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1 Introduction. First Academic Inquiries into Armenian Art’

In the second half of the nineteenth century and in the early decades
of the twentieth, Armenian medieval art experienced an early prolif-
ic wave of interest. The most important names among professional
art historians were, in the Russian world, certainly Dimitri Bakradze,
Nikodim Kondakov, at the turn of the twentieth century, and Nico-
las Marr (Filipové 2018).

In recent years, Ivan Foletti has attempted to demonstrate how
Bakradze and Kondakov - the former a historian and the latter an art
historian - put forward a vision of medieval Armenian architecture
as being peripheral (Foletti 2016). Implicitly, the two scholars deal
with the art of Armenia and Georgia as if it were one single historio-
graphical phenomenon (Bakradze 1875; Kondakov 1891). A study by
Bakradze is emblematic here. In a concise publication on Armenian
and Georgian architecture, he classifies the monuments alphabeti-
cally, as though to deny any differences between the two cultures
(Bakradze 1875). Kondakov, in turn, promotes a viewpoint of the art
of the Caucasus that is largely dependent on Byzantine art. The final
result is simple: in the Middle Ages as at the end of the nineteenth
century, when these studies were published, the Caucasus had been
considered a somewhat indistinct province of a great empire. It is in-
teresting to note that Kondakov was Russian and Bakradze was Geor-
gian. Their official viewpoints of Caucasian heritage, however, were
very similar, which certainly mirrors the intellectual unity sought
within the empire. We believe their position can be explained in view
of the political situation at the time when the Caucasus had become
another viceroyalty of Russia - a reality which affected the scholars’
perception of the legacy of the medieval Caucasus.

Marr’s case is more complex: from a younger generation, this schol-
ar was part of a wave corresponding to a rebirth of regional studies
in Georgia and Armenia (Choisnel 2005). It is interesting to note that
Marr was from an Anglo-Georgian family but spoke Armenian and five
other languages since childhood. Educated at the University of St. Pe-
tersburg, he specialised in the study of the languages of the Cauca-
sus, becoming a professor of Armenian. Well-known for his later lin-
guistic theories, Marr is actually a fundamental figure for studies on
medieval Armenia, having directed the earliest (and most extensive)
excavations in the ancient capital of Ani. This essay is not the place to
delve into these important very significant excavations, published on-
ly in 1930; however, we would like to highlight the fact that, although

1 This article was carried out as part of the project “The Heritage of Nikodim P.
Kondakov in the Experiences of André Grabar and the Seminarium Kondakovianum”
(GA18-20666S).
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aware of the uniqueness of Armenian culture, Marr believed in great
interdependence between the cultures of the southern Caucasus:

The class tastes in different societal strata possessed such pecu-
liar features that the architectural monuments which emerged
from various social milieus in the self-same people of Armenia
share fewer similarities than those created within one and the
same social environment of two distinct peoples, i.e., the Armeni-
ans and the Georgians. For instance, common features in the mon-
uments of Armenian and Georgian architecture can be explained
not so much by the mutual influence of one nation on the other, but,
rather, by the common sources in which both Armenian and Geor-
gian masters would find satisfaction and forms for their art; they
were imbued with affined ideals pertinent to their shared feudal
condition. (Marr 1934, 124)>

What we can see is that, although he had a different methodological
training, Marr does not challenge the doxa established in the previ-
ous decades: medieval Armenian and Georgian art (of the élites) are
in his view very close to each other. His own story, born and raised
in Thilisi, then a city with a thriving Armenian community, made
him particularly sensitive to interpreting the culture of the medi-
eval Caucasus in this way. Thus, for example, his definition of the
Church of St Gregory of Tigrane Honents as a ‘chalcedonian ortho-
dox, of armenian-georgian type’ monument, has an evident founda-
tion in visual culture.

Thus, at the outbreak of war and later the Russian revolution, the
view of monumental Armenian art seems to be dominated - at least
in general reflection - by an ‘imperial’ vision that presents the art of
the Caucasus, with its various specificities, as a whole all together
consistent throughout the Middle Ages.

The aim of this paperis to understand - after a short excursion in-
to the cultural background of this Russian imperial viewpoint - how
this vision would be transformed in the Soviet years. It is not mate-
rially possible here to give a detailed explanation of all the stages of
thought in more than seven decades of Soviet domination. Moreover,

