “Tatherland® ail”
sorts_of incantations, —avocatioiis "of st
glories, deifcafions ol Tl custanding. o
ures ol Armenian history,_mcluding eveén
som?;e_ﬁgx'ous apostles and renewed pleas
for dedication to and defense of the
mother country were the order of the day
throughout the War. The emotions reached
their highest pitch when Armnenian contin-
gents of the Red Army were regrouped to
organize distinct Armenian divisions and
tank columﬁsf\vqul[:t}lon parti¢ipatéd in
the conquest of Germany and in the cap-
ture of Berlin. Barring the incidence of a
minority of fanatic Communists, the bulk
of these Armenian Warriors were fighting
as_Armenians and _were less concérned
with_defending the _Soviet_Union or the
regime. Messages, letters, newspaper ac-
counts, inscriptions on the walls of the
monuments of captured citics, such as the
Reichstag, and even novels written during
and alter the War reveal two chief mo-
tivgqu,ﬁghling.—()n&wns_dm_.ﬂmost des-
perate nced to demonstrate to tl;:\whole
world that Armenians are not a sheepish
people vulnerable to be massacred any
time, that they can match and exceed any
people in intrepidity, heroisin and military
distinction. {Tfie other was a keen aware-
ness of the fact that the Germans were the
Allies of the Turks during World War I
and ‘therefore were assumed to have lad !

some responsibility for the exceution of LY

the massacre and annihilation of 1.5 mil-
lion_ Armepians, ‘Consequent y. the burn-
ing desire for revenge and a vicarious

sense of hatred, in which Turks and Cer-
mans were identified, provided the animus

‘““NatioNnar IN Fonn,

fight like herees. This episode was punc-
¥ tusted by the elevation of the fallen and
Bt living heroes of the War, among shem a
Brmarshall, an admiral and npproxlm.atcly
% 507 gencerals, to the ranks of national idols,

symbolizing the bravery and genius not of

oviet tItiZeiis OF communists l:\Et of the
Armenian people. Here, the Stalinist form:
ula "becamic tofally over-shadowd by the
ctivation of real _atﬁf pervasive forces of

ational sentiment, ever ready to surge
orth and to-manifest itsclf.

The Third Episode was ushered in by
the rise nnd/sway of the nnh‘-Smlinicli-
mate  purposcfiilly fostered l,’,?',,_,'ljl“’l’
 Teadership of the Kreml.

It coincided with the demonstrative re-
storation of the scores of fallen victims of
Beria and Stalin who overnight became na-
tional heroes. Since nearly all of them

ki were accused of bourgeois nationalism and

chauvinism, the act of restoration_implied
some degree. of official sancti_(_)l}ing_pl;thiir
acral‘bglicl'snqu attitudes. This fact cn-
&Ed“gcr_t;ﬁ;complicaﬁons for the writers
in particular. Since most of them could not
be cxclusively identified with Communism
or Socialism but rather with a general
pathos for Armenia in which some distant
or immediate affinities for Communism
were intertwined with a passion for Ar-
menia, the task of promoting them aflter
their restoration proved cumbersome. The

B issue was settled by a rather hold act of

Mikoyan.

One year after Stalin's death, in a speech
in Ercvan, he took Armenian Communists
to task for banning the works of Raffi and
Charentz, among others, whe had inflam-
ed the people against “Persian and Turk-
ish oppressors,” and had invested them

22Mikoyan, A Speech Delivered to 1he As-
sembly of the constituents of the Stalin Electoral
Disirics, Etevan, 1954 pp. 40, 42,
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with a “revolutionary” zen:i” o §

Barely had Mikoyan departed.. from
Ercvﬁyaﬁx‘mﬁiiaféaﬁf_Eemrx"gcﬁvny
overtook _Atmenia. Within & very short
time, two consecutive editions of the col.
lected works of Charentz, each involving
25,000 copics were printed and sold out
at once.

It should be noted that in initiating the
reinstatement of these and other writers,
Mikoyan referred to the campaign of the
Soviet Union not only against “bourgeois
nationalism” but also against ional

o~

nihilism™i.e. anti-national atGitudes. He ad-

milted that “pationalist shades™ existed in
the ranks of these writers, but then he
raised the question: “But is it warranted,
on the basis of these to renounce the rich
cultural heritage of the nation and the
heroic struggle of the‘Agmegian people?”™?

There are three significant points 1 note
here. First, the readiness and enthusiasm
with which the Armenians responded. This
fact dramatizes once more how an osten.
sibly “Socialist” nationality is disposed to
burst forth with nationalist fervor, when
even slightly encouraged to do so. Second,
how Mikoyan, ostensibly a de-nationalized
fanatic Communist, took advantage of the
climate in Mff;"fm@ afti
Beria modds in the development of which
he himself played a key 7ol to tdcitly
give impetus to such sentiments. Thlrd.,-
how the communist” formula defining thé

. ”» =~ » ”n
relationship between “people,” “national

and “socialism” lends itself to nationalistic

interpretatfons.
The Fourth E pisode is of very recent

date and therefore cannot be as fully as-
sessed in terms of its significance and
ramifications. It is keynoted by the mas-
sive, nation wide celebrations of the 1600th
anniversary of tiie invention of the Armen-

3Literary Journal, No. 10, Macch 1934, Ere.
van, p. 1.3,
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ian Alphabet by Bishop Mashdotz. The
cemapﬁfns acquired an unusually high
degree of import by virtue of the fact that
they were mstitu nd_fu ed
by a corresponding decree by the Central
Comitiiftec_of the Armenian Communist

y. The month of May, 1962, was offi-
cially designated as the ménth of fostiv-
ities to cover every corner of Armenia and
to reach their apex in Ercvan by the pres-
ence of scores of Communlst dignitaries
invited from Moscow, Baku, Tiflis as well
as other Republics. Communist Armenia

was taking full advantage of the Leninist
\/ Policy of appreciation and promotion of

nationality’ languagesze

Hence the audacity of the decree, which
was surpassed only by the scope and in-
t;nsityh of national sentiments relensed
through the chaig reaction of events en-
gulfing QMa?@' i

As prelude to the main festivity, there
were published articles and pamphlets in
all sorts of publications, including the
organs  of the Armenian Communist
Party and in which the clerical inventor of
the alphabet was elevated to_the_ altar of
supreme glory of the Armmenian nation,

