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Since mid-February 1988 the mass media of the non-Soviet
countries have been reporting an unprecedented event in the

; Soviet Union. The 80 percent Armenian population of the Auton-
' omous Region of Mountainous Karabagh and its highest govemn-
mental body, "the deputies of regional soviet', have decided to
raise the issue of seceding the region from the transcaucasian
republic of Azerbaijan and uniting it with the Armenian republic.
In a special session on February 20, the regional soviet has for-
mulated the demand within the relevant constitutional disposition.
At the beginning the constitutional arguement was formulated
in succinct and dense phrases as the simple and unanimous
| expression of the will of the region’s Armenian population. But as
TR time passed and the spontaneous demand of the people came
n“n, OCLI S across the crude and sabotagingly stubborn reaction of the
¢ oF "5 | higher authorities, there appeared more voluminous and sound

® ZOun--REw LN . ‘. jurisdic researches and arguments. In all of these well-known

. A ~ principles were stressed primarily: equality of nations and the

v ﬂ right for self-determination, with their logical and political conse-
ST 7 -9 quences.

Z{Z / The already mentioned February event was unprecedented in

the sense that for the last 70 years no spontaneous and authentic
popular movement of such magnitude has ever occured in the
Soviet Union. Especially if we consider the massive demonstra-
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tions held in the region’s capital Stepanakert and the capital of
Armenia, Yerevan. Even it can be asserted that these massive
demonstrations, with their organized, orderly and pacifist nature,
became an example, and even a stimulus for the similar move-
ments that proliferated afterwads in the advanced and politically
mature Soviet republics, as well as in the once so-called satellite
countries of Central Europe.

The event as it unfolded, although widely seemed unex-
pected, can be traced in the history of its immediate past. During
1987 a widely distributed petition, including the signatures of over
100,000 Armenians, was sent to Moscow demanding the unifica-
tlor! of the region with Armenia. Occasionally, delegates from the
region visited Moscow to keep a close eye on the developments
and were accordingly given assurances from various officials for
a positive solution of the problem. However, the negative re-
sponse formulated by the Central Committee of the party in mid-
February came as a surprise to the Armenian population creating
deep resentment and indignation.

Manﬁestations of protest and demonstrations were soon or-
ganized in Stepanakert and culminated in the regional soviet's
February 20 decision. As an expression of solidarity with the
region’s movement similar and massive demonstrations of pro-
test were organized in Yerevan. These demonstrations gradually
gained momentum and wide popular support and involved hun-
drgds of thousands and even a million of people gathered from
various parts of the country to join the demonstrators in the city.
It was at this juncture that four high ranking party official from
Moscow were dispatched to Karabagh and Yerevan with special
recommendations and plans. Meantime, a message from Gor-
bachev was delivered to calm down the population of both Ar-
menia and Azerbaijan. And it was after these developments, on
February 28, that aggressions of reprisal and massacres t’ook
place in Azerbaljan against the civilian Armenians, most notably
the horrible incidents in the city of Sumgait.

The Soviet media, in fidelity with their traditional line of ex-
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pression and subject to the decree from above, did not make any
proper presentation of the events in Karabagh and in Yerevan. At
best, they reported perverted information often obscured by
commentaries and trivial attempts to express impartiality. Des-
pite the fact that non-Soviet reporters were disallowed to enter
the areas where the incidents occured they, nevertheless, re-
ported the events on a daily basis and through secondary and

" indirect sources. Both the press media and the television net-

works in the West and in the world at large became increasingly
enthusiastic about the events.

However, in the absence of available and relevant literature on
the subject the reporters of the non-Soviet countries were unable
to adequately and exhaustively account for the events. Conse-
quently, inconsistent and often discrepant pictures were
presented and discussing them requires more time and space
than is practical here. But, and for illustrative purposes, pointing
out few discrepancies in noteworthy.

The non-Soviet reporters often stressed the fact that the Ar-
menians are christians and the Azerbaijanis are moslems contri-
buting to the impression that the territorial dispute between the
two peoples emerges as a consequence of religious affiliation. In
fact, religion did not play any significant role in the dispute and, if
it did, it was only a minor or a secondary role. Other reporters
stressed the fact that the Azerbaijanis are of Turkic origin without,
however, accounting appropriately for its significance. Few repor-
ters stressed the fact that Karabagh and the relevant issues that
arise from it are of vital importance to the Armenians in the sense
that they are closely interwined with the question of national sur-
vival and, hence, could not be compromised. Moreover, Ka-
rabagh as an important component of the historic Armenian pla-
teau, was seceded and was arbitrarily annexed to a foreign re-
public; and in order to restore justice the region with its Armenian
population should be recognized as an integral part of the
motherland, the Soviet Republic of Armenia. These were the
basic considerations that underie the Armenian demands regard-
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less of what the ethnic composition or the religious affiliation of
Azerbaijan constitutes.

It was repeatedly mentioned that Karabagh is an “enclave" of
Azerbaijan. This also did not project reality since Karabagh, his-
torically, geographically, and demographically has always been
an integral part of Armenia. The dividing corridor between the
region and the Soviet Republic of Armenia, about 5-8 kilometers
wide at the narrowest point, is only symbolic, a consequence of
capricious division without having any real significance; it has
been installed by the "far-sighted" rulers not only to seperate the
neighbouring Armenian areas, but also to keep them under per-
manent siege. Immediately to the northwest of this point, a rela-
tively wider dividing area, inhabits not Azerbaijanis but Kurds and
constitutes the Latchine and the Kelbadjar administrative regions
which, prior to the sovietization of the country, was known as
"Kurdistan" ("Kurdkrai" or Kurdish District). Later, the "Kurdistan*
District was basically disintegrated and its Kurdish inhabitants
were gradually assimilated under the Azerbaijani rule.

Moreover, none mentioned that The Autonomous Region of
Mountainous Karabagh is only the concrete manifestation of a far
graver reality, or the reality that it is only a summit of a huge
iceberg. Stated differently, it is not the only area that, after the
sovietization of Transcaucasian republics, was taken from Arme-
nia and was literally given to the Azerbaijan S.S.R. To its north-
west an Armenian populated region with four administrative areas
was also fragmented and detached from Armenia (the areas of
Shahoumian, Khanlar, Tashkessan, and Shamkhor, excluding Ke-
dapek). This region does not enjoy autonomy nor does it as-
sume a geographic name because in the vicissitudes of adminis-
trative apparatus it has assumed different names (such as Sha-
kashen, Outik, Gardman, Parissos, Mountainous Gandzak). It
seems that there is a general consensus among the Armenians
today to refer to the region as Gardman. Like Karabagh, Gard-

man also is not an enclave of Azerbaijan but a direct and natural
continuation of the Armenian Republic. After much saying about
Kartman, it must be added that after almost two years the region
populated by Armenians for millennia has a different image. Due
to the repressions and deportations perpetrated by the Azerbai-
janis Armenians no longer live in the areas of Getabek, Sham-
khor, Tashkessan. They still survive only in the Shahoumian re-
gion and the Gedashen sub-region of Khanlar, but their existence
is never guaranteed, since it is conditioned by the outcome of the
everyday clashes.

To the southwest of Karabagh is the Autonomous Republic of
Nakhidjevan which Is another Armenian territory detached from
Armenia and administratively attached to Azerbaljan. On the
contemporary and often distorted geographic maps these areas
are not explicittly distinguished which only suggests that they
have been subject to an isomorphic development of national
drama. And if on February 1988 only the issue of Mountainous
Karabagh has been raised and only the name Karabagh has
evolved it is because of its very status as autonomy which pro-
vided the region with the official and proper channels defined
within the constitutional disposition. Gardman, on the other
hand, is a region composed of dispersed areas and does not
have a collective representation nor any constitutionally pres-
cribed channel. The circumstances in Nakhidjevan is further
complicated by ethnic and other factors.

The Autonomous Region of Mountainous Karabagh officlally
exists only since 1923. The term "Mountainous Karabagh" also is
a configuration of the same period. Earller, the name Karabagh
was given to refer to the area as a whole without complementary
specifications. Although there are mountains and lowlands in
Karabagh the denomination was not a common usage in any
literature on the area. However, the terms wre commonly used in
conversational and often In journalistic languages. In various
epochs of history both the mountains and lowlands of the region
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were essentially, if not exclusively, populated by Armenians.
However, under the pressure of foreign nomadic tribes the Arme-
nians gradually fortified their positions in the safer mountainous
area, while the incoming nomads, the Azerbaijanis of today, were
gradually settled in the plains.

"Karabagh" is not an Armenian name. It is Turkish and means
"black vineyard". Historic documentations show that the term
was formulated later in the Middle Ages (14th-16th centuries)
and arbitrarily. Hence, the philological origin of the name is
unclear and subject to diverse presumptions. There are those
who claim that the name emerged from the widespread trees of
mulberry both black and white and, particularly, from the black
mulberries which are abundantly found in the area. Others say
that the name was given by those outsiders who planned to
invade the area but encountered heavy Armenian resistance and
were beaten on the battlefield.

The proper ancient Armenian name of Karabagh is Artsakh, a
denomination unequivocally maintained during certain periods in
history. It is important at this juncture to probe the remote past
of the region in ar-attempt to revive its ancient image.

But before probing the past, it is important to represent briefly
all that happened in Artsakh-Karabagh and the Armenian republic
after the February of 1988, the very date the important yet tragic
events unfolded.

First it should be noted that the Azerbaijanis retaliated vehe-
mently the legal demand of the region’s Armenian population.
The leaders of that republic, in fidelity to their herritage, overtly or
tacitly mobilized the Azerbaijani population so that the hostile
struggle against the Armenians becomes "pan-national”. That
struggle was waged by official declarations and resolutions, by
the distortions of the press and the whole media, but especially
by ruthless atrocites, plunder, ravage, deportations and so on.
And it must be stressed, that all these could have hardly attained
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this unprecedented extent without the obvious encouraging pa-
tronage of the central authorities in Moscow.

During the events, the Caucasian policy of the Moscow center
was manifested under various guises. And in general this policy
was characterized by artficial postponments, by the tendency to
morally terrorize the Armenians, to keep them under the pressure
of the propaganda machine, and to support the anti-Armenifm
policy by overt sophisteries. That prejudicate disposition was d|5:
closed during the July 18th 1988 enlarged session of the Presi-
dium of the Supreme Soviet (partially televised). The gathered
rulers were unconstarined while discrediting the Armenian popu-
lation of Artsakh and the Amenian nation as a whole, ridiculing
their national just cause, and declaring its logical solution im-
possible.