2 “CoCJIOBHBIE BKYCHI MMEJIH HACTOJIBKO CBOeOGpa3Hble 0COOEHHOCTH, YTO UHOTAA
APXUTEKTYPHEIE TAMSATHUKY, BO3HUKIIKE B PA3JIMYHOM COCTIOBHOU CPefie OMHOTO U TOTO
JKe apMSAHCKOTO HAapofia, MEeHbIIe IIPOSBISIOT OOMUX YePT, 4YeM NMaMsITHUKY, BOSHUK-
e B OMHOM U TOM JKe COIIMAIbHOM CPefie ABYX Pa3IMYHbIX HAPOIOB, apMSH U I'PY3HU.
OGmue 4epTH B TaMITHUKAX, HAIIPUMeD, apMSIHCKOT0 U TPY3UHCKOTO 30[YeCTBa, MO-
TyT HAaXOOUTH 00bSICHEHNE He CTOJIBKO, GBITH MOXKET, BO B3ANMHOM BIIMSIHUH OHOTO Ha-
POfia Ha APYTO#, CKOJIBKO B OOIIHOCTH HCTOYHUKOB, B KOTOPHIX HAXOIMIIU YEOBIETBOPE-
HHUE U 0TKYZa Yepnanu GOpPMHL 151 XyH0KEeCTBEHHOTO TBOPYECTBA aPMSIHCKUE U TPY3UH-
CKHe€ MacTepa, IPOHUKHYTHIE CPOAHEIMHY XyI0KEeCTBEHHEIMY UIealaMi O UHAKOBO (e-
omanbHOU cpenel”. If not otherwise stated, all translations were made by the Authors.
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for us, this is just the first study in a vast field. We would, however,
like to comprehend the general historiographical tendencies in the
Soviet years. First, we will look at the interwar period, and the sec-
ond part will be dedicated to the history of studies during the six-
ties and seventies. Finally, the last chapter of this study will address
the final years of the Soviet empire.

2 Pushkin and Abaza: Within the Old Mythology

As demonstrated in the works of Kondakov, Bakradze and Marr, the
first scholars studying Armenian art presented the Caucasus as a ho-
mogeneous cultural whole and its peoples as dependent not only geo-
politically but aesthetically on the surrounding states. This approach
was based on contemporary Russian imperial discourse; however, the
latter can be retraced much further back in the time.

Armenia and Georgia, the ancient Christian states, have been sub-
jected to territorial strife and ensuing speculations around it for cen-
turies. Certain common places emerged in this process that tran-
scended even the Revolution of 1917 which apparently entailed some
fundamental revisions of policies and mythologies. During the nine-
teenth century, once again, the countries lost their autonomy to be
brought together in a single political whole called the Viceroyalty of
Caucasus (Mahé, Mahé 2012; Rayfield 2012, 284-305). The Russian
military generals were usually among the first intellectuals to ex-
plain the logic of another Russia’s territorial acquisition in the Caucu-
sus and were often the first to ‘explore’ and ‘describe’ the territories
and the peoples. A good example in the case of Georgia was General
Nikolay Muravev-Karskiy (1794-1866) who took Kars by storm to an-
nex it from Turkey and wrote Personal Notes, and, in the case of Ar-
menia, General Major Viktor Abaza (1831-1898), the author of History
of Armenia (Abaza 1888), a book fully reflecting the imperial vision
of a son of the fatherland and a faithful subject of the tsar.

Compiling his book on Armenian history, Abaza makes some obser-
vations which would become common places and probably had been
for his predecessors. According to him the “borderlines of Armenia
were frequently redrawn” (I"'paHuIsl ApMeHiu OIBePraiuCh YaCTHMb
u3sMbHeHisiMB) (1888, 1), in different epochs the country had intermit-
tently been under the rule of the Greeks, the Romans, Parthia, Byz-
antium, and the Sassanians; it enjoyed some periods of independence
and was fighting to protect its Christian faith against the pagans. An
amateur historian, Abaza outlines major events in the Russian-Armeni-
an affairs starting from the Derbent campaign of Peter the Great (un-
rewarding for Armenians), Catherine the Great’s ‘Greek project’ and
down to the Treaty of Turkmenchay (1824) and the Treaty of Adriano-
ple (1828) (Abaza 1888, 99, 104). Speaking of the latter, Abaza clear-
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ly expresses the imperial point of view calling Georgians and Armeni-
ans “our Transcaucasian population”, Russia’s “eastern coreligionists”
drawing the following geopolitical bottom-line for Armenia:

These victories of the Russians liberated the indigenous Armenia
from the power of Persia. But the restoration of Armenia proved to
be senseless since Georgia had already voluntarily entered Russia.
As an independent country Armenia would have been too weak for
an aidless fight against Persia and Turkey and would instantly fall
victim to her Muslim neighbours. Now, Armenians were welcomed
into a new fatherland of the same religion which guarantees their
nationality [narodnost’], faith and customs from any entrenchments.?

Five years after the treaty, the poet Alexander Pushkin, in Journey
to Arzerum, made in 1829 (published in 1836), recollects the atmos-
phere which he witnessed in Erzurum as the Russian troops victori-
ously entered the city.