Many went even so far as to describe
him as the Founder of Armenian Culture,
Others recognized in him a great-sclentist,
and still others a man of “keen political
acumen. But most of the writers ; agreed
thatwere it not for the unique and rich
Armenian language and therefore the Al-
phabet, the nation could have hardly sur.
vived the cruel ordeals witli “which Armen-
ian "histety issaturated. Hence, through
the channels of gratitude and by way of

20 iy necessaty to set the strictest rules con.
certxins the use of natiopal languages in the
national republics . . . and ¢o abide by those
fules with special caccfulness. Letters, Lenin's
NI Pipes, R. Tse Formation of the Soviet
Union, Cambridge, 1957 p. 276.

its articulate intellectuals, scientists and
scholars, once more Armenia gave vent to
its emotions istegarding “Socialist culture
and-sdmiring-the-marvelsof lisF owi. This
méod of exalfation was cxceeded In the
case of speeches and banquet utterances
climaxing the cclebrations. Printed words
can always prove linbilities in a regime
like the Soviet Union. But impromptu
speeches which are not vecorded, offer
broader _latitudes for free_cxpressions. As
expected, the Soviet Press did hard are

pected, the Soviet Press did hardly day
to_print_verbatim the statements made jn
some of the speeches marking the liberat-
ing spell of alcohol from inhibition and

repression.

Only through reports published in the
Armenian Press of the United States by

invited writers from America had one to o

learn, for instance, that upon repeated
public demands the popular poct Sheraz
came up to the podium and on the spot
created a poem asking when Mt. Ararat, ~
the Sacred legacy of Armenia, Ani, the
repository of the marvels of medieval Ar-

menian art.and the provinces Kars and :

Ardahan (now all of them part of Tur-
key) will be returned to '}&rmenin. there-
by evoking stormy applause. As some of
the writers printed, it was in itself an in-
credible atmosphere of national intoxica-
ion and massive obliviousness ¢ jt-
falls implicd by such manifestations. Un.
der these c_ircumstanccs, it was natural to
expect a vehement decrial in the Commu-
nist press of such transgressions. The de-
crial followed immediately in the wake of
The cclebrations and involved several edi-
torials in Sovetakan Hayastan, the Organ
of the Armenian Communist Party. It has
also been reported that many of the in-
vited guests expressed their dismay and
surprise when half Jokingly and half ser-
fously they asked whether they were in-
vited to a communist Armenia or to a na-

/
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tionalist Armenia. The signal development
of the cpisode s the fact that the festiv-
fties went out.of control, in an overyvhelm-
in§ rapture of nationalist _exhaltations
dumbfounding the Communists.

®

One of the few prominent Communist
theoreticians who went along with Lenin
in almost every respect but who saw a
serious hazard in Lenin’s policy of na-
tionality cultures, was A. Miassnigian the
“Lenin of the Caucasus.” He termed this
policy, particularly in the realms of educa-
tion and mother language as “thf__ Achilles’
Heel” of Communism.® It is most instruc-
tive to noté that Lenin and Stalin, blinded
by their animosity to what they called
“Great Russian Chauvinism” and instances
of Tsarist oppression, wcre unaware of
this scrious ] their system_ or
were not sufficiently appreciative of its
liabilitics. More than 40 years of Commu.
nism has demonstrated time and again that
expedient adaptations_to_Socialism tend to
subside quickly and give way to nation-
alism* wheneviér appropriate opportunities
emerge. Culture_was to serve as a profit-
able nexus to first link Communism with
nationalism and then to bring about the
absorption of the latter by the former. But
Lenin and his followers scemed to have
miscaleulated by underestimating the po-
tent and abiding force of national senti-
ments which permeate most of the fibres
of national cultures and in the Armenian
case particularly of language.

To illustrate the intensity with which
Armenians cherish their mother tongue,
reference may be made to the highly suc-
cessful  and talented lady communist
writer, Sylvia_Kapoutikian. In a most cele-
brated nn-d_(.‘(E]l)ipLopumshc ad-
monished young Armenians to adore and

—_— =
BMinssnigian, A. C. Selected Works, Erevan,

1957, p. 118.

to protect Armenian as a priceless treas-
ure and went even so far to declare that
cven when they should be impelled or
compelled to make a choice, they might
under circumstances fofsake their mothers
but névcrm—w

Another and far more successful lady
communist writer whose extent of distine.
tion is mainly accounted for by the fact
that she writes in Russian and resides in
Moscow, tried to redcem herself and her
inability to use her mother tongue by de-
scribing herself as a writer “who uses
Russian to write but whose blood is Ar-
menian.2®

In appraising the import of such utter-
ances, it should be born in mind that they
are not made haphazardly, lightheartedly
or defiantly. Rather nearly in overy in-
stance there is an a riateness of the
moment, a suitable ext or a clever
combination of items of nationalism and
socialism. In such instances, it is incum-
bent upon the discerning reader to dis-
_tinguish purport from intent, context from
content and lip service from pathos. It
scems that only in rare cases does some
prominent Saviet intellectual or artist ven-
ture to express with minimum caution his
views and feclings about delicate issues.
The following excerpts from a very recent
interview with Mardiros Sarian, the Dean
of Sovict Armenian painters, the recipicnt
of many decorations, including the Stalin
and Lenin Prizes, and venerated through-
out the Soviet Union as well as many parts
of the world, succinctly epitomize the en-
tirc discussion in this part. In answering
to D. Moldawsky, the Soviet art critic,
who had attfibutéd o himan acquired
sensc of Armenianism, Sarian retorted, and
at the samc time debunked the Stalinjst
formula as follows:

Sclian, B. The Two Decodes of Soviet Are
menia, New York, 1940, p. 92,
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"Conditions of cxternal life arc not a
determinant of art . . . the critic has over-
looked a very vital element, namely, the
fact that you capnot try to acquirc n na-
tional scnsg;- this sense is inborn; it grows
with“you and ‘expresses itscll through its
own animus.” (Then referring to the~fact-
of‘TEa—r?l’:g‘; the mother tonguc, he said)
“My grandchild not only knows Armenian
but he is an Armenian . . . and, when
participating in (Soviet art life) I too
know Armenian, but more importantly,
however, I also am an Armenian, and this
in a total sense . . . Armenia is for me the
life of lives. The natural landscape of my

peoplc’s country exalts me, cven though
there are many other places with similar
settings . . . The national characteristics in
the conception and design of works of art
cannot be_cultivated intenfionally or by
virtae of cxternal purposcs. Any such at-
tempt rend@is art_shallow and formal . . .
In"the tealm of art, nothing can_be en-
forced—ncither national feelings, nor op-
timism, “nor_innovations,”2?