Guided by the spirit of the "principles" adopted in that session,
the January 12th 1989 decree of the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet established a Special Governing Committee in the Autono-
mous Region of Nagorno-Karabagh that was partially subject to
the control of Moscow. The act then was regarded as a com-
promising and temporary measure. But later events showed that
the Committee was a puppet, had no real authority, and was
constantly attacked by the interferences of the Azerbaijani auth-
orities, whose actions, as expected, were totally anti-Armenian.

After ten months and a half from the above-mentioned resolu-
tion, on the 28th of November of the same year, the central
authorities in Moscow arbitrarily composed a far more unjust and
unfounded resolution, that abolished the Special Governing Com-
mittee, while the region was "returned" to the Azerbaijani Repub-
lic; i.e. the region was surrendered to its sworn slayers. The Ar-
menians simply could not overlook the totally illegal and infuriat-
ing challenge. At that moment the constitutional status of Arme-
nia in the Soviet federation was reconsidered, the de facto unifi-
cation of the Nagorno-karabagh region with the Armenian repub-
lic was declared officially by the Armenian Supreme Soviet. The
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unconstrained intrigues of the Moscow center and its destructive
policy stimulated a grave upheavel in the Armenian community,
thereby affecting an irreversible pshychological evulsion.

The imperative of national self-defence induced the quest for
new standards.
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It is important at the outset to point out that since the ancient
epochs the history of Artsakh with its exclusively Armenian popu-
lation has been an integral part and closely interwined with the
Armenian history in general. In the course of its history there
have been numerous vicissitudes and recessions, however, the
ethnic-demographic composition of the region has never been
disputed. This historic unity has been confirmed in numerous
sources, both primary and secondary, and has been do-
cumented in the publications of classical Latin and Greek auth-
ors. Llater, and beginning the fifth century, it was also do-
cumented in the newly flourished Armenian chronological and
historic literature. In general, the history of the region has been
documented orderly since the Sixth Century A.D.

The historic situation of Artsakh should be explicated within
the contour of neighboring geographic areas. It should be first
noted that since the ancient times various Armenian territories
were located to the east of Eastern Transcaucasia, namely, be-
tween the rivers Kour and Arax that flow to the Caspian sea. In
modern terms the area encompasses the Minor Caucasus moun-
tains and the lowlands that spread to the north and east. Both
the mountains and the lowlands cover almost equal areas.

13
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On the Minor Caucasus mountains and the surrounding plains
were located three Armenian provinces: Outik, Artsakh, and Pai-
takaran. The unified Armenian kingdom at the time, referred to as
the "Greater Armenia", was divided into 15 provinces which were
known as "Ashkharner" (‘worlds"). Artsakh was one of the "Ash-
kharner" which included 12 cantons. To its north and northeast
was the province of Outik which included 8 cantons and to the
west the province of Paitakaran with 10 cantons. Later, the prov-
ince of Paitakaran, partly because of its relatively fewer Armenian
population and partly because of its geographic location that
directly exposed It to foreign infiltrations, could not maintain itself
as an Armenian province. Both Artsakh and Outik, on the other
hand, together were able to resist the foreign assaults and main-
tained their Armenian image and identity. The population of both
these provinces were famous by their acts of heroism and be-
came increasingly so later in the course of the history. In fact,
this part of Armenia became a strong barrier against foreign as-
saults not only for the provinces alone but for the whole Arme-
nian population at large.

But the unified Armenian Kingdom was exposed to heavy ex-
ternal rivalries and assaults, particularly during the 4th century
when the Roman Empire and the Sassanian Empire of Persia
were the two contending major powers of the epoch. In 387, for
instance, both these empires divided Armenia between them and
within the divided territories and for a certain period of time tol-
erated limited and provisional governmental authority to the rem-
nants of Arshakunian Armenian Dynasty. The peripheral provin-
ces were further amputated by the Persians and were annexed to
the newly created administrative districts (Marzpanoutioun) in the
neighboring states such as Georgia and Aghvank (Albany). It
was under these circumstances that the provinces of Outik and
Artsakh, with their Armenian population, were annexed to the
"Marzpanoutioun" of Aghvank.

The demographic composition of Aghvank district, in this con-
text, has been a mixture of ethnic groups. On the right side of

14
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river Kour was an Armenian populated area while on the left side
resided some 26 tribal groups that together formed the Aghvan
people. Recent scientific studies, bearing heavy reliance on the
7th century Armenian Atlas called "Ashkharhatsouits", recon-
stituted the geographic and administrative image of the area in
the preceding centuries. According to these studies the actual
size of the Aghvan area encompassed some 23,000 km2 with 11
cantons, while the Armenian area included 20 cantons with over
26,000 km2. The border lines of "Marzpanoutiouns" were subject
to frequent modifications. Professional studies calculated that in
the 7th century, for example, the overall area extended to some
72,000 km2.

The territorial redistribution into "marzpanoutioun” districts
had its effects on the terminology used to identify the areas.
Even in the Armenian historiography the term "Aghvank' was
used to identify not only the actual Aghvan areas but also the
areas that were essentially Armenian and were distinctly identifi-
able both geographically and ethno-culturally. Minor attempts,
however, were made to distinguish the Armenian section by
using terms such as "Eastern threshold of Armenia".

in the beginning of the 4th century Christianity was accepted
as the official religion in Armenia, Georgia and Albany, and estab-
lished religious hierarchy in these countries. After the founding of
Aghvank "marzpanoutioun" the Catholicosate of Aghvan, which
maintained close relations with the Armenian Church, en-
countered new and uneasy situations. Since the actual Aghvans
were relatively weak and unorganized, excluding as well the exter-
nal pressures, their influence on religious affairs gradually de-
creased. On the other hand, the influence of Armenians on their
internal religious affairs increased to the extent that they were
soon able to transfer the Catholicos and the siege to an Armenian
populated and relatively safer area. In the same context, one
should interpret the fact that it was an Armenian spiritual leader,
Mesrop Mashtots, who invented the Armenian alphabet in the be-

15



ARTSAKH-GARABAGH. PAST ANO PRESENT

ginning of the 5th century as well as the alphabets of Georgians
and Aghvans. For these and several other reasons, the Aghvans
could not cultivate their literary ability nor could they maintain a
culture of their own. The Armenians, on the other hand, conti-
nued without any noticeable interruption to remain closely at-
tached to their internal affairs, culture and at the same time cre-
ated their own share in world civilization.

Being adiministratively detached from the Armenian heartland,
however, had its impact on the life and destiny of the Artsakh
reglon as well as on the adjacent Armenian areas. The geo-
graphic isolation of the region forced its inhabitants to pay par-
ticular attention to the internal political organization and consoli-
dation and to concentrate their efforts on the development and
maintenance of a distinct and endemic characteristic. These ef-
forts were surely imperatives of the prevalling political circum-
stances rather than voluntary secessionist attempts or centrifugal
tendencies. In fact and later in history, events came to show that
the Armenian population of Artsakh did not miss the oppor-
tunities to join the general course of Armenian history often as-
suming the leading and dirigent roles.

The local aristocracy with its various branches and consecu-
tive generations played a prominent role in the effort of maintain-
ing and consolidating the political and national character of the
region. The Armenian princedom of Aranshahik has been the
most instrumental In this regard both in Outik and Artsakh provin-
ces. Its representatives have inherited governorship and, later, in
the 5th and 6th centuries and also between Sth and 10th cen-
turies and contingent upon the circumstances of the time, they
have established principalities and kingdoms, not to mention
their royal presence in later centuries.

The sense of solidarity and consolidation among the Arme-
nian population of Minor Caucasus was strong to the extent that
the continuous assaults on Armenia since the 11th century by
nomadic hordes, the Seljouk-Turks, and the Tataro-Mongols
were virtually unsuccessful to disrupt its ethnic unity and its inter-
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nal autonomous life. The incessant combats, pillages, and mas-
sacres on all fronts constantly challenged the region but it man-
aged to confront them successfully by relying on its own forces.
Although border lines and administrative denominations have
undergone changes, the region as a whole has maintained its
distinct demographic and cultural identity.

In the 10th century the geographic term Artsakh has been
changed to Khatchen, and in the 15th century to Karabagh. The
Khatchen principality of the 10th to 16th centuries has been phe-
nomenal in the history of the region. After its disintegration and
fragmentation into minor principalities the Armenian "melikou-
tioun"s emerged and assumed significant historic role. In the
latter part of the 17th century and early in the 18th century his-
toric Khatchen was divided into five minor principalities or "meli-
koutioun"s (Gulistan, Djerabert, Khatchen, Varanda, and Dizak)
which together formed a military alliance known as Khamsali
Melikoutiounner (khamsa in Arabic means five) to defend itself
from frequent Turkish and Persian attacks. This military alliance,
or confederation, encompassed an area extending from the vi-
cinities of the city Gandzak in the north to the river Arax in the
south. The five melikoutiouns played a major role not only in
defending the region and securing the life of the local population
but also In initiating major endeavors on national level. It was
their initiative, for example, to organize frequent expeditions to
Western European countries and to Russia and mobilize support
in order to free the entire Armenian nation from Persian and
Turkish domination.

The Armenian meliks of Karabagh were united in conducting
thelir foreign affalrs for a long period of time, until the mid-18th
century when that unity was altogether despaired. Shahnazar,
who was the younger brother of Melik Hovsep of Varanda, perfid-
lously exterminated his brother’s family and took over Varanda
and declared himself "Melik Shahnazar II". Fearing retaliation
from other meliks he sought to ally_pimseqmtpﬂ?mside forces.

R
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The situation was exploited by a nomadic tribe leader of Turkic
origin Panah Ali who had planed to station himself in the lowlands
and then establish a larger principality. The Armenian meliks,
well aware of his intentions and of the danger he represents to
the Armenians, were united in preventing him from penetrating
into Karabagh. However and despite the opposition from the
meliks, Melik Shahnazar offered Panah Ali to consolidate his
forces in fort Shosh. This was conducive enough for Panah Ali,
who was also encouraged by the Persian royal house, to estab-
lish the first foreign and ethnically and religiously non-Armenian
principality in Mountainous Karabagh, or a semi-autonomous
Khanate of Karabagh. His policy of oppression and the ca-
lamities that he created forced many Armenians of the area to
emigrate into nearby or remote and relatively safer areas.
Panah’s policy of oppression was systematically carried on by
his son Ibrahim. The Khanate of Karabagh, also known as the
Khanate of Shoushi, existed until 1822 after which it yielded to
other administrative constructs.