The Armenians noisily crowded into the narrow streets. Their lit-
tle boys ran before our horses, making the sign of the cross and
repeating: ‘Christians! Christians!’.*

On a mythological level, both for Abaza and Pushkin, Armenia had
been a Christian country of Noah’s Ark, a territory belonging to sa-
cred history. Following the Russian army, which was engaged in bat-
tles with the Turks, at some point of his journey the poet sees a moun-
tain which immediately evokes the biblical context in his mind

Against the clear sky stood a white, snowy, two-headed moun-
tain. “‘What mountain is that?’ I asked, stretching, and heard the
answer: ‘It’s Ararat.” How strong is the effect of sounds! I gazed
greedily at the biblical mountain, saw the ark, moored to its top
in hopes of renewal and life - and the raven and the dove flying
off, symbols of punishment and reconciliation.®

3 “Jtum nobbae Pycckuxb 0cBOGOIMIN KOPEHHYI0 ADMeHi0 u3b MOAL BiacTu Ilepciu.
Ho Bo3cTaHOBIEHIe ADMEHiH yKe HOTEPSIIO CMEICIE Toch Toro, ¥To ['py3ist 106poBOIIb-
HO BOIIIJIa BB COCTaBb Poccin. Kaks He3aBUCHMas CTpaHa, ApMeHist Obiyia Obl CTUIIKOMB
cnaba g5 caMoCTOATenbHOM 60pb0sI Cb [Tepcieit u Typiiieit u HeMUHyeMo BHOBB cabiia-
71ach GBI KEPTBOIO CBOUXD MYCYIbMaHCKUXb cocheil. Temeps xKe apMsHaMb OTKPHIBA-
JIOCh HOBOe eguHOBbpYeckoe oTeyecTBo, 00e3meynBamllee UXs HAPOZHOCTE, Bbpy u
o0BIYau OTH BCIKUXb MOKyLIeHi#” (Abaza 1888, 104).

4 “ApMsHe IIYMHO TOJIIMIMCH B TECHBIX ynumnax. VX Manpuuimmky Gexanu mepeq
HAUINMHU JIOMAAbMU, KPecTsach 1 moBTopsis: Xpuctusu! Xpuctusu!” (Pushkin 1974, 557).
5 “Ha sicHoMm HeGe Genena CHeroasi, AByrjaBas ropa. ‘dto 3a ropa?’— CIIPOCHI S,
TOTATUBAsACH, U YCNbIIal B 0TBeT: ‘OTo Apapat’. Kak cunpHo melictBre 3ByKoB! XKap-
HO INIgfen 51 Ha 6ubeiicKylo ropy, BUes KOBYer, IPUYaIUBLUINY K ee BEpIINHE C Ha-
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In turn Abaza casts not a shade of a doubt on similar biblical allu-
sions to say that

[Armenians] consider themselves the first-born people and trace
their origin way back in a direct line from Noah. Confirming their
opinion, the Armenians refer to the book of Genesis, recognising
Ararat as the very place on which the ark stopped, and indicating
that Noah and his family, the only ones saved from the flood, did
not leave Ararat.®

Many people refute the significance of Armenia in a sense of it be-
ing the cradle of humanity. [...] But, according to the most recent
writers, all these arguments fall short in the struggle against the
Biblical legends.”

No matter how deeply religious the poet and the general were, they
would view Armenian Christianity as a path to some autochthonous
historical starting point in the distant past, tangible in their rheto-
ric of annexation. Religious connotations in the Russian perception
of Armenia had had a long history related to the country’s geopol-
itics, starting with Peter the Great’s attempts to support Christian
minorities in Persia, then the concerns of Alexander I “to take spe-
cial care to win over the Armenian nation”, to strengthen “the faith
of Christians” in Armenia and throughout the last years of the reign
of Alexander II (1855-1881), who appointed Count Loris-Melikov, Ar-
menian in origin and the hero of the Russo-Turkish War, to head the
Russian government in fighting Russian revolutionaries. The assas-
sination of Alexander II led to Loris-Melikov’s downfall and ushered
in the time of reaction. The growing influence of middle-class Arme-
nians in Armenia, their conflicts with the Georgian nobility and the
promotion of education in the Armenian language and culture had
made the people less subject to tsarist control towards the end of the
nineteenth century (Suny 1997, 127-8).

Armenians had been elaborating their own national political dis-
course at least since 1880s when Hai Heghapokhakan Dashnaktsutiun

neknoi OOHOBIEHUS U KU3HU — U BpaHa U roIyOuly U3/IeTalOIUX, CHMBOJIL Ka3HH 1
npumupenus” (Pushkin 2016, 381).

6 “[ApMsHe] cYuTaOTH ce0s MEPBOPONHEIMB HAPOZOME U BELYTH CBOE IIPOUCXOKIEHIe
1o mpsiMo¥t uHiKM oTh Host. By mogTBEpKAeHie cBoero MHbHIS, apMsiHe CCHLIAIOTCS Ha
KHUTY BHTig, npusHatomyio ApapaTs ThMb MbCTOMB, Ha KOTOPOM® OCTAHOBUJICS KOB-
4Yers, ¥ yKa3hlBalolyio, 4To Hoil i ero ceMbsi, eUHLIE CTIaCEHHEIE OTH BCEMIpPHATO I10-
TOIA, He yoansanuch oTs Apapar” (Abaza 1888, 14-15).