o A-(TI'_O be concluded)

2TMeliksetian, V. “New Year Iuterview with
Mardiros Sarian” Soviet Ast, Vol. 1, Erevan,
Jaouary, 1962, p. 30.
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® AN IMPORTANT DISCUSSION:

Differing Positions of the Russians
And the Non-Russians in the

Soviet

Union

REUBEN DARBINIAN

Even the most liberal Russian anti-
communists who have an unreserved
sympathy to the liberational cause of the
backward nations of Africa, Asia and La-
tin America, become exceedingly riled and
consider it a hostile act toward the Rus-
sian poople wherever the expatriates of
one or other non-Russian nationalities of
the Soviet Unoin raise the question of
their country’s right to independence.

It turns out that even the most back-
ward and semi-barbarian nations of Afri.
ca, Asia and Latin America have a perfeet
right to their independence, but the non.
Russian nations of the Soviet Union, such
as the Armenians and the Georgians, who
have had a civilization of their own for
thousands of years, arc deprived, and
should be deprived of that right.

Why? Because allegedly the Russians
and the non-Russians of the Soviet Union
are linked together with inseparable his-
torical ties and that the government is not
restricted to the Russians alone but it
equally is shared by the non-Russians,

Without doubt, the Russians and the
non-Russians of the Soviet Union have a
common histrical past, and they all, more
or less, have had their share in the great
achicvements of the Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, the more than fifty na-

(15)

tions which during the past two to three
decades have won their independence,
have, likewise, had some history of their
own with the nations which have enslaved
them but that fact has failed to unite
them once and forever.

Again, it is highly significant that the
leaders of the most ‘liberal-minded Rus-
sians are reluctant to realize that the posi-
tion of the Russians and the non-Russians
in the Soviet Union is neither equal nor
identical, but differs for two fundamental
reasons.

The first fact is that historically, and
actually cven at the present time the Rus-
sians are the dominant race in that gigan-
tic state, although, numerically, they are
scarcly the equal of the mon-Russians.
Further, the dominant language in the
land is the Russian. And finally, the Rus-
sians have no need of aspiring to national
independence because they already possess
a national state and they are free of foreign
oppression. And if the Russian people have
now a burning issue, that is not the ques-
tion of their national independence, but
the question of internal freedom, namely,
the question of ridding themselves of the
strangulating tyranny of a Communist
power.

The second cause of mutual misun-

et o adare——— et 5 8 0t o
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Formula ‘National

PART II

v Soviet Politics In Transcaucasia

v« A5 2 rule, the task of analyzing cthnic
tions requires the application of an
Mstorical perspective, This task becomes
Particularly urgent when the nationalities
A are quite ancient in character
d, what is more important, are highly
oonsclous of this fact,

; No- other region of the Soviet Union
d possibly exceed the Transcaucasus in

3

An Appraisal of the Communist

in Form, Socialist

in Content’ With Particular Reference
to Soviet Armenia

VAHAKN N. DADRIAN

terms of this condition of historical satu-
ration, a condition which Bains powerful
impetus from the fact of contradictory
ethnic origin and identification. A by,
product of this condition has been the
sense of distinction and a pathos to up-
hold that distinction, which mark the his-
torical and ethnic awareness of the three
nationalities involved — particularly the
Georgians and the Armenians.! This js the
—_—

I The recent edition of the Great Sovier Ep.
cyclopedia cites Transcaucasian Cultures as gp.

peating in the 3rd.2nd millenjum B.C. and o
e e assss—— L
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kind of nationalist mood which by decfini-
tion and logic is pregnant with cthnic
conflicts. It has indeed Jed to a_climate

of persistent rivalries before as well as
affer the advent of the Soviet regime.
"It reached a sanguine climax in the tur-
bulent period which followed the collapse
of Tsarist Russia and preceded the onset
of the Communist regime, i.e., 1917-1921.
The intensity and scope of this violence
and the ensuing bitterness accruing to the
parties, find still covert echoes in some of
the literature coming from the region, but
more particularly in instances of trusted
mouth-to-mouth communication.

such are recognized embodying the oldest ethnic
tegion of the U.SS.R. The same authors mention

Armenis  specifically as the histotically oldest
- countiy_in “thei oaological Tables. Informa.

tion U,,S;.R., Ed. Robert Maxwell, New York,
1962, p. 700. As to “The Most Important_Events
in Literamure and--Art"-in th& Bistory of the
USSR, the fiest place is accorded Sovier Ar.
mentnwith reference to_the Reconstruction. of
the Erchmindzin Cathedral (470-480) and second
place to Georgia with reference to the construce
tion of the Church of Dzhvari sbout a century
later, Ibid. p. 750. It should be stressed that
the "Atmenian Cathedral of the Holy See in
Ecchmiadrin, near Erevan, the capital of Soviet
Atmenia is a veritable mecca for pilgrims from
all over the world but specifically for tourists
from many parts of the Soviet Union as well
as from satellite countries in Eutope. While a
guest thete of the Supreme Patsiarch of Al
Armenians, I met & group of staff membess of
the British and Canadian Embassies in Moscow
who had flown to Atmenia for the specific
purpose of secing the Cathedral and who were
in the same plane with me on my return 1o
Moscow. Actually, the Cathedral was firse built

THe ARMENIAN REviEwW

A factor which tended to precipitate and

aggravate acute hostilities has been and
still is the cumbersome demography of the
region. It includes, for instance, & number
of minority enclaves and hostile majorities
surrounding them. In addition, it incor-
porates Autonomic Regions which are
ruled not by the predominant nationality
of the region but by another one. These
conditions were highly aggravated by the
acute rivalries in the top echelons of the
Commu ruling the Transcaucasus
and involving the outstanding communist
leaders of the thrce nationaliies of the
region. “Anibitions for power and personal
antagonisms were often transposed, cov-
‘ertly To be sure, to the Tevel of mational
conflicts thus amplifying existing discords
ongicls thus ampliymng existing discor
and tensions.