In 1805 the Armenians of Karabagh voluntarily accepted the
Russian domination over the area which was confirmed in the
Russo-Persian peace treaty of Gulistan in 1813. Although this
new arrangement did not bring real freedom for the Armenians,
nevertheless, and for a long period of time it secured their physi-
cal existence free from aggressions and permanent devastations
of barbaric neighboring nomads. Karabagh became a part of the
Russian Empire and functioned within its administrative appara-
tus in all political, economic, and socio-cultural domains. Grad-
ually the economic production revived as well as the cultural life,
and new schools, theaters, and press were founded. Conse-
quently, the local intelligentsia became very active particularly in
the capital city of Shoushi which eventually became one of the

most prominent centers of intellectual life for the Transcaucasian
Armenians.

However, Karabagh, like other Armenian territories, suffered
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from the tsarist policy of administrative delimitations. This restﬁt:-_
tive policy, common to all empires, qonslsts of ignqrfng the ei
nic composition of an area and creating new an factitious admin-
istrative units in such a manner that lh.9y will prevent the possi-
bility of any ethnic or national entity in a givgr, province or a
canton to become a majority. Successive administrative restru;
turing, therefore, followed the dictates of governmental poltct:
suitable arrangements for military invasion_s and control. Ip ct,
different ethnic groups and nationalities lived together without,
. being intermixed.
homle:zfg !hesg lines the province of Elizabetpol was founded in
1868 with Elizabetpol (Gandzak in Armen}an. Gandja in Turkish,
and Kirovabad of today) as its administrative center. Not s_urprls-
ingly, the territorial composition of the cantons wn!\in thlsb?nwlt
province did not reflect the regional ethno-political m:age. »
refiected an imperialist principle commonly known as "divide a
rule". In this new province were included the largely A_rmeman
populated canton of Gandzak, the cantons that 'Iall within t_ha
Karabagh area namely, Shoushi, Djabrayil, ar?d D}wansh!r wha|$
are mostly foreign termed but with half A.rrneman population,
the canton of Zangezour which falls outside its borders.

The absurdity of administrative delirr!itations' under. ltle tsarist
rule is indisputably self-evident. It was impossible to initiate a?y
practical restructuring and administrative reform under the tsar st
regime (without counting the zemstvoian attempts of local o?:lt‘on-
omy); however, in the aftermath of February 1917 F}ev o:i:;
when the tsarist regime was collapsed and democratic re_publ
was established, the tendencies of reform in Transcaucasia and
the need to look at the administrative frontiers strictly on the
ethno-demographic principles revived. The movemenl. became
so widespread and enforcing that the famous Armenian c::t\s
munist Stepan Shahoumian (1878-1918) also proposed proj
of reform in the same direction.

In this synoptic view of Karabagh's history and the wgnts
germane, it would be inappropriate to overlook the Armenian-

19



ARTSAKH-GARABAGH., PAST AND PRESENT

Tatar fighting of 1905 (the Azerbaijanis of toda

referred to as Tatars). The fighting all‘ld the massagre‘: feegamnei:
February in Baku and then spread out to Shoushi, Gandzak
Yerevan, Nakhidjevan and elsewhere. The incidents sporadicall;!
prolonged well into 1906 and 1907. It is historically documented
that lht_e Tatars were the aggressors while the Armenians were
defending themselves with rare occasions of reprisals. Even then
the popular contention was that the aggressors were encour-
aged, patn_:naged. and even armed by the official representatives
of the tsarist government, namely, governors, police chiefs, etc
The. role of the tsarist regime in this fighting is interpreted'as ai
policy of preventing the development of revolutionary fervor in
the country by "punishing the rebellious Armenians" and by re-
lying on the ignorant tatar reactionaries. Whatever the outcome
the years 1_905 to 1907 have been years of uneasy experience io;
the Armenian people in the sense that its enemies have joined
forces to destroy its national pride and existence.
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The Russian Revolution of February 1917 and the democratic
order that followed eventually vitalized the public life and created
a conducive environment for the component nationalities of the
Russian Empire. The need to develop a new perspective to look
at the inter-ethnic relations or inter-national relations was the
order of the day. The environment was also conducive in Ka-
rabagh; and it is proper to evaluate the situations there within the
contour of larger Transcaucasian relations.

In the aftermath of the Revolution, viceroy Nicolas Nicolaevich
along with his collaborators fled from Tiflis after his project of
Russification of Caucasus rendered unsuccessful. On March 9
(ancient calender) the provisional government of the Russian Re-
public decreed the creation of a 5 member 'Transcaucasian
Committee”, an executive body which was also known as Oza-
gom. This Committee existed for a short period of time during
which local inter-ethnic fray surfaced and the representatives of
different nationalities pursued the interests of their national entity
often to the expense of the others. Much like in other domains, in
the domain of organizing community life various central and local
"National Councils" emerged within each nationality.

Consequently, the Armenian National Conference was or-
ganized in Tiflis between September 29 and October 9 to discuss
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various pertinent issues. The Conference then elected the "Arme-
nian National Council* in which the representatives of different
Armenian political organizations took part. The Council played a
phenomenal role later and for a certain period of time in the
course of the Armenian life.

After the October Revolution the political organizations of
Transcaucasia refused to recognize the new Soviet Central Gov-
ernment and consequently "Ozagom" disintegrated. On Novem-
ber 27 the Transcaucasian "Seim" was created and the Transcau-
caslan Commissariat became its executive body. The number of
representatives within Seim tripled to match the number of the
representatives already elected to the pan-Russian Constitutional
Assembly.

Meantime the Russian army on the Transcaucasian front
began to retreat as a response to an appeal by Lenin to retumn
home and acquire lands. Consequently, the defense of a 500 km
long front against the advancing Turkish armies was left to the
Armenian troops alone. Despite the armistice signed on Decem-
ber § between the two sides the Turks organized a unilateral
attack during the months of February and March, 1918, as an
objection to the decisions in the Brest-Litovsk accord, and forc-
ing Transcaucasia to declare independence from Russia. Under
these circumstances, on April 9, and with much obscured pros-
pects the "Democratic Republic of Confederal Transcaucasia"
was declared. Subsequently, the confederal republic was soon
collapsed under the Turkish pressure and on May 26 Georgia
declared its own indepedence followed by the independence of
Azerbaijan and Armenia.

In connection to the founding of independent Transcaucasian
republics, it is important to point out that the terms "Georgia" and
“Georglan" or "Armenia” and "Armenian" have existed since the
ancient millenniums to identify the respective nationalities and
their homeland. The Azerbaijani republic, on the other hand, was
founded on a territory which historically was never known to be
Azerbaijan. Further south an adjacent geographic area was once
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rred to as "Atropatene" by Greeks (Aterpatakan in Armenian)
::: was later prOﬂOPSHO(Bd as "Azerbaijan" by the Arabs. Hence,
It is from this "replacement" that the new republic of Azerbaijan
uired its name.
hasT“:::eqname given to identify the nationality ts 'also obscure. The
component members of the national collectivity that are known
today as "Azerbaijanis" are the remnants o! Seljouk-Turks, Tatar-
Mongols, and other nomads that beginning the 11th Century
moved into Transcaucasia, converted into Islam, and grafiually
settled in by exterminating, converting, and .iorcefully asslmile'mng
the local population. Even after converting into Islam the national
characteristics of the Azerbaijanis did not develop to meet certain
socio-cultural and ethnic countenance in conventional te{ms
During the census under the tsarist regime and also in various
studies they were simply referred to as Muhammadanf. They
were also called "Caucasian Tatars", or simply 'Tatars" by the
Georgians, and '"Turks" by the Armenians (the Ottoman Turks
were called "Tajiks"). Their language was "Turkish" or so it was
called until the mid-1930s when it was replaced by Az.erbai-
janian" as the "maternal language of Azerbaijanls": At. the tl:nG of
the founding of the republic both terms, "Azerbaijani' a‘nd A‘zer-
baijanian", have not been a common usage, put only A_zeri‘ as
the conversational term was used to identify the natlopalfly.
Hence, terminological and identity confusion since the beginning
of the "national republic' was evident. Nevertheless, in order to
avoid further unavoidable confusion in termino!ogy. and for pur-
poses of somewhat providing clarity to our discussion, we will
follow a consistent pattern of labeling and utilize here the terms
"Azerbaijan" and "Azerbaijani' conditionally. ) )

After the founding of the three Transcaucasian republics the
expansionist appetites of the Azerbaijani ruling glass became in-
creasingly evident. This ruling class was essent_tally proprietqr in
character and thirsty of expansionism and domination. Its think-
ing concentrated on expanding Azerbaijan to encompass not
only the areas in which the Azerbaijanis inhabited but also over
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half of Caucasian Armenia. The reasoning that underlies this
thinking can be set as follows: the mountainous Gandzak, Ka-
rabagh, and Zangezour are the “integral parts of Azerbaijan:' be-
cause dur-ing the tsarist regime they were included in the prov-
ince of Elizabetpol (Gandzak); Nakhidjevan and its vicinity also
and necessarily "belong to Azerbaijan" including the city of Yere-
van becayse the Azerbaijanis so desire, despite the fact that all
thesfe regions once were included in the province of Yerevan, and
earlier in the "Armenian Oblast". Envisioning such expansionism

eventually dictated the policies and the activiti
jani leadership. es of the Azerbai-

In order to consolidate unilateral position and regi

mony A?erbaijan had to pursue a policy of ex!ererr%m: eagn(:i-
dgportat:on of Armenians. The optimum opportunity to materi-
alize such policy was created when the Ottoman armies entered
Transcaucasia in 1918. Even before the entrance of the Ottoman
army the Azerbaijanis made every effort and used every oppor-
tunity to attack the Armenians. Again, during the months of Fe-
bruary and March organized atrocities against the Armenians in
A-rgsh, Shamakh and elsewhere were widespread. Similar atro-
~ Cities would have been organized in Baky if their sedition had

rendered successful and If the so called "Commune of Baku" had
hot been created and sustained between April 25 and the end of
July. Thg Commune of Baku, in fact, was defended by the Arme-
nian soldiers not so much for its political and ideological pur-
poses, but as a means to secure the physical existence of nearly
99.000 A-rrnemans in the area. About 10 to 12 thousand Arme-
nian soldiers have returned from the western front and have been
summoned in Baku unable to return to their homeland because
of the Azerbaijani barriers that blockaded all the passages. Simi-
larly, Fhe trail ways were blockaded and the Russian s-oldiefs
rgturmng from the Caucasian front were also despoiled and
killed. After the Ottoman armies reached Azerbaijan and entered
Baku on September 15, the Azerbaijanis were further encouraged
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to attack and massacre the Armenians by every possible means.
In three days, for instance, nearly 30,000 Armenians in Baku were
killed and heavily wounded.