7 “IIpoTuBb 3HA4YeHist ADMEeHiH, Bb CMBICITh KOJIEIGEIH pofa YenoBbueckaro, BO3CTalOTh
MHorie. [...] Ho, mo MubHil0 HOBbAIMUXD mucaTesnel, Bch 3T CIOPH He BHIIEPKUBIOTH
60pn0EI Cb OubIeiickuMy cka3aHisiMmu” (Abaza 1888, 15-16).
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(Armenian Revolutionary Federation) gained acceptance as the first
real Armenian political organisation with a programme adopted in
1892 and aimed at the administrative and economic freedom of Turk-
ish Armenia (Hovannisian 1967, 17). Apart from the central concern
for the Turkish Armenia, the Dashnaktsutiun nationalistic cause had
been fuelled by various factors even in times when the people had
been under protection of the tsar’s Russia. Thus, in 1885, the tsarist
government imposed the Russian as the language of instruction and
shut down the hundreds of Armenian schools which had been operat-
ed by the Armenian clergy and community. This was not mentioned
by General Abaza in his History of Armenia. Later, in 1903, the tsa-
rist government ordered that the estates of the Armenian Church be
turned over to the Ministry of Agriculture and the Department of
State Properties (Suny 1993, 26, 69, 92). As a result, there followed
two years of organised mass protests in which the Dashnaktsutiun
joined forces with the Armenian clergy whom they frequently criti-
cised, as well as with the Catholics (Hovannisian 1967, 18).
However, the Russian government undertook measures to pacify
the region in the first decade of the twentieth century by sending the
viceroy of the Caucasus Adjutant-General Illarion Ivanovich Voronts-
ov-Dashkov (1837-1916) who reported to Nicholas IT in 1913, endeav-
ouring to instil sobriety in the perception of the region whose “pecu-
liarities are difficult to comprehend without intense attention from
the remote centre” (Voroncov-Daskov 1913, 6-7). The picture drawn
by the viceroy portrayed Armenians as peaceful, self-sufficient, agri-
cultural minority, not at all a burden to Russia which was not going to
turn them into an industrialised force as part of its imperialistic am-
bitions. Moreover, the viceroy’s Armenians were the minority which
was remote from any attempts to form a sovereign national state.

‘There is no separatism among the Caucasian Armenians’ as I al-
lowed myself to testify to you, Sire, in 1907, when the troubles did
not subside, and again I boldly confirm this at the present time, when
the past years have proved the correctness of the quoted testimony.®

The Adjutant-General then explained how the trial of the 30 mem-
bers the Dashnaktsutyun party had exaggerated the actual insuffi-
cient influence of the Armenian nationalists and “ended with a puff”
as it could not prove “the revolution in the whole people” (Voroncov-
Daskov 1913, 7). The paternalism in the view on the region in the Vo-

8 “'Hukakoro cemapaTu3Ma Cpefiu KaBKa3CKHXb apMsHB He CyIIeCTBYEeTH I03BOJII-
nu s ce6b cBupbTenscTBOBATH Mepens Bamu, Tocymaps, Bb 1907 rony, Koraa He yTUXJIa
elle CMyTa, ¥ CHOBa cMbJ10 mogTBEpK a0 9TO B HACTOSIIEe BpeMsl, KOTfia IIPOoTeKIie
rOfibl [OKAa3aJiy IPaBoTy mpuBefeHHaro ceuabrensctea” (Voroncov-Daskov 1913, 7).
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rontsov-Dashkov report is undeniable. This imperial vision of a small
people of the Caucasus seemed to dominate the minds of many intel-
lectuals and ‘statespersons’ as it was grounded in other powerful ide-
as such as the messianic role of Russia as the only Orthodox empire
in the world, its specific mission to the world, its military strength
etc. The report regards the people of Armenia not as those belong-
ing to their land but as countryless subjects living in “our Caucasus”
or in “Turkish Armenia”, a minority devoid of their own borderlines,
sharing the land with other peoples of the Caucasus. No statesperson
would dare to propose Armenia as a unique nation with its right to be
a sovereign state and its people to be free because they are Armeni-
ans, i.e. they were not emphasising the rhetoric of nationalism even
if they saw Armenians as a people with its history. Abaza conclud-
ed his chapter on the people of Armenia with a universal statement.

This people, as well as all of Adam’s kin, has their own strengths
and weaknesses.’

At the turn of the century and towards World War I and the Russian
revolution, the view of medieval Armenian art seems to be thus per-
vaded with imperial vision which did not distinguish national specif-
icities even though some nationalistic movements were already un-
derway both in Russia and among the Armenians. The generation of
intellectuals born in the late nineteenth century was very much of
an imperial mindset; it cut through their writings regardless of their
social and ethnic origin. Not that Armenians and Georgians were not
proud of their local heritage (Filipova 2018), but the general view of
the empire was not questioned. The predominant contemporary pol-
icies affected their perception of the medieval past: it was so easy to
see in the medieval Ani a sort of metaphorical mirror of Thilisi which
was an almost Armenian city in Georgia, where scholars and intel-
lectual would experience daily a thorough cultural métissage. Yet a
new historiographical turn would soon start to reflect the massive
events which were shaking regimes and philosophies.