Finally, unfulfilled promises made by
Stalin and his coterie at the inception of
the regime concerning the proper adjudi-
cation of territorial disputes and demo-
graphic corrections in the region, are a
latent source of friction. They are encum-
bering the fulfillment of the Soviet ambi-
tion of “homogenizing” the three major
nationalities. This in spite of repeated So-
viet assertions that fraternal communism
has resolved the racial and ethnic conflicts
of the arca.? It is true that since the im-
position of the Soviet regime, no wars
have been fought among the three na-
tiomalitics. In itself, this fact warrants the
recognition of some credit to the regime,
particularly against the background of the
bloodshed of the past and more particu-

in 303 AD. coinciding with the procl i
of Christanity as & state religion in Armenis
end thus heralding the Armenians as the first
Christisn natien of the world. Presently it is
being .renovated once more in terms of struc.
.tural consolidation and sesthetic beautification,
with funds both from the Soviet Armenjan gov-
eroment and the Gulbenkian Foundadon in Lis.
boa.

2The claim was demonstratively reiterated by
Khruschev in his principal addresses delivered
about two years ago in the three capitals of
the Republics of the region. The ogeasion in-
volved the festivities marking the 40th aani.
versary of Sovietization of these Republics. See
M News Suppl 19 (542) March 13,
1961, sad 20 (543) May 20, 1961,

e s
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larly of the Tsarist machinations contribu-
ting to the bloodshed of the Armenians and
the Azerbaijani’s in the conflagration of
1905, for instance.

But one should also recognize the ser-
ious_difference between "the mandate of
inhibiting conflicts and the judicions wis-
dom of _x:c,solzigﬁﬁﬁx_"ctim is
predicated upon coercion and threat and
tlE{e ore is conducive to cumulative frus-
trations. Since the vistas of group aggres-
siveness born out of frustration are rather
limited in the Soviet Union, unhealthy pat-
terns of displacement, deflection and am-
bivalent political attitudes are the ju-
evitable channels of compensation. More-
over, repressed antagonisms when _sus-
tained over a long ‘period. of time, have
often proved morc_cataclysmic than the

precipitation of actual armed collisions, in
modémn history of the nations,

Viewed thusly, the Soviet formula of re-
liance on Socialist cultyre as an antidote
to local nationalism is at best an act of
incubation, protracting the forces_of con-
flict, and at worst an act of self-deception
disregarding needed solutions? The sug-
gestion that with the lapse of sufficient
time the generational factor, i.e., the dying
out of the old and the arrival on the scene
of a new Soviet generation, will “commu-
nistically” dispense with the matter, seems

of questionable validity for the Trans.
T

3a his famous leter addressed to “the Com-
munist comeades” in the Caucasus in the Spring
of 1921, Lenin expressed his high hope for such
& solution which would be inconceivahle for the
“bousgeoisic” and for its social and political
system. lIn the same vein, he once more em-
phasized, however, that the only way to sccure
“international peace” in the tegion would be
to “intelligently ke into consideration the local
peculiarities, the concrete conditions of ¢he
Caucasus.” K. p, Gharibdjanian, Lenin and ihe
Liberation of the Transcaucasion Peoples, Etevan,
1960, p. 133.

caucasus—for general reasons adduced
abov T specific reasons to be dis-
cussed next.

®

In assessing the character and the prob-
lems of the Transcaucasus, it is crucia! to
grasp the importance which the Commu-
nist leadership attached, and continues to
attach, to the region. A good measure in
this respect is obtained by the following
proclamation made by Stalin in the forma-
tive years of the Soviet Union:

“The Caucasus is of major significance
to the revolution, not because it is a source
of raw materials, fuel and food, but also
because it lies between Europe and Asia,
in particular between Russia and Turkey,
and because of its economically and stra-
tegically important roads . . . its oil and
the supremely important roads into the
heart of Asia,™

This sweeping proclamation is of dual
significance. First, it explicitly defines the
position of the regime vis a vis the region,
and in so doing reveals the motivations
and objectives of communism reaching be-
yond that region. Secondly, the source of
the proclamation accents the authority in-
herent in it. For, Stalin was not an inci.
dental figure in the design and execution
of Sovict policies for the Transeaucasus.
From the very inception of the regime he
was Peoples Commissar of Nationalities,
His Georgian heritage keynoted this posi-
tion. But most importantly, Lenin’s de-
pendence upon Stalin in matters affecting
that region augmented the latter's power
considerably, The execution by the British
in 1918 of Shaumian, Lenin's old and
trusted Armenian lieutenant in the Cau-
casus who was designated by Lenin as
the Extraordinary Commissar in Charge of
Caucasian Affairs, facilitated Stalins rise

4 Sualin, Works (English) Vol. 4, p. 420.
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to power and impelled Lenin to henceforth
rely chiefly on Stalin.®

Thus, when Lenin was considering the
preparation of a blueprint of Soviet policy
towards Armenia, he advised the Armen-
jan Communists to discuss it with Stalin.®
Likewise, on another occasion, he request-
ed from A) Miassnigian that the latter seek
the assistance of Stalin in order to obtain
“srder in the Caucasus” since he, Lenin,
admitted to being “ignorant and could
commit errors.”® Also, before sending his
first message to the Georgian communists
after Sovietization of that country, he con-
sulted Stalin, with the following note,
“Please dispatch, but if you have any ob-
jection, ring me upon the telephone.™

The fact that Lenin subsequently be-
came quite disappointed in Stalin was
rather inconsequential. One might even
argue that Lenin’s acrimonious letters and
comments decrying Stalin’s usurpation of
power, particularly in the Caucasus,
proved catalytic—for the Ilatter's winning
control in the party against Trotzky fol-
lowing Lenin’s death, and his ultimate
consolidation of power. What is of higher
jinport for consideration, however, was the
fact that Stalin was a Georgian and for
about three crucial decades he was to de-
termine the fate of the Soviet Union, and
more particularly the fate of the national-
ities in the Transcaucasus.