The assailing Azerbaijanis did not confine their activities to the
peripheral and isolated areas where innocent Armenian com-
munities resided. The Azerbaijani government, in other words,
pursued its policy of subjugation in exclusively Armenian popu-
lated areas. Karabagh was such an area in which a large portion
of, and agriculturally fertile, plains was occupied by the Azerbai-
jani proprietors, or the so-called aristocracy. Generally speaking,
over half of the Azerbaijani aristocracy was centered in the Gand-
zak-Karabagh region and occupied about 60 percent of the area.
Mountainous Karabagh, however, was Armenian by all aspects of
its life, and defended itself against Azerbaijani transgression and
despotism over the region.

Hence, it can be clearly asserted that the government of the
Azerbaijani republic made every effort to subjugate Karabagh,
while the Armenian population of Karabagh, despite the heavy
casualties and the distress it suffered, resisted the policy of sub-
jugation and maintained its autonomy. Periodically, repre-
sentative assemblies were organized by the Armenians in the
region, executive bodies were elected, decisions were taken and
soon implemented to meet the challenges of the crisis situations,
negotiators were designated, etc. Stated differently, Karabagh
dictated its own policy and its own conduct, and did not allow
any outside power or any self-proclaimed authority to conduct its
affairs. Although the power between the two sides was unevenly
distributed, the Armenians of Karabagh were able to. defend
themselves and the only prospect they were ascribed to was to
unite with the republic of Armenia.

Between 1918 and 1920 the representative assemblies in Ka-
rabagh and the executive bodies that emerged acquired different
terminology as well as inconsistent scheduling, but they were all
prescribed to maintain the Armenian identity and became instrin-
sically reflective to the popular need of self defense.

27



ARTSAKH-KARABAGH, PAST AND PRESENT

Notably and according to historic and documented evidenc-
es, until the arrival of the Ottoman army to the area there has
been some cooperative behavior between the Armenians in Ka-
rabagh and the local Azerbaijanis. In Shoushi, for example, a
political bureau was created in which representatives of both Ar-
menian and Turkish political parties were included to conduct the
political affairs in Karabagh and Zangezour. The activities of the
bureau were later confined to Karabagh because of the discord-
ant relations and communications with Zangezour. Until the
summer of 1918, therefore, the Armenians and the Azerbaijanis,
each in their specified zones, coexisted harmoniously and with-
out noticeable disturbances.

After the emergence of the Ottoman army into the scene, an
Ottoman officer Nouri Pasha decided to create an "Islamic army"
and decreed an ultimatum to the Armenians in Karabagh to sur-
render immediately and subjugate themselves to the Azerbaijani
government. During the First Armenian Assembly in Karabagh
on July 22, 1918, it was proclaimed that Mountainous Karabagh
Is an administratively distinct and autonomous region and that
the National Council, an elected body of 7 members, is its provi-
sional government. The region, therefore, was prepared to de-
fend itself against both the Turks and the Azerbaijanis who con-
solidated their position in the lowlands and began to attack and
destroy the Armenian villages and annihilate their inhabitants.
The only communication route, the passageway between Yeviakh
and Shoushi, has been blocked and the population of Karabagh
has been isolated from the outside world. Impeded by this bloc-
kade from the outside aid and deprived from the minimum level
of subsistence, the Armenians of Karabagh became increasingly
inward looking and concentrated on their own power and capa-
bilities. During their Second Assembly on September 6, they re-
Jected the Turkish proposal to surrender and to confide to the
Azerbaijani authorities. In the meantime, the Turkish army
reached Shoushi and continued its policy of extermination. The
arrival of the Turkish army to Shoushi occurred in the aftermath
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of the Third Armenian Assembly, between September 12 and 20,
during which a decision was taken to ease the resistance and
seek means to reach an agreement in order to prevent further
casualties. Although disarmament of all Armenians was decreed
but it was drastically rejected in the countryside. People in the
villages decided to continue to organize and arm themselves,
and prepare for defense against future atrocities. Eventually, the
Turkish army was bound to retreat from Karabagh on October 31
as a result of its defeat in World War |. On its way out however,
and once again, it destroyed Armenian villages situated between
Karabagh and Zangezour and left behind secret and disguised
officers and army units.

After the Turks left, the British came in. In December 1918 the
commender of the British forces in Baku, colonel Shuttleworth,
dispatched an army unit to Shoushi. The British, like the Turks,
played equally negative and destructive role in designing the fu-
ture of Karabagh. Evidently, Britain pursued a policy of encom-
passing Baku and Azerbaijan in its sphere of influence and, con-
sequently, did not hesitate to appease the Azerbaijani govern-
ment much to the expense of the legitimate rights of the Arme-
nian people. Like the Turks, the British also "advised" the Arme-
nians to recognize the authority of the Azerbaijani government
over Karabagh. On January 15, 1919 and with the consent of the
British, the Baku government designated the Kurdish warlord and
proprietor Khosrov Bek Soultanov as the governor of Karabagh
and Zangezour. This new governor, much celebrated for his anti-
Armenianism, surpassed all his predecessors by his policy of
oppression and atrocities. The Armenians, during their Fourth
Assembly on February 19, protested against his nomination as
governor as well as against other Azerbaijani policies.

A similar protest was formulated during the Fifth Assembly in
Shoushi on April 23 in which Shuttleworth was also present, but
these protests were simply ignored. The British, in fact, in order
to implement thelir policy and in the name of maintaining order in
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the region dispatched 400 soldiers to Shoushi along with Her
Majesty’s new representative Mac Mason. But in June the Azer-
baijanis, under the leadership of the designated governor, began
a renewed series of atrocities in Karabagh. Manifestations of
protest and mass demonstrations by Armenians against these
atrocities were organized in Yerevan, Tiflis and other Armenian
populated cities. :

On June 28, the Sixth Assembly in Karabagh decided to send
3 envoys to Baku and negotiate with the Azerbaijani government.
One of the envoys was assassinated on his way to Baku, while
the other two arrived safely and succeeded to negotiate and
reach a mutual agreement with the government. As a result of
these negotiations the National Council Karabagh, during the
Seventh Assembly between August 12 and 16, decided to "tem-
porarily recognize" the Azerbaijani authority over its territory con-
tingent upon the Peace Conference of Paris in which the allied
powers, along with other pertinent issues on the agenda, will
finally resolve the Karabagh issue. Notably, the Council agreed
to accept the authority of the Azerbaijani government only tem-
porarily and not permanently,

Generally speaking, the year 1919 was conducive for the re-
public of Armenia. The government extended its authority over
Nakhidjevan and Kars with its vicinity. But the Turkish-Azerbaijani
collaboration, both tacit and overt, attempted to undermine that
authority by provoking anti-government (anti-Armenian) seditions
in Karabagh-Zangezour-Nakhidjevan and Sourmalou-Kars zones.
Moreover, the attempts to create Islamic "independent republics"
and "shoura" (councils) as well as the constant efforts to create
united Turkish-Azerbaijani front were directly aimed against the
Armenian as well as the Georgian republics.

The Armenian Zangezour, in turn, began to organize itself. In
this region also, colonel Shuttleworth attempted to impose his
authority but confronted popular rejection and eventually was
expelled. Zangezour was also an isolated region, but it managed
to govern itself through the "Central National Council of Zange-
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zour" or "Zangezour-Karabagh Regional Council". Unlike Goghten
and other parts of Natkhidjevan where atrocities were committed
and people were massacred, Zangezour successfully confronted
and survived the Turkish-Azerbaijani attacks.

As mentioned above, the Armenians in Karabagh categorically
refused to consider their subjugation to Azerbaijan to be perma-
nent and final. This rejection induced further anger and animosity
on the part of the Azerbaijani government and culminated in the
movement of almost the whole Azerbaijani army against Ka-
rabagh in the spring of 1920. On March 23, the Armenian section
of the capital city Shoushi was barbarically ravaged.

On April 28, and with the collaboration of the Turks and the
consent of the Azerbaijani Parliament, the Russian army also
penetrated from the north without encountering any resistance.
On May 12, one of the divisions of the Russian army entered
Shoushi, and on May 26, as reported in various documents, "the
Tenth Assembly of the Armenians in Karabagh declared the re-
gion to be a Soviet territory" (the Eighth Assembly took place in
February 28, 1920, and the Ninth Assembly on April 23 of the
same year).

After the sovietization of Azerbaijan, the government in Baku
continued to send ultimatum to Yerevan demanding the immedi-
ate "evacuation of the territories of Karabagh and Zangezour". It
further and persistently continued its vigorous anti-Armenian pol-
icy in Karabagh and Zangezour by exploiting the newly created
circumstances. Whatever the circumstances and the outcome
were, the status of the Armenian territories, namely, Karabagh,
Zangezour, and Nakhidjevan under the occupation of the Soviet
army remained outstanding and indecisive. Notably, the August
10, 1920 accord concluded in Tiflis between the Soviet Russia
and the Republic of Armenia clearly stated that these territories
are "temporarily" occupied by the Russian army.

The new leadership of Azerbaijan, disguised under communist
ideology and patronaged by the communist regime, continued
the anti-Armenian and expansionist policy of its predecessors.
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Numerous archives and other documentations indicate the way
in which the new leadership "propagated and defended the so-
viet rule" in the Armenian areas.
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\ Tulips in Mountainous-Karabagh

«Karabagh is my tulip,
Red, but black at the heart»
From the poet Hovhannes Shiraz



A A 13th century church (recently dynamited)
village of Kard Hadji, Latchin region of the Azerbaijani SSR
(area directly annexed to Azerbaijan).

estructed church, village of Varazgom, Latchin region



A Church and khatch-kar (1348)
Village of Vank, Nagorno-Karabagh, Hatrouth sub-region

Village of Dogh, a panoramic view
Nagorno-Karabagh, Hatrouth sub-region Y

A Abandoned khatch-kar, village of Dogh



A Monastery of Bri Yeghtsi (1270)
Village of Hatsi, Nagorno-Karabagh, sub-region of Martouni

Y The monastery of Bri Yeghtsi, the main gate

ilage of Hin Shen, panoramic view
lagorno-Karabagh, Shoushi sub-region




Fragment of a khatch-kar, Okhte Yeghtsi monastery Khatchkar-altar . )
A Village of Patara, Nagorno-Karabagh, Askeran sub-region A Village of Tahrav, Nagorno-Karabagh, Askeran sub-region



A A panorama of the Gantzassar monastery complex (1238)

" z:l?gme:fl::rl]:!}at:h’;kars: «D]E:hdbaak I:ar- Nagorno-Karabagh,
age ntsk, Nagorno-Karabagh, Martakert sub-region.
Askeran sub-region Epetaph (detail) ’ Landscape, vilage of Vaghouhas

Khachmach village, Nagorno-Karabagh, Martakert sub-region
Nagorno-Karabagh, Askeran sub-region Y
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A Monastery of Yeghtsou Ktor, Vaghouhas village