3 From Lenin to Stalin: From Byzantium to Armenia

We do not have significant ‘Soviet’ studies on Armenian architecture
from the early years after the October Revolution. This situation can
be easily explained in the context of the tragic events of those years
of which we wrote earlier. After its annexation to the Soviet Union at

9 “Hapopnb ceit, Kakb u Bch 0T Agama nmpoucxonsuiie, "MbeTh CBOU OCTOUHCTBA U
HepoctaTtku” (Abaza 1888, 120).
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Figurel

Nekrasov, A. (1924). Vizantijskoe i
russkoe iskusstvo: Dlja stroit. fak. Vuzov.
Moscow: Idzanie Gosudarstvennogo
Universal’nogo Magazina

the end of the twenties, the Armenian Socialist Republic found itself
in dire economic conditions (Bobelian 2014). At the same time, more
generally, in the years of Lenin, despite the violent persecutions, most
scholars who remained in the Soviet Union continued their studies
along the lines of what they had been doing before. As an example,
below is a summary by Aleksey Nekrasov (1885-1950) in his volume
entitled Byzantine and Russian Art published in 1924 [fig. 1]:

Armenia was linked to Persia, Mesopotamia, Syria and Anatolia;
this determines its architecture. Some scholars want to see more
Hittite echoes in Armenian architecture; but anyway, in the fifth
century and later we see on the soil of Armenia both Syrian basil-
icas and central shaped buildings with exedras. The heyday of Ar-
menian architecture belongs to the so-called third century and the
era of Byzantine art. But it was too early for gable roofs and tent
tops instead of the curvature of the roofs and domes of Byzantine
architecture, where the roof was laid right along the arches. Re-
call that the exclusion of Ravenna is explained by the imposition

Eurasiatica 16 | 121
L'arte armena. Storia critica e nuove prospettive, 113-150



Ivan Foletti, Pavel Rakitin
Armenian Medieval Art and Architecture in Soviet Perception: A longue durée Sketch

of Antiochian art. It is quite possible that these features, especial-
ly zpatras[...] are deep Eastern archaism. Archaism affects Arme-
nia in curious forms. (Nekrasov 1924, 30)*°

Apart from the first sentences - which emphasise the transcultural
dimension of Armenian art - Nekrasov’s main thesis maintains that
Armenian architecture was an integral part of Byzantine architec-
ture. Furthermore, throughout the volume, Armenia is part of a gen-
eral narration dedicated to Byzantine architecture. This is therefore
a point of view that is completely consistent with what was described
above, which is logical when we consider that the scholar graduated
in 1920 from the University of St. Petersburg, where he had studied
with Dimitri Ajnalov (1862-1939), who had been a student of Kondak-
ov (Khruskhova 2012). Interestingly, in the introduction, completed
in 1923, there are no allusions to any new vision of the world. A small
nation, Armenia, wedged between colossal empires and exposed to
their influence on all sides. The historical events of the late teens and
early twenties, which we relate further, underpin this image entirely.

The Great War and the Russian revolution had brought a huge turn
of the helm as the poet Osip Mandelstam wrote in his poem The Twi-
light of Freedom (1918). In the turmoil of the war, the Turkish govern-
ment decided to ultimately resolve the question of its northeastern
frontier, the territory of fierce contention with Armenians inhabiting
it which led to their genocide in 1915 and this in its turn provoked
even greater resistance on the part of Armenian revolutionaries and
reinforced their nationalistic ideology (Suny 1993, 28-9, 42).

The Bolsheviks faced the trouble of readjusting annexation pol-
icies and the in-depth recoding of the political vocabulary. Saving
their revolution, they signed the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk (1918) which
turned Transcaucasia into an arena of territorial conflicts in which
the leaders were able to employ the terms of national interests as
long as the Bolshevik peace programme based on the principles of
no indemnities, no annexations, and the right of every nationality to
self-determination (Reynolds 2011, 174).

10 “ApwmeHus0bia cBsizaHa c [lepcueit, Meconotamueit, Cupueii u M. A3ueii; aTum
OIIpeneNnsieTcs ee apXUTeKTypa. HeKoTOphie y4eHbIe XOTST BUNETH B a@pMSIHCKON apXu-
TEKTYype ellle 0T3BYKHU XETTCKOH; HO, Kak Obl TO HU OBLIO, B V B. ¥ T03HEE MBI BUAUM
Ha [10YBe ADMEHHUU KakK CUpUicKue Oa3UIUKHY, TaK U LEHTPUYEeCKHUeE; 3MaHUS C 3KCe-
npami [...]. PaciBeT apMsSHCKON apXUTEKTYPH OTHOCUTCS K, TaK Ha3EBAeMOMH, 3 D € 1T
0 ¥ 310Xe BU3aHTUMCKOTr0 UCKyccTBa. Ho yxe paHO MOSBUIUCEH IBYCKATHEE KPOBIIU U
LIATPOBEIE BEPXY BMECTO KyPBATYPH KPHIII U KYIIOJIOB BU3AHTUHCKOTO 30049€CTBa, TIe
KPOBIIS KJIaJIaCh IIPSMO 10 CBOJAM; BCIIOMHUM, YTO HCKJII0YeHNe PaBeHHE 00bICHIET-
Cs BIUSTHUEM aHTHOXUNCKOTO UCKYCCTBa. BecbMa BO3MOKHO, UTO 3TH Y€PTH, 0COOEH-
HO IIATPHI [...] ABIAIOTCS IITyOOKUM BOCTOUHBIM apXau3MoM. ApXau3M CKa3bIBaeTCcs B
Apmennu B m060onHTHEX Gopmax” [spacing in the original].
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The tsar’s Russian Caucasus Army, faithful to the former govern-
ment, did not submit itself to the new rulers in Petrograd. Its disso-
lution began in 1917 with the subsequent forming and arming of Ar-
menian and Georgian units, the only soldiers in these regions who
had a stake in resisting the onslaught of the Ottomans. In doing so,
they were virtually bringing to life the words of the Bolsheviks’ de-
cree no. 13, ‘On Armenia’ signed by Lenin and the Commissar for
Nationalities Joseph Stalin (published in Pravda, 13 January 1918)
(Reynolds 2011, 179). The document related the two mutually exclu-
sive points: Armenia’s weakness to withstand the Ottomans without
Russia and the right of national self-determination which would be
impossible to realize without Armenians taking to arms themselves.