The extraordinary circumstances which

© Stalin's presence in Moscow made this easier
because it was more convenient for Lenin to
reach decisions promptly.

¢ Legin, Works, Vol 4, Erevan, 1925, p. 404.
(The designation Erevan indicates that work
referred to is written in Armenian, but that for
purposes of co i it app in this ar-
ticle in English translation.)

then descended upon and engulfed the
three nationalities of the region were ush-
cred in by the appointment of Beria, an-
other Georgian and a crony of Stalin, to
the posts of 1. ruler of Transcaucasia, and
9, ultimately head of the Secret Police. The
irony of the first appointment stems from
the fact that as Stalin's star ascended in
the Caucasus as a result of Shaumian’s
execution, so did Beria’s star ascend as a
result of the death in 1925 of another
prominent Armenian Communist, namely,
Al Miassnigian.® .

Lenin personally had appointed Miass-
nigian to rule as the first Secretary of the
Transcaucasion Federation. It is thercfore
warranted to assert that the actual pre-
ponderance of top Georgian communists
in a decisive way set the stage for the un-
rest, repressions and purges which besct
the region until the deaths of Stalin and
Beria. It was inevitable, therefore, that
the bitter antagonisms cngendered by
these coercive and punitive measures were
directed to the nationality with which the
two were identified, namely, the Georgians.
This in itself has proven to be a central
factor in the undercurrent hostilitics be-
tween the Georgians on the one hand and
the two other nationalitics on the other.
The drastic measures of de-Stalinization
and the unleashing of a violent anti-Beria
and anti-Stalin campaign in Armenia and
Azerbaijan since 1954 are revealing of the
intensity and magnitude of the sentiments
involved. They beeame particularly rein-
forced on account of the manner with
which the Georgians reacted to this cam-
paign. With daring boldness, many Geor-
gians continued 4o exalt Stalin as a great
hero, thus defying the other nationalities,
and the central organs of the Communist

T Memoirs of Old Bolsbeviks, Miassnigian Ar-
ticle, Vol 1, Erevan, 1958, p. 16.

- 8Lenin, Marx Engels Institute, Moscow, Pub-

lished in London, no dste, probably 1942, p. 181.

9 His plane crashed near Tiflis, and until todoy
the cause of the mccident remains unaccounted
for.
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Party in Moscow which initiated and sup-
ported this campaign. In this respect it Is
worthwhile to note once more the role
which Mikoyan, the only living top Ar-
menian communist from the Caucasus,
played in giving impetus to this campaign
in Armenia.}®

In bricf, then, the sway of key and
powerful Georgian figures in Transcauca-
sus operated to compound the difficulties
intrinsic to the scheme of "merging” the
nationalitics via “socialist culture.” By the
same token, it became evident that mat-
ters of culture could not be isolated from
the excrtions of politics. Attention should
now be shifted to another level of the
problem where communist polities oper-
ated to obstruct Socialist culture in the
Transcaucasus.

®

As indicated above, this course of events
was dictated by the authority of Stalin
and falls within the purview of internal
considerations, as {ar as the Sovict regime
is concerned. In his proclamation defining
the importance of the Caucasus, Stalin
alluded, however, to cqually, if not morc
important, factors of foreign policy con-
siderations. Here, Lenin and Stalin scem-
ed to be converging in their views. The
foreign country upon which both leaders
consistently placed a premium in terms of
befriending her and avoiding antagoniz-
ing her was Turkey. A primary reason for
this discernment was not only Turkey's
geographic and strategic position, but her
cthnic character, namely, her representing
the Turkish peoples of the Caucasus as
well as Central Asia. Lenin, particularly
was quite sensitive about this fact. The
instances where he emphasized over and
over again his feelings in this respect are
numerous. They date from his reactions

——

10See Pare Il of this article in Armenien Re-
view, Vol. XVI, No. 3.63, Autuma 1963, p. 11,

to what he termed “the pillage of Turkey”
by Tsarist Russia and the Entente Powers
in a secret treaty of 1916.12

Stalin was more explicit in this connec-
tion. In the 12th Congress of R. C. P. (B)
in April 1923 when repudiating Rakovsky's
resolution concerning the precminence of
state entities like the Ukraine, as against
dispersed minorities like Bashkiria, for in-
stance, he declared:

“If we make a slight mistske in the
Ukeaine, the effect upon the East will not
be great. But we have only to make oae
slight mistake in 2 small country, in
Ajaristan (120,000 population) for the
affect to be felt in Turkey, to be felt in
the whole East, for Turkey is most closely
connected with the East . . . The relative
importance of these small pationalities is
much higher than that of the Ukeaine."12

In the same vein, like Lenin, Stalin con-
sidered the Turkic nationalities a pivotal
factor for the spread of communism, *, . .
it is obvious that of all the Soviet Repub-
lics, Turkestan is the most important from
the standpoint of revolutionizing the East
. . Turkestan presents a combination of
nationalities most closely connected with
the East."®

As could be expected, this line of policy
clevating Turkey and Turkic peoples to a
high posture of value, found its proper
reflection in the political order of Soviet
Transcaucasus. It led, for instance, to
treatics which benefited Azerbaijan and
drastically impaired Armenia.

As carly as December 1917, in the wake
of the October Revolution, Lenin received
an urgent plea from the Armenian Com-
munists in Moscow not to withdraw the
Russian troops from the Turkish front.
Poet Derian who was the chief spokesman

W1 Lenin, Selecied Works, Vol. 11, Moscow
1947, p. 127.

12 Stalin, Works (English) Vol. 5, p. 283-281.

1315id. p. 336.
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of the group, called to Lenin’s attention
the fact that “the Turks had massacred
more than 1,250,000 Armenians, and
caused the uprooting of another 1.5 mil-
lion Armenians from their ancestral homes
in the war years.,"¢

In a second visit, he again implored
Lenin to leave Russian armed contigents
in the Armenian provinces of Turkey to
avert further atrocities and to safeguard
the return of the expellees.