Khatch-kar
Vaghouhas village, on the way to Khatravank Y

A The Mrav mountains, as seen from Vaghouhas




A Monastery Tarkmanchats ("of Translators”, 15th-16th century)
Dachkessan region of Azerbaijani SSR
(annexed Mountainous-Gantzak)
Khatch-kar
Monastery Tarkmantchats (Khatchakap village) ¥

Monastery of Amenaprkich (12th-13th centuries)
Boghossagomer village
Nagorno-Karabagh, sub-region of Marntakert
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A A khatch-kar in a cemetery
Khatchakap village

A A panorama of Khatchakap village

A panorama of Banants village
Dachkessan region of the Azerbaijanl SSR
(annexed Mountainous-Gantzak) Y




The monastery Tarkmantchats Anapat
Banants village, Dashkessan region

Pedestal of khatch-kar (1477)
Cemetery of Banants

Cemetery In the village of Nor Saradovka
Azerbaijani SSR (annexed Mountainous-Gantzak)



A Nor Saradovka cemetery, detail

A Nor Saradovka cemetery, detail



A A destroyed khatch-kar, Khamshi monastery (17th century)
Metz Gharamourad village, Getabek region,
Azerbaijani SSR (annexed Mountainous-Gantzak)



THE ARMENIAN SSR AND, s EAST, THE USURPATED :BEECI;C')-INS
OF MOUNTAINOUS GAK AND MOUNTAINOUS KA: e
(THE AUTONOMUS REGION, pijgF THE LATTER, IS TO TH
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THE AUTONOMUS REGION
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REGION OF
MOUNTAINOUS KARABAGH
HISTORIC MONUMENTS
(Monasteries, churches

and fortresses)
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The demand to unite the Armenian territories with the republic
of Armenia was opposed not only by the newly established gov-
ernment of Soviet Azerbaijan but also by a number of Armenian
communists. The arguments they presented involved such
monolithic conceptions as "bourgoie” Armenia, in servitude with
"imperialists", etc., by which they only attempted to gain ground
for sovietization of the Armenian republic. Subsequently, on No-
vember 29, 1920 a group of Armenian communists along with
Russian soldiers and a number of Armenian militiamen entered
from Azerbaijan into the bordering village of Idjevan, declared
Armenia a soviet republic, and addressed telegrams in this re-
gard to Moscow and Baku. In the meantime, a sensational news
information was also being disseminated capturing wide public
attention. .

In the following day, on November 30, the joint session of
political and organizational Bureaus of the Central Committee of
Azerbaijan’s Communist Party (in presence of Narimanov, Kamin-
ski, Stasova, Sarkis, Yegorov, Husseinov, Gassoumov, Garaiev,
Cerebrovski, and Ordjonikidze) authorized Nariman Narimanov in
the name of the Revolutionary Committee of Soviet Azerbaijan to
address a telegram of felicitation to the Revolutionary Committee
of Armenia and to prepare a declaration with such statements as,
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territorial disputes between Soviet Azerbaijan and Soviet Armenia
no longer exist, both Zangezour and Nakhidjevan remain integral
parts of Armenia, Mountainous Karabagh has the right for self-
determination, etc. Hence, on December the first, when Armenia
had not yet been sovietized (the sovietization of Armenia was
confirmed on December the 2nd), and during the formal session
of the Baku Soviet which "took upon the issue of the sovietization
of Armenia", Narimanov read out the following declaration:

“From now on no territorial problem can induce bloodshed
between the two peoples, the Armenians and the Muslims, that
coexisted for centuries. The provinces of Zankezour and Na-
khidjevan are integral parts of Soviet Armenia and the working
masses of Mountainous Karabagh are accorded with the com-
plete right for self-determination".

‘This and similar declarations were published in the local
press, and were much advocated by Serko Ordjonikidze and by
Stalin himself. In addition to being published in the local press the
declarations were also and widely proclaimed and written up in
Pravda as a significant step forward in the direction of promoting
friendship between the peoples. The declaration of restitution of
Armenian territories naturally engendered a feeling of gratitude
among the Armenians. It was only a matter of awaiting for the
appropriate time for the publicly announced promises to be im-
plemented through official channels, juridically, politically, and
administratively. However, months after the declarations were
made it became clearly evident that they were nothing but inten-
tional misstatements and that they only aimed to accelerate the
process of sovietization of the Armenian republic.

On March 16, 1921, a Turko-Soviet treaty signed In Moscow
was intrinsically anti-Armenian in nature. It was decided that Nak-
hichevan should be amputated from Armenia and should be de-
clared an autonomous region. The Moscow treaty was further
“confirmed" in a conference in Kars between September 26 and
October 13 of the same year which intended to “regulate" the
relations between Turkey and the transcaucasian republics and
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concl 13. The development
ed in the treaty of Kars in October
of mel;: events point to the fact that since the _early months of the

r the Turko-Soviet cooperation further improved and thallt
‘l:ieaoscow was interested more in appeasing the Turks and less in
satisfying the legitimate Armenian demands.

The cg;uestion of border lines between the soviet republics ¢1)f
transcaucasia was, once again, a salient issue In early May 1 igzd ,
at a time when the three national reput:;c:‘s( Werenﬂr;lalrhgg slz:frl‘eetnmn;

nd as such, it was possible to em upo /
:ﬁon to solve the border problems. Cogseq:l:ntcliy,t g:nrtiyn;:ao?‘e;
. < o
ip held various closed meetings regarding the d
mers and they ultimately reached to "solutlctm; tlt:‘a: \:&::el:‘?;:
j trimen
foundamentally unjust and to the de
people. Interestingly, none of the negotiations pondered lgf:nrs
seriously set principles of right and justice nor tr!e nechJt o
were concerned with the prevalence of just solutions. In o :
they constantly changed opinions and eventually crgated b e;
ations in which preponderant factions could take arbitrary -
slonos;‘ May the 2nd the Caucasian Bureau of _the Commm
Party appointed a special commission to deal with th(ie tgr:twas
blics. The commissio
blems of the transcaucasian repu . :
::gsided by Serguei Kirov and ln\Jroln\:jcac'j:l Svam?zz:d:n::(;rr:d;zla froT
i i ou
Georgia, Housseinov, Hadjinski, a ass erbaCh "
ja. It was authorised to rea
jan, and Bekzadian from Arr_nen vas a sed 1o feach @
ion i odifications, ultimately
conclusion in regard to territorial m |
ratified by the Bureau. However, the unequa! ethnic cotml?;sm
of the commission, since its inception, lndnc?ted thame o
come is pretty much prescriptive and qredesngned. Riees
ings of the commission were held in Tiflis between June

27

ntative of the Arme-

During the very first session, the represe -

hian repugblic. Bekzadian, stressed t-he need to take iml? oops;‘lt;:;-
ation the unjust administrative divisions of the transcaucasia
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ritories that prevailed since the tsarist regime, and the need to
give particular attention to the grave situation in Soviet Armenia.
Bekzadian demanded the territorial concessions should be made
in favor of the Armenians particularly concerning the areas that
are heavily Armenian populated. He pointed out the cases of
Akhalkalak (Djavakhk) province which was annexed to Georgia
but had 72 percent Armenian population, the neutral zone of Lori
in which the dominant majority of the population was Armenian,
and the region of the Mountainous Karabagh with 94 percent
Armenians. In connection to the Karabagh issue he also men-
tioned that during his discussions with both Miasnikian and Stalin
in Moscow, Stalin particularly was totally supportive of the Arme-
nian view. However, the Georgian and Azerbaljani members of
the commission fervently opposed to the propositions he made
and rejected the idea of territorial modification. Interestingly and
strangely enough, the presiding member of the commission,
Kirov, was also in agreement with them.

The Georgians, on their part, saw it perfectly appropriate to
demand the land of Garaiaz from Azerbaijan and extensively ar-
gued to this end. The polemics the sides were involved became
so intense that members of the Caucasian Bureau of the Com-
munist Party, Ordjonikidze, Orakhelashvili, and Eliava were com-
pelled to attend the June 26 session of the commission in order
to intervene personally and to settle the disputes. However, even
then the territorial problems remained unresolved and the Arme-
nian envoy, Bekzadian, in turn, submitted the problem directly to
the Caucasian Bureau.

A relevant event in this connection is noteworthy. On June 3
and during the plenary session of the Caucasian Bureau, a deci-
sion was made to immediately liquidate the Insurrection in Zange-
zour to the south of Armenia. In the text of this decision it was
stipulated that the government of Armenia, in conjunction with its
declaration to denounce the insurrection, should state that Moun-
tainous Karabagh belongs to Armenia. Based on this specifica-
tion made by the Bureau, the Armenian government, in turn, pub-

36

ARTSAKH-KARABAGH, PAST AND PRESENT

h issue of the official organ
hed a proclamation in the June 19t organ
Isl‘»soviet All'omenia. The proclamation, signed by Alexander Miasni

" kian and dated June 12, clearly stated that:

"Based on the declaration of the Revolutionary Committee f;tf
the Socialist Soviet Republic of Az'erbaﬂan an_q‘ the g‘g;enflzza
between the Socialist Soviet Reput!hc of Azerbaijan ?nh fortf;
it is hereby declared that Mounra:pous Karegbagh is e:rrfl:e
an integral part of the Socialist Soviet Republic of Arme:;;a ;dlow-

The situation in Zangezour, on the plher hand, was e oy
ing. After the sovietization of Azerbaijan, the 11th Fius::jar;1 oy
occupied the provinces of Karabggh. Zangezourt, eg e
djevan. The Armenian population in Zangezour op or armed
and popular insurrection in October 1q, 1920, and even Iatey de-
clared Zangezour an independent 'terntory with appropr onga.
emmentaly body and representation. The expenencels o e
rabagh and Nakhidjevan, in fact, compelied tpe popula :)a '
Zangezour to take this preventive move anq avoid the ar::tren aron
of the region to Azerbaijan. Both Armenian and nor:;‘ e
communists made every effort to delude and-disarn:1 he e
zour population but the latter obstinately continued t e;:; ﬁ egour
until July 1921. Thanks to this popular resistancef. ge our
remained within the borders of Soviet Armenia. O cct::urn]'zir.‘ e

main initial objective of the initiators - unlike the unders'a wag o
their Armenian counterparts - of June 12, 1921_Declaratri‘on e
suppress Zangezour and its sllruggie. and to disorient the pol

Armenian people. '
ct:,u(:‘nsh?e(:\f :22 June 12 sresumed accord the Armenian gqverrc;
ment appointed Askanaz Mravian as the official representa}et\éeb
Mountainous Karabagh. On June 25 Mravlf:ln. accorrilﬂ;?antl Kasf
Assad Garaev of Azerbaijan, took the train from T ecljsM:; ra
rabagh. At Eviakh station Garaev unealtp;a-nctg:li‘lg,:j In;?‘rr:"angemem
hould first go and convene ,

tmh::htahs: :lazmnov, i?l order to clarify the Karabagh lsrs:;ebn&‘:r:e-
vian refused to go along with this new arraqgement a \ the
same day sent a letter to Ordjonikidze in Tiflis protesting ag
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this fait accompli situation. Mravian’s letter coincided with, and
further complicated, the discussions and border disputes of the
special commission convened in Tiflis. Hence, on June 26 both

Ordjonikidze and Kirov sent the following urgent telegram to Nari-

manov in Baku:

“The interruption of negotiations with the Armenians to settle
the border lines creates an infavorable situation given the In-
tense and prevalent conditions in Zangezour. We ask you to
invite the Political Bureau and the Soviet Commissaries of the
People immediately and resolve the Karabagh issue in such a
manner that it will enhance our negotiations and conclude them
by tomorrow, June 27. In our opinion, the principle that under-
lies the need to achieve the optimum outcome and establish
perminant cooperation, and which also should guide the at-
tempts to resolve the Karabagh issue, is the following: Not a
single Armenian village should be annexed to the Azerbalfanian

territory nor a single Azerbaifanian village should be annexed to
the Armenian territory".