Witnesses on all fronts, Turks, Russians, Armenians, Georgians,
and Azeri wrote of political and humanitarian havoc into which Tran-
scaucasia had been thrown in 1917-18. In a catastrophic situation of
Turkish offensives and the absence of real support from the collaps-
ing Russian empire they organised themselves into a single political
body, the Transcaucasian Democratic Federation (9 April 1918), still
hoping for unity in their land, but internal and external tensions and
intrigues were so strong (including British and German military in-
terventions) that the Federation eventually dissolved and the people
indeed had to form independent states without being able to main-
tain them. To borrow the expression of one scholar, this part of the
Russian empire “collapsed along national lines” (Martin 2001, 19).
On 30 May 1918 the Armenian National Council, declaring independ-
ence - that is, the necessity “to pilot the political and administrative
helm of the Armenian provinces” - used no nationalistic slogans, not
even words like ‘republic’ or ‘independence’. Although proclaimed an
independent country, Armenia did not have a capital city and its na-
tional elites resided in Georgian Tiflis, while Erevan was predomi-
nantly a Muslim city (Reynolds 2011, 212). The period of Armenian in-
dependence lasted only two years, from the end of World WarI to the
arrival of the Red Army in the last month of 1920 (Suny 1993, 129-30).

It was undeniable that, except for their revolution, the Bolsheviks
were dealing with territories like the colonial rulers had done before
them. Similarly to the tsarist government, at first they found it more
convenient not to divide the Caucasian peoples into separate republics,
but to unite them. By early 1924, Armenia was a republic within the
Transcaucasian republic, which in turn was a member of the union of
Soviet republics (Suny 1993, 141). But trying hard not to resemble the
tsarist colonial policies, in twenties, they created Armenian adminis-
trative and economic organs as well as a film studio, a national radio,
an academy of science, museums, and a state university, all operating
in Armenian. They introduced the policy of korenizatsiia (rooting) or
‘nativization’, opening schools, theatres and newspapers in the Arme-
nian language (Suny 1993, 146). The early twenties in Armenia were
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-
Figure 2 Lavrentiy Beria with Svetlana Stalin and Joseph Stalin. 25 September 1934. © RIA Novosti

years of relative thawing and liberation. The majority of Russian par-
ty members, however, did frown upon the new nationalities policy and
viewed it as no more than a temporary ‘concession’ (Martin 2001, 21).

Employing the slogan of national self-determination of people, the
Bolsheviks, in fact, aimed for the modernisation and industrialisa-
tion of Armenia which was largely an agricultural society. In the late
twenties and early thirties, the Soviet regime abolished the policy
of supporting independent peasant agriculture urging the farmers
to join collective farms. Towards 1930, collectivization befell 63%
of all peasant households in Armenia; in 1936, almost four-fifths of
all households had been collectivised (Suny 1993, 151). These years
were also the time of widespread purges; the forces of centralisation
of the Soviet government began repressions of the former Dashnaks,
independent Marxists, and Mensheviks who were accused of being
Trotskyists. The period of intellectual freedom and debate in Arme-
nia was brought to an end (Suny 1993, 146).

The prominent role in subsequent repressions was played by
Lavrentiy Beria, head of Georgian OGPU from 1926 [fig. 2]. In 1931
he became secretary of the Communist Party in Georgia, and, a year
later, for the whole Transcaucasian region. His endeavours caused
the death of 10,000 people. In 1935, he summarised the results of his
work in his oration titled, On the History of the Bolshevik Organisa-
tions in Transcaucasia. The targets of his attacks were the ‘Dashnaks’,
that is anybody expressing criticism of the Communist regime (Paya-
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Figure 3 Brunov, N. (1935). Ocerki po istorii arhitektury: V 3 tomach. Tom 2, Grecija. Rim.
Vizantija. Moscow: Leningrad.

slian 2007, 176). He labelled them “creators of national trade unions”,
“the party of nationalistic bourgeoisie”, “supporters of Armenian
bourgeoisie”, and “the arsonists of the hostility between Armenian
and Azerbaijani population” (Berija 1948, 236-7).