In line with his proven dexterity for
political manipulation, Lenin managed to
thwart this plan by using Stalin as a con-
sultant, and arguing that Armenians should
be afforded a chance for free self-deter-
mination and that the presence of Rus-
sian soldiers could be construed as “pres-
sure for Russian orientation.”® Naturally,
there were many internal considerations
favoring such a course of action. The Oc-
tober Revolution had created a powerful
impact upon the Russian soldiers of the
Turkish front which rapidly tended to
erode, thus threatening to produce a huge
vacuum in the area. Deserting the front
and rushing home was proving a contagi-
ous convenience for most of the soldiers.
The revolutionary clamor for peace, bread,
and home acted as a catalyst for relief.
But, one could also argue that this move-
ment of desertion could be checked and
eventually arrested, provided there was a
sufficient determination on the part of
Lenin. If there was any determination for
the region, it pointed in the direction of
definitely favoring the Turks as a bone of
contention vis a vis the Entente powers.

Already in November 1916 Lenin was
loudly decrying “imperialistic” designs on

14 Leain, Werks, Vol. 4, Etevan, pp. 404, 405.

18This information is contsined in a letter
which che poet sent to his friend Daginezisn on
the day of his new visit with Lenin. Nork, (Arm.
Moathly) No. 6, 1925, p. £16.
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Turkey which, he claimed, “has been de-

prived of Armenia” as a result of these,

designs.1®

In the crucial months of Summer 1920,
when the Independent Republic of Ar-
menia, totally abandoned by the victorious
Allies, was desperately trying to continue
her existence against internal as well as
extemnal foes, Lenin was plotting the de-
mise of that Republic in collusion with a
Turkish delegation negotiating in Moscow.
As General Ali Fouad, the Turkish Am-
bassador in Moscow (1920-1922), rclates
in his memoirs: “A day after our meet-
ing with Chicherin, on August 14, 1920,
the Turkish delegation was received by
Lenin (who stated) ‘The emancipation of
the total Islamic world is the basis of our
policy. I am hopeful that the institution
of such independent Islam Republics as
Kazakistan, Turkestan and Bashkiria will
be appreciated by the Turkish Grand Na-
tional Assembly . " We found Lenin to
be extremely candid and sympathetic to
us and to the Islamic community at large.”

The actual purpose of the Turkish trip
to Moscow was to elicit sanctions from
Lenin regarding Turkish plans of a mili-
tary assault on Armenia, ostensibly to ef-
fect the coordination and mutual support
of the Turkish and Red armics.

Continuing his account of the meeting,
the Turkish Ambassador relates:

“Lenin promised to solve the Armenian
problem in favor of us in 8-4 days.”™7 This
meant the destruction of the Independent
Republic which was “an obstacle in the

10 Lenin, Works, Vol. 23, Brevan, p. 231,

3TAli Fouad Djebesoy, Moscow Memoirs,
{Turkish) Istanbul, 1955, p. 73. Also see H.
Besajian, "Excerpts From the Memoirs of Ali
Fousd Pasha” (Aem. Traaslstion) Haeirenik
(Moathly) Vol. 40, No. 1 January 1962, pp.
3842,
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roads of communication between the two

states.”® . §

"+ Finally, it is worth noting that the m::in

reason why Lenin and his advisors were
relenting on the Turkish instance of using
military force was not humanistic concern
for Armenia but, according to the account
of the Turkish Ambassador, “any attempt
for & solution through an attack and via
military force could provoke adverse coun-
terreactions on the part of the Western
powers.”1® The Turks eventually prevailed
upon Lenin, the attack was coordinated
with a drive by the Red Army and Ar-
menia succumbed. To punctuate the spirit
of the scheme of coordination of the two
powers, the Turkish Military Command
dispatched a message of congratulations,®
on December 1, 1920, to the Armenian
Revolutionary Committee, which, exploit-
ing the situation, had forcefully establish-
ed itself as the Supreme Ruling body of
Armenia.

Naturally, there are many reasons why
these cvents, their revelations, and inter-
pretations require cautious treatment. This
necessity for caution is dictated not only
by the recognition of inevitable bias in
the accounts of a given party involved,
but also by the employment of a frame-
work which is extricated from the pres-
sure of unfolding events impinging upon
the acting parties. Distance in time and
space arc vital needs for a scholarly per-
spective as far as the task of grasping the
wob of events and their circumspect
analysis is concerned. But, by the same
token, there is something “crucially amiss
in such a perspective—because of this
very fact of distance. It involves the emer-
gent quality of interacting behavior

18 Great Sovies Encyclopedia, Vol. 3, Moscow,
1926, p. 438.

1009, ¢t p. 14.

20 Sealin, Works, Vol. 4, p. 427,
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among contestants which is never fully un.
derstood by people, who however skilled
they may be in human relations analysis,
are removed from the scene of interaction.
This is the highly crucial field of subjec-
tive motivations and their highly cumber-
some, clusive, and unpredictable patterns
of dynamics. The fact of the matter is that
in conflict situations, ongoing tensions,
shifts in alignments, hidden anticipations
of rival moves, suspected stratagems and
deflections are all factors which are in-
trinsic to given situations, are felt but often
are not openly admitted, verbalized or ar-
ticulated by the actors involved and there-
fore in a sense elude and defy accurate
analysis by outsiders or distant people.

When applying this type of caution to
the conspiracy of the Lenin clique and the
representatives of Mustafa Kemal against
Armenia, new problem dimensions emerge.
Their proper understanding are likely to
enlarge the area illuminating the motiva-
tions of Sovict behavior vis a vis Armenia
and indircctly, Azerbaijan.

First of all, reservations must be auto-
matically exercised regarding the accuracy
of any memoirs. Secondly, the inaccessi-
bility of Soviet archives containing ver-
batim transcripts of the negotiations with
the Turks is a source of unabated frustra-
tions, accenting the nced for further reser-
vations.

Thirdly, and most importantly, however,
Sovict collusion with the Turks should be
interpreted in & framowork reaching be-
yond the narrow confines of Armenia and
her population. At the time the Turks were
negotiating with the Communists for the
Treaty of Moscow, for example, at that
very time another Turkish delegation
headed by Bekir Semi, the Forelgn Min-
ister of Turkey of Kemal, was negotiating
in London. According to Soviet sources,
Bekir Sami, in a sccret proposal to Lloyd
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George, offered to join the Anti-Sovict
camp and in & concerted drive with Turkic
peoples in the Caucasus, to stem the tide
of the Communists. These sources further
claim that the disclosure of the secret deal
offer, plus the recalcitrance of the British
to renounce the Sevres Treaty, had prompt-
ed the Turks to concentratc on Lenin.®
In their official negotiations, the Turks had
also requested the withdrawal of the
Creek Army from Turkey, restoration of
their 1913 European frontiers and recon-
firmation of the Armenian frontiers in ac-
cord with the Treaty of Alexandropol. The
Times in London called these, “absurd de-
mands.”%?