The Political Bureau of Azerbaljan's Central Committee in a
Joint session with the government took the exact opposlte deci-
sion. It was clearly decided that Karabagh should not be united
with Armenia, otherwise the government warned that it would
decline to assume any responsibility in this regard. In this ob-
scure circumstances the presidency of the Caucasian Bureau
decided to hold a special plenary meeting and discuss the border
problems of transcaucasian republics, and called upon Narima-
nov and Miasnikian to be in Tiflis urgently.

In the meantime, Stalin was in Naltchik (Northern Caucasus)
for medical treatment. From Naltchik he went to THis to join the
plenary sessions of the Caucasian Bureau between July 2 and 7
and discuss various Issues, particularly those pertaining to the
relations between central soviet bodies and the republics. On
July 2 and 3 enlarged plenary sessions of the Bureau were held in

i rticipated. The eve-
ich 51 officlals from various positions pal _

:::lg session on 4th of July examined the issue of Mountainous
rabagh. .
KaIn tgis session all 8 members of the Bureau ws._effe pre:.:ar:t
(Georgians: Ordjonikidze, Makharadze, Oraklhelacgl\:!l.l;‘ J:}zie f-

i : Fi Il as i .
ni: Narimanov; and Jew: Figatner) as we msel
]I;uring the discussions two points of we\:v \_;;ere revgta:;c; sa;: Lol::r

iti Orakhelachvili was n -
propositions were voted on. ( s e oxact
the voting process. In retrospect, it_ls ' '
::«gativalion o% Els absence. But considering the political !'nili%_u
and the mood of the day, it Is reasonable to state that h!s aof
sence was consistent with the general pa:err_\k ofbebg::wt%re o
ian communists who, like the mensheviks hem,
Sgnocr:gded to the Azerbaijanis and did not miss an oppor}u_r}ny to
harm and weaken Armenia. In fact, much of the responsublhtg f;);
the anti-Armenian decisions made during the 1920s shoul
placed upon them). -
The propositions made were the following: '
1) Lzavz Karabagh entirely within the borders of Azerbaf{fan.
(In favor voters were Narimanov, Makha{agze, qnd Nazarg ar;:
Against voters were Ordjonikidze, Miasnikian, Kirov, and Figa

nef)é) Organize a referendum in the entire Kfra{)agh area with n;;z
participation of the Armenian and Azerbaijani populations.
favor voters were Narimanov and Makharadze). o Armenia

3) Unite the mountainous region of f(ara'b‘agh wi m anc;
(In favor voters were Ordjonikidze, Miasnikian, Figatner,
Kfr%)'Organize a referendum in Mountainous Kamb?gh ongz;e::
other words, within the Armenian popu.'grfon. (In avorﬁvn)
were Ordjonikidze, Miasnikian, Figatner, Kirov and Nazat:e wﬁh ;M_

Thus, it was decided to unite Mountainous K.':u_raba%;ﬁl pitn A
menia and organize a referendum only ip .lhat region. arr‘ldfr:::| ”
immediately protested against the decisions and de'":anussla's
transfer the issue to the Central Committee of Soviel

39



. ARTSAKH-KARABAGH, PAST AND PRESENT

Communist Party for further examination. Yielding to the protest,
the Caucaslan Bureau soon decided to forward the issue to the
Central Committee as a superior body for final decision.

Although Stalin, as a member of the Central Committee, had
the right to vote, but he declined to do so. Previously and on
various occasions Stalin’s pretensions indicated that he was in
favor of uniting the Armenian populated areas with Armenia, but
his behavior during the planery sessions of the Bureau suggests
otherwise, that he was not sincere. Inevitably, it was Stalin’s
recommendation to reverse the decision taken on Mountainous
Karabagh. The consensus reached on July 4th to submit the
Mountainous Karabagh issue to the Central Committee was dras-
tically reversed during the July 5th session and a new decision
totally disfavoring the Armenians was passed. In fact, both Ord-
jonikidze and Nazaretian in the July 5th session proposed to
review the previous decision and, then, without any objection, it
was determined not to transfer the issue of Mountainous Ka-
rabagh to the Central Committee but "accord it with larger auton-
omy" within the Azerbaljani borders.

Two years later, on July 7, 1923, the "Autonomous Region of
Mountainous Karabagh" was officially declared which included
4,400 km2 area. The adjacent Armenian populated areas were
excluded from the region, creating a much worse situation for
their Armenian inhabitants.
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The Armenian uprising of February 1988 led many observers
to raise the question as to why the Armenians rev«?!lefj onl_y after
decades of silence, or, why at this time? A familiarity wnh 1!18
history of the issue would have exempted the type of curiosity
raised. Stated differently, it can be unequivocally a'sserted from
the outset that the Karabagh Armenians, and the native Armenian
people, within the homeland or elsewhere in the world - have
never considered the detachment of Karabagh and other. ».Qrme-
nian territories and their annexation to foreign political entities as
legitimate moves. And the silent or manifest struggle for re-inte-
gration of these Armenian territories with the homeland i§ being
maged for the past 70 years, during both the pre-soviet and

st-soviet periods.

P Before tt?e sovietization of the region the primordial threat was
the expansionist inclinations of the Azerbaijan'!s and 'the powers
collaborating with them. The struggle was carried on in the name
of identity preservation, self-organization, and self-defensg. After
the sovietization, the dimension of the threat expande'd increas-
ingly wide because, in addition to the actual Azerbaiiar'u pressure,
the potentates of the Soviet unipartite system persnster_\tly fol-
lowed a totalitarian and anti-Armenian policy, and who still man-
ipulate the unilateral and horrifying power politics qf their regime.
Accordingly, the Armenian struggle had to cope with the chang-
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ing circumstances, often and inevitably with manifestations of
reluctance and misconducts, but also with clearly set policy
dimensions and defined objectives.

The struggle to emancipate the Armenian territories was sup-
ported by different factions of the society, such as those who, in
principle, have disagreed with the newly established one party
system, and those who have acquiescently adapted to the new
regime, but, did not tolerate the policy of discrimination against
the Armenians or, generally speaking, the policy of discrediting a
national entity and its homeland.

Few months after the establishment of Soviet government in
Azerbaijan, for example, in Autumn 1920, an insurrection and a
widely supported popular uprising in south Karabagh broke out
against the new government and lasted for six months. The
movement paralleled the insurrection in Zankezour led by
Garegin Nejdeh. It was headed by Tevan Stepanian from Toumi
village of the Dizak (Hadrout) region in south Karabagh who was
an ex-officer in a cavalry subdivision of the Russian army. Finally,
on April 1921, the revolt was suppressed by three units of the Red
Army compelling the leading insurgents to disperse into different
areas. A number of them, accompanied by the head of the
movement, went to Iran, others retreated and took refuge into the
nearby forests and mountains of Dizak, and yet others left for
Zangezour to join the forces of Garegin Nejdeh.

Although Tevan Stepanian and few of his associates left the
country but the idea of "Tevanism" prevailed in the cognitive
image of the people. 'Tevanism" also remained "alive" in the
thinking of the governmental authorities who frequently manipu-
lated the term as an excuse to suppress and persecute the
people for their patriotic expressions and conducts. The term
:lggéaeen manipulated particularly during the tragic years of 1936-

The Tiflis decision to annex Mountainous Karabagh to Azer-
baijan took two years to unfold as an actual formulation. In retro-
spect, it is difficult to figure out the real causes of this procrastina-
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tion. However, it Is self-evident that the authorities in Azerbaijan
sought every means in order to minimize the degree of autonomy
promised to the region, to limit its rights, to reduce its size, etc.
Hence, it is erroneous to assume that the region today projects
the exact image of what it initially was conceived to be. In rather
represents the end result of secretly as well as openly orches-
trated agreements, or disagreements, between the negotiating
parties. S

The local Armenian communists also pondered various
means for an equitable solution of the Karabagh problem. Un-
doubtedly, a considerable nubmer of these communists could
not avoid the fact that they, as well as the people around them,
belonged to a national entity. In this regard, it should be pointed
out that the Armenian demands in general and the way in which
the autonomous region was finally formulated and, particularly,
the history of the Armenian struggle for self-defense have been
poorly presented in the Soviet Armenian historiography for rea-
sons generally familiar. Hence, not only non-Armenians but also
many Armenians, particularly the new generation, are totally uni-
formed about the events of the 1920s and beyond as they un-
folded and about the motivations and the tendencies of the
people in general.

Since Azerbaijan refused to, say, "concede" Karabagh to Ar-
menia, and the Armenians rejected to be under the Azerbaijani
rule, a "third solution" was underway and being developed. Along
this line, as the Soviet literature mentions, on February 15, 1923,
a report about the prevailing situation in Karabagh was presented
to the Transcaucasian Committee of the Communist Party at Tiflis
by Souren Shatounts, a member of the Special Committee for
Mountainous Karabagh. The literature also mentions that the Sha-
tounts report, addressed to Ordjonikidze, was largely defended
and included the proposition that Mountainous Karabagh along
with Zangezour should be attached directly to the central govern-
ment of the newly created "Socialist Soviet Republic of Federal
Transcaucasia” and not to the government of Azerbaijani Repub-
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lic, in the form of a "buffer" or "neutral" zone. One should assume
that Shatounts was not alone in supporting this point of view. ltis
also probable that other points of view were presented. At any
event, and regardless of the fact whether that proposition would
have been acceptable or not, it nevertheless constituted another
term of resistence by Armenians against Azerbaijani intentions.
Thus, it is not difficult to depict the course of events if such an
administrative buffer zone was created and a wall of defense was
erected between Armenia and Azerbaljan. However, even this
"middle solution" was also denied.