To wind up the diplomatic tragi-comedy
that was being enacted in this period, the
Russians were also negotiating with a dele-
gation from the Independent Republic of
Armenia, Contrary to the wishes of the
delegation, the Soviets were procrastinat-
ing for understandable reasons. After many
fruitless cfforts, in which vague promisecs
were cntwined with covert and overt
Communist threats, the Armenian delege-
tion headed by poet Chanth, was induced
to depart. The negotiations were first con-
tinued in Tiflis and later on, on the cve
of the collapse of the Republic, in Erevan.
On October 14, Moscow issued an ultima-
tum demandidg [ree passage to join the
Turks.

“Regardless of the fact that she was
surrounded by such enemies, deprived of
all supplies and forsaken by her pretend-
ed Allies, Armenia rejected the Russian
uitimatum in toto. Meanwhile, the Bol-

21 E. Sarkissian snd R. Schakisn, The Distor.
tion in Turkith Historiograpby of the Modern
History of the Armenicn Peaple, Ecevan, 1963,
pp. 67 . To eave face, the same suthors contend,
M. Kemal dismissed Bekir Sami as Tuckish For.
cign Ministor.

22 Times, London, February 25, 1921.

THe ARMENIAN REVIEW

shevik emissaries worked their way into

the ranks of the Armcnian Army, and -

spread reports that Kemal was supported
by France and Italy, and that the salvation
of Armenia was possible only through the
compliance with the demands of Mos-
cow."

Being aware of the negotiations in Lon-
don but unaware of the discords, Lenin
had cause for inclinations towards a com-
promise. Thus, consistent with a pattern
so typical of Turkish foreign policy in
contemporary history and so remarkably
successful in most instances, the Turks
manipulated the moments of uncertainty
and acute rivalry eventually to prevail. As
if to encourage such inclinations for com-
promise, and unable to endure the hard-
ships and the abuses of 25 months of
communist rule, the Armenians overthrew
the regime and proclaimed their independ-
ence once more. This was the first and
last solid rebellion on the part of a con-
quered nationality in the history of Soviet
Transcaucasus. It was a match to the pe-
riod in which the agonics of a decimated
abandoned and destitute people were not
relieved or redeemed but were ruthlessly
aggravated. But, above all, it was a blow
to Lenin who was then negotiating with
the Turks who promptly withdrew their
concessions  regarding territorial adjust-
ments with Armenia.

This is then the fuller range of circum-
stances in the context of which the rap-
prochement with the Turks should be un-
derstood. It was 2 rapprochement with
dire consequences for Armenia.*!

——————

23 Jomes W. Gerard, “Armenia, Russia and
the Lausaone Treaty,” The Lausanne Treaty,
Turkey end Armenia, N.Y. 1926, p. 159. (Pub-
lished by the Armenian Committee Opposed 10
the Lausanne Treaty).

20 The Turks would not and could not be
dislocated from Alexandropo! which they had
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Her territorial disputes with Azerbaijan
were dismissed as if they did not exist or
were irrelevant—contrary to solemn proc-
Jamations confirming a settlement in favor
of Armenia by Stalin, and by Armenian
as well as Azerbaijani Communists on the
eve of Sovietization of Armenia. In an
interview published in Pravda on Decem-
ber 4, 1920, headlined with the intonation
“Long live Armenia,” Stalin formally pro-
claimed:

“On December 1, Soviet Azerbaijan vol-
untarily renounced its claim to the dis-
puted provinces and ceded Zangezur, Nak-
hichevan and Nagomy Karabagh to So-
viet Armenia.

A few months later, when Armenian
armed contingents were still resisting the
Red Army and proclaiming the Independ-
ence of Zangezur, the Mountain Armenia,
to lure them into submission, Avis Nuri-
chanian, People’s Military Commissar of

conquered but were to vacate according to theit
agreement with the Sovicts. Exasperated after
many vain diplomatic efforts, the Soviet govesa:
ment authorized the Commander of the Red
Army in the Caucasus to jssue an ultimatum to
the Turks implying resort to war in case of
further delay and failure of compliance. The
city was eventually vacated after committing the
last large-scale atcocity which claimed approxi-
mately 115,000 Armenizns, then Soviet citizens.
According to the suthor, nseveral thousand Ar-
menians were buried alive in wells” P, H.
Lalapegian, V. Lenin and the Establishment and
Consolidation of she Soviet Sysiem in Trans-
cancasic, Etevan, 1961, p. 225. A history text-
book claims the following specified casualties for
the provinces of Kaes and Alexandropol. Mas
sacred: 30,000 men, 30,000 women and children,
Srarved to death: 32,000 In addition, the Turks
“dispatched 15,000 able bodicd men to the re-
gion of Erzeroun for compulsory labor, the latge
part of whom disappeared never to return home.”
H. M. Elchipegion and A, M. 1Hagopian, Oui-
lines of the History of Soviet Armenia, Vol. 1,
Erevan, p. 68.

26 Sealin, Works (English) Vol. 4, p. 427.
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Soviet Armenia, announced solemnly
(April 28):

*“Zangezour and Mountainous Karabagh
constitute an inseparable part of Armenia.”
A month later, during negotiations with
the Government of Karabagh, the Soviet
Delegation made the following solemn
commitment: “Zangezur and Mountainous
Karabagh constitute an inseparable part
of Armenia.” Again, on Junc 12, 1921, the
Covernment of Soviet Armenia declared:

“Based upon an agreement arrived at
between the SSR governments of Azerbai-
jan and. Armenia, Mountainous Karabagh
from now on constitutes an inseparable
part of the SSR Republic of Armenia” A
day later, the news was reconfirmed by
the safe government of Soviet Armenia
in Erevan?®

Moreover, ancient Armenia territorities
which were part of Russian Armenia prior
to World War I, were ceded to Turkey
through a series of treaties culminating in
that of Kars (October 13, 1921).