Thus, the high ranking party officials, who assumed self-pro-
claimed legitimacy, were involved in determining the destiny of
the peoples dependent on them, without taking into consider-
ation their inclinations, aspirations, and interests, and constantly
blockading the needs and the developmental schemes presented
by the Armenian people. The young Armenian communists,
largely unskilled and without having relatively experienced and
influential leadership, were virtually incapable to compete with the
“neighboring” party groups that were largely organized in a united
front. Their seniors, on the other hand, were sacrificed in the so
called "struggle for the Soviet system" and they, in turn, were
being victimized to the perfidious and anti-popular poticy of their
"comrades".

When party negotiations rendered inadequate to defend the
Armenian interests, then the popular masses were appealed to
for mobilization of support. In 1927-1928, for example, the local
Armenian communists initiated and formulated a popular petition
and collected signatures from the Armenians in Mountainous
Gandzak and the vicinities. The petition demanded that the areas
to the south of the bridge in the city of Gandzak should be united.
with the Autonomous Region of Mountainous Karabagh, and the
region as a whole should be united with Soviet Armenia. The
revindication, in fact, perfectly conformed with the ethno-demo-
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graphic and geographic composition of the area at the time.

The point is that if justice and rationality had to play any role in
determining the border lines in Transcaucasia, the bridge of
Gandzak should have been the uniting, or the dividing, point
between Armenia and Azerbaijan. The river crossing the city of
Gandzak separates the Armenian and the Azerbaijani quarters,
and from the Armenian quarter, to the right of the river, extend
the Armenian populated lands. Although the ethnic distribution
today seems to present somewhat a different picture, because of
the planned and systematic penetration of the Azerbaijanis into
the Armenian quarters, but the demographic picture at the time
was indisputably to the advantage of the Armenians. Despite the
changing demographic image, one still can not deny the domi-
nant Armenian presence in the area.

The effort to mobilize popular support initiated by the Arme-
nian communists also failed because of the oppressive and
heavy handed policy of the era under Stalin. Nevertheless, the
deployment of the effort itself sufficiently points to the fact that
the Armenians under the Azerbaijani rule were constantly aware
and conscious of the malpractice imposed and that they availed
themselves of every opportunity in order to set themselves free
from the coercive dictates of the time. They, in other words, were
confident that unjust decrees by their own nature would not be
enduring and that continuous struggle and recurrent demands
would restore justice and would overcome every arbitrary and
deceptive decision made.

it should be noted that even during Stalin’s consolidation of
power and recurrent assassinations the struggle and the demand
for an equitable solution for the Armenian territories have not
ceased to emerge. Despite the lack of archival documentations
as well as the absence of serious and reliable studies about the
era, it is still possible to discern the persistent attempts of revindi-
cation by the Armenians based on some fragmented, neverthe-
less suggestive information. It is evident, for example, that in the
wake of liquidation of the Federal Republic of Transcaucasia
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(1922-1937), and given the changing structure of the federal re-
public, Aghassi Khanchian (1901-1936), the head of the Armenian
communist party, raised the issue of restitution of the Armenian
territories to Armenia, after which he was mysteriously assassi-
nated. This and similar events are suggestive in the sense that
Karabagh and other regions usurped have not been only con-
cems limited to the local Armenians, but they were conceived as
national problems by all Armenians.

In this connection, and during the November 1936 Congress
of all soviets, Stalin, in his speech about the new constitution,
obscurely referred to the border problems between the republics.
He particularly ridiculed those who untediously continue to seek
border changes. In the context of the given milieu, it can be
clearly asserted that the reference of "rebuke"” made by Stalin was
exclusively addressed to the Armenians since the other republics
in the Soviet Union were not interested in border changes, nor
they are today, to the extent that the Armenians were, given the
large portions of their fragmented lands.

Until the summer of 1988 there was little documentary lit-
erature on Mounainous Karabagh and the fate of its Armenian
population. But afterwards several research works were publish-
ed in Armenia, and some documents were pulled out of the dra-
wers, that shed a new light on the history of the revindicative
struggle. For instance, it became clear that before the end of the
Second World War, in fall 1945, the First Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Armenia, Grigor Haroutiou-
nian, had sent a special letter to the all-union Central Committee -
i.e. to Stalin - suggesting the unification of the Mountainous Ka-
rabagh Autonomous Region with the Armenian Republic. Instead
of considering the request, Stalin buried it in the labyrinth of the
party apparatus. The solution of the problem was left to the will of
the then party leader of Azerbaijan, Bagirov, a corrupt and fierce
apparatchik. Obviously the request was doomed to failure, and
once again Stalin forced his will. ‘

The movement for a fundamental improvement of the situation
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in Karabagh and other Armenian territories was, once again, a
salient issue in the 1960s. Again, the public remained generally
uninformed about the events; but based on the documentations
that through various means were transferred outside the country,
it is possible to determine the nature of this movement, the direc-
tion it took, and the developmental path it followed.

One of these significant documents was the petition, signed
by nearly 2500 Armenians in Karabagh and Gardman, addressed
to Nikita Khroushchev. The petition first referred to the deteriora-
ting situation in the area and toward the end demanded that the
region should be united with Armenia or... with the Federal Re-
public of Russia. The text of the document, formulated between
1962-63, begins with the following statement:

"We, the Kolkhozniks, workers, and toilers of the Autonomous
Region of Mountainous Karabagh, and the Armenian population
of Shamkhor, Khanlar, Dashkessan and Shahoumian administra-
tive regions of Azerbaijan S.S.R., having reached the verge of
desperation as a result of the decaying burdent of our living
conditions, decided to appeal to you for your protection and
Justice."

The content of the document further indicates that other and
similar requests have been made directly or indirectly to the cen-
tral government but were not responded to or were encountered
by ferocious opposition from the Azerbaijani government :

“"An insurmountable situation has been created. The discrimi-
nation is widespread and in every domain. Our condition today
is worse than it was in 1918-1920, during the period of Turco-
Moussavats and British occupation. Today the same oppressive
measures are being taken under the disguise of friendship and
fraternity. We have previously protested that there is in fact no
autonomous region. We have made attempts to explain the
causes of popular discontent but the methods of treatment em-
ployed against us have been clearly impermissible."

The petition did not render any equitable outcome. On the
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contrary, it further aggravated anti-Armenian discrimination and
persecution. How exactly Khroushchev himself responded to
that petition is still not known. However, another document indi-
rectly refers to Khroushchev's position in this regard. A letter
dated 1965 by a communist, Y. H. Hovanissian, from Yerevan
was addressed to the Central Committee in Moscow and dis-
cussed the issue of border lines. The letter also included the
following significant lines: "To my letter, written prior to the 20th
Congress, N. Khroushchev responded that the Central Commit-
tee cannot deal with this question at this time. Until when?"
i?roba.bly Khroushchev has given a similar response to the peti-
tion signed by 2500 Armenians. In any event, soon after this
petition was sent Khroushchev stepped down In disgrace and the
"period of stagnation" in the Soviet Union followed. The Arme-
nian movement of revindication in the post Khroushchev era
however, did not lose its potency; on the contrary, it further lnten:
sified and gained more popular support both in Karabagh and in
Soviet Armenia.

The resurgence of popular discontent was reported in various
studies as well as periodically in the Armenian press. Moreover,
and in a larger measure, the movement was reflected in the docu:
ments that were not published in Armenia but were transferred
outside the country reaching to a large number of Armenians in
Diaspora.

lt' is noteworthy, in this regard, to note poet Sylva Gaboudi-
kian's speech at the party meeting of the "26 Commissaries" in
tl}e gity of Yerevan at the end of December 1965, and Y.H. Hova-
nissian’s letter to the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist
f‘arty in 1965. The events marked notable evolution particularly
in the year 1967. The number of Armenians covertly killed by the
Azerbaijanis increased creating an intolerable environment of dis-
grace -and outrage. The tension between Armenians and the
authorities of Azerbaljan peaked to the point that these auth-
orities of Azerbaijan peaked to the point that these authorities
began to send various army units to Karabagh to keep the region
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under siege and encourage further terror and atrocities. The re-
glon, In fact, was decapitated from its leading figures; the local
Armenian intellectuals were ferociously persecuted and many of
them were forced to seek refuge in Soviet Armenia.

In this highly tense and critical moment the residents of Ka-
rabagh sent numerous appeals to the people and government of
Armenia, Central Committee of the party, and public authorities
asking for their intervention and help. Consequently, the Ka-
rabagh problem as well as the problem of other adjacent Arme-
nian territories began to appear in the documents and the lit-
erature published by dissidents who upheld the spirit and the
direction of the movement. In 1977, a letter by the novelist Sero
Khanzadian addressed to Leonid Brezhnev became a public rec-
ord in which expectation of an equitable solution for the problem
of Mountainous Karabagh was expressed. Like the previous at-
tempts, this letter also remained unanswered.

The development of events mentioned above suggests that
the February 1988 Armenian uprising should be seen in the con-
text of its immediate past, or, as a natural consequence of per-
sistent resistance, long awaited and unanswered appeals, and
desperation, as well as an irrevocable decision to maintain the
national and patriotic spirit.

The data reflecting the mood of the sixties would have been
incomplete without looking closely at the real events of 1966. Ina
succinct article published in the July 1989 issue of the "Garoun"
monthly, the then First Secretary of the Central Committee of
Armenia, Andon Kochinian, offers a great deal of historical evi-
dence about those events.

It appears from Kochinian's narrative that the momentum of
the Armenian region’s revindicative movement for self-determina-
tion reached its peak in the summer of 1966. A document signed
by over 40 thousand people and a petition in the name of the
intelligentsia and the workers of Armenia were sent at that time.
These, accompanied by an explanatory report from the leaders of
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}?:c mnmtrlgls;tt Party of Armenia, were sent to Moscow on Jul
e cltes in detail the attitude of the central Ieader'shiy.
prriiog-uled %?1; an: the cons. It becomes clear that some nc:'
Somorg theen e-heartedly in favor' of the Armenian demand
amar Brezmevaﬁ_ourov. Shelest, Voronov, Podgorni, even in a
sens Brezhney | Qself). But soon, due to the interference of
sorte llwiled pec(j:eds' the execution of the adopted positive res-
Sonen, poe these' and finally the resolution itself was aban-
Covod o o e was naturally the infamous Souslov who
payed a , eventually influencing also the hesitant

Kochinian’s attestations have considerabl
;iaa::r;: gmittwl:ﬁhs::nse of revealing Moscow’s pa:t i;ntapt?::?gcn?:l ?:)pl':
paring 1 wit s present disposition. What is more, this is the first
n Armenia by a one-time high official. It is exemplary
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The retention of Mountainous Karabagh and other Armenian
territories within Azerbaijan naturally resulted in extremely nega-
tive consequences for the Armenian population. Even if the be-
havior of the Azerbaijani government had been amicable toward
the Armenians - an absurd assumption - the consequences
would not have been otherwise. The fact is that the government
in Baku has always and overtly expressed its hostility toward the
Armenians and continues to do so through various means.

In the first place the hostility is evident in political and psycho-
logical domains. It is inherently impossible for a national entity to
function normally within its own territory and nearby its own na-
tional government (despite the fact that it is a soviet government)
yet be detached from it and forced to reckoned, or at least ap-
pear, without a homeland. As long as a portion of Armenia is
referred to as part of Azerbaijan it would be difficult to publicly
account for the appendage of the fragmented part with its na-
tional homeland. This enforced cleavage conditioned much of
the restrained and unnatural life in the region. The situation does

not resemble the individuals or minority groups in foreign coun-
tries because they, sooner of later, acquiescently adapt to their
environment and conform to the local conditions as a matter of
survival and mere protection of own existence. But to live in
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a tragedy by allmeans. And becauss of 1 vt . Aemani
Ao . use of t :overt anti-Armenian
hadptg of Moscow glit::efa?gnenian population in foreign republics
itical repression is inevitably followed b
::‘Egt:at:a:; tethno-demcagrapt*aic decomposition.y Eg::, c;tr ::s:oa:r;
ot gos itioncefntsrl:s and statistical studies on the demographic
somps Howc;v ] ns? called "Az_erbaijani" Armenians are largely
availabie evidener' s still possible to infer, given the randomly
e & ces, some somber conclusions. It is sufficiently
o Azérba“ex?mple, t!1at the policy of systematic persecution b
ally preds r:{z‘r; atluthomies continuously reduced the proportiony-
2 Azerbaijani: Inr:::abee:! of the Armenians while the number of
e Azorba sed altering the demographic composition
ope\::l:rio?: methods have been employed, both secretly and
areasy;.o theme(;idle with the demographic composition of the
preas 1o the aha vantage of the Azerbaijanis. Many Azerbaijanis
ol sub]ectl b ve beer] transferred to settle in the region anci
o Sadject 1 e Armenians to new and unbearable measures of
Sodtione haav l;cc:;rc.s them to leave their lands. Moreover, key
oottt thz en confiscated by the Azerbaljanis who sel;ishly
B P outcome of the local needs. The authorities also
belarts dos git :c::eo;!:ét At.;::temian lands to give them to the Azer-
then the Aoarsehe, the Armenians acquired less lands
the.l;zgi:)er:%?zui :}e.thods err]ployed have been most effective in
oon theaA |d]e\fan. It is sufficient to point out that prior to
o ar rb;r[r}emar.\ population in Nakhidjevan was equal to
rooo erbaijani, if not the majority. Between 1918 and
T ala tghae r:imber- of Armenians was exterminated by the
Heihpiodriede erbananis:. others were expelled and found re--
uge I r ;;nd ; lr1 ng countries or regions without having the right
to rewurt 'i h e rest were gradually absorbed within the envi-
n the course of the following decades. According to the
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4926 census the number of the

Armenians in Nakhidjevan was
9 the number was reduced to 9,519. Consecutive-
nsus revealed that the total number of the Arme-

jon was 5,828, a tiny minority of the population.
“riendship and

11,300. In 195
ly, the 1970 ce
nians in the reg
These figures ironically point to what is called

fraternity between peoples”.
The population of the administrative regions of Gardman

(Mountainous Gandzak), on the other hand, has been predomi-
pantly Armenian, about 90 percent as the early studies show.
Today, however, the statistics are sO obscured and distorted that
it is literally impossible to see the clear demographic picture of
the regions. Nevertheless, it Is conceivable to state that some
130 to 140 thousand Armenians reside in the area.

The geographic area which today is known as the Autono-
mous Region of Mountainous Karabagh was populated by
176,000 people in 1913 of which 95 percent were Armenians. In
1923 the number of people in the area was 157,800 with the same
percentage of Armenians, and in 1926 the number totaled a mere
125,300. The consecutive reduction in the number of population
is suggestive and need not be’explored here. The population of
the region in 1976 was 157,200 inhabitants of which 80.5 percent
was Armenian, 18.1 percent Azerbaijani, and 0.9 percent Russian.
The results of the 1979 census have not been published rende-
ring attempts of demographic analysis impossible.

These figures clearly depict the rate of growth of the Armenian
population in Mountainous Karabagh, better yet, they point to a
clean method of annihilation of the population. Under these cir-
cumstances it is inconceivable to see the Armenians gratified of
content with their life and, hence, their grievance and revoit gain
legitimacy.

Moreover, given that the official reports classify the constitu-
tive elements of the population in the order of "Azerbaijanis, Rus-
slans, Armenians", and that on every occasion the region is de-
clared to inhabit “representatives of 49 nationalities", it is not diffi-
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cult to understand what policles are pursued
ot to pursued by whom and to

The policy of ethnic decomposition in the
lhrough various means including.éhe economicr:;g:;}sr.l ifndct?;tﬂr?;
enterprises are ventured, for example, not to secure the employ-
ment of thg local population, but primarily to introduce foreigners
to the region in an attempt to change the demographic equili-
brium. Hence, not enough jobs are offered to the Armenians
compelling many of them to leave the region for better employ-
ment in Armenia, Russia, Baku and elsewhere. Road construc-
tion is also neglected, and lack of communication and isolation
:gsm t}t:‘e outsi?: world also impelled many to leave their residen-

. sum, the economic li
o8, parh, the eco omic life of the region is not organized to

In Mountainous Karabagh as well as in oth -
menian territories the cultural life has been dae;:mafl?e?dmt?ﬁegot
Although schools, clubs, theaters, cultural organizations an&
locan newspapers exist, but they are deprived from the oppor-
tpnities to flourish and from free expression and quality produc-
tion. Semi-paralysed in isolation, their activities are impeded by
the rare contingency of linkage with the general currents of cultu-
ral life in Armenia. The residents of Mountainous Karabagh, for
i):;mp.le_. are prevented from rejoicing the cultural feslivitie'ﬁ in

enia; they are unable to consider publicly the socio-cultural
achievements in Armenia also as their own achievements, etc

Ir] Mpumainous Karabagh there are no monthly or p'eﬂociical
publications despite the fact that such publications existed as
early as 1920s. Although there is the local branch of Azerbaijan's

Writers Union, but the only Armenian journal in the republic, the -

bimonthly “Literary Azerbaijan", is published in Baku and its
pages are saturated by translations from the Azerbaijani authors
in a sense imposing restrictions on Armenian writers. Karabagt;
has a rich history. But endeavors to research and write are poor
because of the absence of the relevant scientific institutions.

54

ARTSAKH-KARABAGH, PAST AND PRESENT

There are no publishing houses in Karabagh, hence no Armenian
book is published there. Instead, they are published either in
Baku or in Yerevan in much disorderly manner.

The Karabagh Armenians, in a most bizarre way, are even
prevented and disallowed to research and study their own history
and cultural heritage. In Armenia also the region was neglected
for some time because of imposed censorship and pressure from
above. Moreover, since the 1950s a renewed endeavor to distort
and falsify the history of the region began in Azerbaijan. The
Azerbaijani authors, in fact, retained an exclusive self-proclaimed
right to discuss anything at all related to the present as well as
the past of the region. They not only perverted the recent history
but also and drastically deluded the historical evidences of the
ancient past. In reality, they are the remnants of nomadic tribes
since the 11th Century, but without a shred of reluctance they
claimed to be the descendants of the ancient Aghvans and,
hence, the legitimate inheritors of the land, while the Armenians
are presented as the late-comers, OF, not actually as Armenians,
but ... forcefully converted Aghvans. This ludicrously incogruous
audacity only resembles the attempts of the contemporary Turks
of Asia Minor who mock the historians and impudently insist that
they are the direct descendants of ancient Hattis, Urartus and
others. Thus, even the history and the culture of Karabagh have
been pillaged by the Azerbaijanis enhanced by their “jurisdic-
tional", politico-administrative and other prerogatives of their co-
lonial domination.

Of course, the Armenian reaction did not come in tardy. In
1966 a monograph entitied "About the Literary Problems in the
Aghvan World", written by an Armenian historian Assadour Mna-
tsakanian was published in Yerevan. The book thoroughly and in
a skillfully facile fashion reveals the futile attempts of perversion
by the Azerbaijanis. In 1969 the Russian version of the book was
also published. Following Mnatsakanian's inspiring book numer-
ous articles and studies were published all in attempt to substan-
tiate Karabagh's, often referred to as “the Artsakh World", quintes-
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sential history. A renowned scientist, also a Karabagh native,
Bagrat Ouloupapian endeavored an exhaustive research about
the history of his homeland. One of his important monographs
entitled "The Province of Khatchen in the 10th to 15th Centuries"
was published in 1975. In a professional manner Shahen Mker-
ditchian studied the heritage of the Armenian cultural monuments
in Karabagh and his studies were published in several books on
the subject. An analogous study to account for the cultural inhe-
ritance in Nakhidjevan was compiled by the renowned philologist
Argam Aivazian. All these studies, publications, and substan-
tiated documentations once again and clearly state the fact that
the Armenians have more to say and more to offer than others
and certainly more than the Azerbaijanis of today in accounting
for the history and culture of Karabagh and the adjacent Arme-
nian territories. It is true that since 1921 a series of somber and
inequitable decisions have arbitrarily annexed these regions to
the Azerbaijan S.S.R., nevertheless, the cultural heritage accumu-
lated throughout the centuries and the history of these regions
are by no means Azerbaijani.

Thus, an exhaustive examination of the living conditions of the
Armenian people in Karabagh and other fragmented territories
reveals that no amelioration can be traced in any domain of life in
the course of the last 70 years. On the contrary, the period
marks the reversal of the history in the sense that retrogression of
the recent centuries has been the recurrent phenomenon, and
the Armenians within their homeland have been, once again, sub-
jugated to foreign domination and exposed to the dangers of
oppressive measures, to interdictions, and even to massacres,
and consequently, their future prospects have been much som-
ber.

This is why the February 1988 uprising was not unexpected.
it was , in fact, a resurging movement conditioned by both objec-
tive and subjective factors emanated from historical develop-
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ments. And it was enforced by the irrevocable decision to fun-
damentally correct the errors of usurpation that underlie the pres-

ent situation.
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