The irony of the treaty is that the Turks
relented  considerably before signing it
The Turks did not want to sign a joint
agreement  with the three nationality
groups of the Transcaucasus. They insisted
on separate treaties. The Soviets equally
adamantly insisted, on 2 joint treaty. The
Turks began to procrastinate in the hope
for a violent eruption of the Russian-Fo-
lish crisis. The Turkish delegation was
headed by Kiazim Karabekir, the Supreme
Commander of the Turkish Eastern Army,
the conqueror of Turkish and Russian Ar-
menia and a sworn encmy of the Armen-
jans. Soviet authors alluded to caslier,”

20 Al 4 items quoted and discussed by Jemes

Mandalian “The Tra jan Ar ien Jrre-
denta,” Armenian Review, Vol XIV, No. 2-54,
p. 24.

21 B, Sorkission and R. Sahakian, op. cib final
portion.
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contend that he wanted to face the Ar-
meoians alone so as to be able to impose
harsher conditions upon them. He finally
yielded, but even then, the Kars Treaty
provisions for Armenia were so harsh and
those for Azerbaijan so favorable, thanks
to the exertion of the Turks, that 2 Com-
munist historian, a participant observor,
felt constrained to speak of the Treaty as
a coup de grace which “completed the
surrender of Armenin to Turkey."s

Perhaps the greatest calamity which be-
fell Armenia as a result of this Soviet-
Turkish Alliance was that it afforded a
plausible excuse to the Entente Powers to
renege their official and unofficial com-
mitments to the Armenians in terms of
independence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity. One by one, starting with Italy,
France, England, and the United States,
they all divorced themselves from the
cause of Armenia in line with their new
marriage with Kemalist Turkey.

This unprecedented and contagious be.
trayal of the Armenians by the Allies cul-
minated in the Treaty of Lausanne which
Lloyd George decried as “an abject, cow-
ardly, and infamous surrender™ to the
Turks.

One of the US. Senators, who along
with President Wilson and many other
prominent Americans®® was actively cam-
paigning to recognize and justly reward
the bravery and sacrifices of nearly 300,
000 Armenians who had fought for the

28 B, Botian, Armenis (Russian) Vel. II,
Moscow-Leaingrad, p, 303.

P Stephen Bonsal, Switors ond Supplionts,
N.Y,, 1946, p. 198,

30 For a full coverage of the spxcific groups,

demic, sdministrative and public figures in.
volved, see Charles Vertanes, Armenia Reborn,
N.Y., 1947, pp. 34, 35. The opposition by large

sectors of American public opinion was so ve.
h,

aed p ed, that the ratification of
the Lausaane Treaty could not pass the Scante,
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cause of the Allies In World War L
summed up this self-debasement of Euro-
pean diplomacy in this succinet manner:

“The triumphant Turks called the Allied
and Associated Powers, including the US.,
to mect them at Lausanne to sign treaties
such as the former might dictate . . . with
an assurance and arrogance, perhaps un-
paralleled in treaty nogotiations, they
wrote Treaties for the Allied Nations to
sign, and dictated the Treaty which the
United States was to sign. (The Allies)
cynically and brutelly ignored Armenia
and, in effect, endorsed the butchery of
the Armenians and the expulsion of the
remnants of the Armenian race from their
ancestral lands."™*

To accentuate the macabre drama of
this diplomatic truculence, the Soviets
went out of their way to support the Turks
in Lausanne. As one student, who had
actual access to the Soviet actors involved,
stated:

“It devolved on the Russians at Laus-
anne . . . to be ‘more Turkish than the
Turks,’ ™32

The general and specific reasons ac-
counting for this Soviet attitude of maxi-
mum subservience to the Turks have been
discussed earlier. As indicated before, they
inevitably nccessitated callous and harsher
treatment of the Armenians, counterposed
to the Turks, their ron plus ultra nemesis
in modem history.

Before dispatching his trusted Armen-
ian aide to the Caucasus to take over the
rule of the region, Lenin had a long con-
versation with him. As Al Miassnigian re-
lated himself:

32 American Committee Opposed to the Treaty
of Lausanne, op. ¢ir. pp. 58-59; the Senator was
Williem H. King, from the Stace of Utah, who
visited the Near East twice at the end of World
War 1 and studied the Armenjan and Tuckish
situstions.
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“To my question as to what policies I
ought toyfollaw regarding Turkey, Lenin
adviscd me to be very careful and tz'lctlul
towards the peoples of the East."?® Hidden
in this recurrent theme is much that can

. explain the spirit of Sovict supcrsensitivity

vis a vis the Turks which is so bluntly
revealed in the latest statement (11 No-
vember 1983) made by Khruschev to the
Turks on the occasion of the 25th anni-
versary of the death of Kemal Ataturk.
After lavishing praises on “the industrious
Turkish nation,” the Chairman indicated
that he would like to return to the cra of
mutual support of Kemal: “There is not a
single serious cause which could prevent
this . . . Comprehensive cooperation be-
tween Turkey and the Sovict Union now
would be of as great importance as in
the Ataturk era.™

It is no exaggeration, therefore, to say

32 Louis Fischer, The Soviets in World Aflairs,
Vol. I, London, p. 404,

33 Memoirs Regarding Lenin, Vol. 2, Etevan,
r 121,

M Moscow hroadcast in Tuckish to Turkey
1030 G.M.T,, 11 November 1963.
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that of all the nationalities in the Soviet
Union in general and the Transcaucasus
in particular, the Armenians are the most
frustrated, bitter and bewildered nation-
ality.

Saturated with an awareness of recur-
rent historical tragedy, still overwhelmed
by the melancholy spell of the holocaust
of the Turkish massacres, and the cata-
clysmic political and military blows de-
cending upon her in the wake of these
massacres, and finally, shackled to the con.
dition of a compulsory subservience to an
alien system which is insensitive to her
particular problems and cruelly disdainful
to her quest for justice, Armenia, even
though drastically reduced in territorial
size and relegated to a minor position in
terms of population, occupies a ‘unique
vantage ground in the inexorable contest
between communism and nationalism in
the Soviet Union. This is the gencral con-
text in which her particular relationships
with Georgia and Azerbaijan are to be
discussed next.

(To be continued)