The text was written in 1935 as a reminiscence of ‘heroic’ activi-
ties of the Bolsheviks in the Caucasus. In 1936, the head of Armeni-
an Communist party from 1930 to 1936, Aghasi Khanjian, who had a
significant local base of support in Armenia, and aspired to be a na-
tional leader, was Kkilled just before he was due to meet Beria. There
followed unprecedented purges against Armenian communists with
thousands of high- and low-ranking people disappearing in the waves
of terror and ethnic Russian officials taking their places at command-
ing positions (Suny 1993, 157). The centre which previously could
not hold together the falling empire was now being remodelled. The
dominant tone and thought of Beria’s On the History of the Bolshevik
Organizations in Transcaucasia was Stalin, portrayed as all-knowing
and powerful deity who had managed to bring peace and order to the
region (Berija 1948, 5-6).

The new Soviet leaders of Armenia watched closely the develop-
ments in the Armenian Church whose members had been persecuted
and properties confiscated since the early twenties. The active anti-re-
ligious campaigns began in 1928 (Avgustin 2001, 329-55). In 1930, the
Armenian Catholics, Kevork V - who until 1927 refused to recognise
the atheist Soviet regime (Suny 1993, 144) - and the Soviet Armenian
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government saw it as an the opportunity to achieve “the decisive con-
quest of the leadership of the Armenian Church” (Corley 1996, 91-2; Su-
ny 1993, 144). This was part of a radical wave of repressions. The stud-
ies of historian Armenak Manukyan, the author of the book Political
Repressions in Armenia in 1920-53, showed that 14,904 Armenians had
been subjected to purges and repressions, of which 4,639 were shot
during the years from 1930 to 1938 alone (Manukjan 1999, 218-58).

As if echoing the purges, Soviet art historiography started to un-
dergo radical changes. In 1935, Nikolay Brunov (1898-1971) published
a volume dedicated to Greek, Roman and Byzantine architecture
[fig. 3] (Brunov 1935). He was a scholar of a new generation, educat-
ed in Moscow in the years just after the revolution and became a pro-
fessor at the Moscow Institute of Architecture in 1934. His book is
crucial for its description of the transformation in the Soviet vision
of art history. The introduction to the volume leaves no doubts about
the political context of its preparation:

The main achievement of the Greek and Roman architecture is the
liberation of architecture from religion and its approval as an in-
dependent area of human activity.

This process should be considered in connection with the de-
velopment of all human culture on the basis of socio-economic de-
velopment as a result of the transition from the Eastern despotic
system to the Greek and Roman. The separation of architecture
from other aspects of human activity is associated with the gen-
eral differentiation of culture, which very strongly and rapidly ad-
vanced in trade-slave states. In oriental theocratic despotism, re-
ligion was a connecting principle that deeply penetrated various
aspects of human activity, forcing them to serve themselves and
uniting them into one undifferentiated culture. In it, science, law,
art, etc., have not yet separated from religion and therefore have
not yet separated from each other [...]. Only by referring to this
whole grand process of the gradual development and complica-
tion of human culture, which continues from the pre-class socie-
ty to the present day, one can correctly assess the stage at which
the architecture of the trade-slave states is located as part of the
entire culture of this era. (Brunov 1935, 11)**

11 “OCHOBHBIM [OCTHXXEHHEM TI'DEeYeCKOM U PUMCKON apXUTEKTYphl SBISIETCS
0cBOOOXKeHUE 30[YeCTBa OT PEJIUTHM U YTBepXKIEeHHUe ero KaK caMOCTOATEeIbHON
00J1aCTH YeJI0BEYECKON I€ATEIBHOCTH.

9TOT mpoIecc HYKHO pacCMaTPUBAaTh B CBSI3U C Pa3BUTHEM BCEH YeJIOBEYECKOMN
KYJIBTYPH Ha OCHOBE COI[MAIbHO-9KOHOMUYECKOT'0 Pa3BUTHUS B pe3yNbTaTe Iepexosa
0T BOCTOYHO-[IECIIOTHYECKOT0 CTPOS K 'PeYecKoMy U puMcKoMy. OTHeneHre apXUTEK-
TYPHI OT [PYTUX CTOPOH YeJI0BeYeCKOM NesTeNbHOCTH CBSI3aHO ¢ o0lei nuddeperiua-
1uel KyJIbTYPH, KOTOPas OY€Hb CUIIFHO U GEICTPO IPOABUHYJIACH BIIEPE]] B TOPrOBO-Pa-
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The new regime had finally penetrated the minds of intellectuals of
the new generation. The quotation sounds like a distant but clear par-
aphrase of the events in those decades. The standpoint taken by a
Moscow ivory-tower scholar is but shorthand for the aforementioned
repressions, purges, prosecution of well-to-do peasants and expropri-
ations of Church property. Imbued with Marxist dialectic, the text im-
plies the primitive role of religion in social evolution following Com-
munist doctrine verbatim. Speaking about Byzantium, the author
even embellishes his rhetoric with a direct quotation from Marx:

Constantinople is the Eternal City, it is the Rome of the East. West-
ern civilization, highly amalgamated by oriental barbarism under
the Greek emperors. (Marks 1957, 239)

The Byzantine Empire is a feudal, theocratic, strictly centralised
monarchy that in many ways resembles oriental despotism, espe-
cially Persian, revived again in the third century under the Sassa-
nid dynasty with its magnificent court ceremonial of the third and
fourth centuries which influenced the Roman court, and later, in
the fifth and the sixth centuries, had a great impact on the Byzan-
tine court. (Byzantium also resembles the Assyrian monarchy, the
successor of which, to a certain extent, was the Persian monarchy.)
However, the feudal Byzantine Empire is the direct successor of
the slave-owning Roman Empire, in which the process of feudal-
ization in the fourth century led to the reincarnation of its eco-
nomic and social basis. [...] But the Byzantine Empire, in which the
Greeks played a dominant role, became more and more Greek-cen-
tred, the Byzantines considered the past of the Greek culture their
own, and themselves its successors. In Byzantium, all areas of cul-
tural activity were strictly subordinated to religion, which is typical
of the feudal worldview. But Byzantine architecture does not mean
returning to the stage of the pre-Greek architecture, though it is
based at the same time on ancient tectonics. Other Eastern mon-
archies, especially Persia and Muslim states, also inherited Greek.
(Brunov 1935, 11-2)**

0oBJIafieTbY€CKUX TOCYAapCTBax. B BOCTOUHEIX TEOKPATUYECKUX NECHOTUSX PETIUT U
OblJ1a CBSA3YIOLIMM Ha4aJioM, KOTOPOe I1y60KO IPOHU3bIBAIIO CAMEIE PA3/INYHbIE CTOPO-
HEI 4€JI0BEYECKOM NeITEeIbHOCTH, 3aCTaBIIsAs UX CIIYKUTh ce0e U 00 beANHSS UX B ONHY
HenubdepeHIMPOBaHHYIO KYIbTYDY. B Hell HayKa, IpaBo, UCKYCCTBO U T. [. ellie He 0T-
TeJIUIIACh OT PEJIUTHH U B CBSI3U C 9TUM ellle He OTHeJIUINCh APYT OT Apyra. [...] Tombko
uMesi B BULIY BECh 3TOT T'PAHAMO3HEIH IPOIECC TOCTENIEHHOT 0 PA3BUTUSA U YCIIOKHEHU ST
YeJI0BeUECKOM KYJIbTYPHlL, KOTOPHIE OT 3M0XY JOKJIACCOBOT0 00IIECTBA IIPOHOIKAETCS
70 HAIIKX OHEH, MOXKHO IIPaBUJIbHO OLIEHUTH 3Tall, Ha KOTOPOM HaXOOUTCS apXUTEKTY-
pa ToproBo-paboBIafieIbYeCKUX TOCYNAPCTB KaK YaCcTh BCEH KYIBTYDH STOHU SMOXH”.

12 “BusaHTHMCKas UMIEPHU - peoganbHasi, TEOKpaTUYeCKas, CTPOTO IIeHTPATU30-
BaHHAs MOHAPXHs, KOTOPas BO MHOTOM HAallOMHUHAET BOCTOYHEIE IECIIOTHH, 0COOEHHO
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Figure 4 The Church of Aruch. Tth century. Photo Katarina Krav&ikova. © Center for Early Medieval Studies

However, in the pages dedicated to the art of the Caucasus, Brunov
writes:

A comparison of the monuments of Armenian and Georgian archi-
tecture of the sixth-seventh and subsequent centuries with the
monuments of Christian architecture of the Mediterranean re-
gions shows that the Caucasus was at that time closely connected

TePCUACKYI0, BHOBL Bo3popguBiryiocs B I1I Beke npu guHacTuu Caccanunos (cp. T. I) u
yxke B IIl u IV Bekax CBOMM IBIIIHBIM IPUABOPHLIM IIePEMOHUAJIOM BIUSIBIIYIO HA PUM-
CKHUU OBOp, a mo3nHee, BV u VI BeKax, 04eHb CHJIBHO BIMSBIIYIO HA [BOP BU3aHTHI-
ckuil. (BuzaHTHUS HanoMUHaeT TaK¥Ke U aCCUPUNCKYI0 MOHAPXUIO, IpeeMHulleil KOTo-
PO¥i 10 U3BECTHOM CTENEHHU CTajla epcuacKas MoHapxus.) OmHako ¢peopmanbHas BuzaH-
THHCKas UMIIepUs SBNISEeTCS HEOCPeNCTBEHHON MPOfoIXKaTelbHUIIeH paboBianess-
4eCKOW PUMCKO¥ MMIIepHH, B KOTOPOI nporecc ¢heomanu3anuy IpuBen yxe B IV Be-
Ke K [IePepPOXKAEeHUI0 ee X035 IUCTBEHHON U COLMANbHOM OCHOBEL. DTO 06CTOSTEILCTBO
COCTaBJIgeT CYILleCTBEHHOe pa3/inyue MeX/y BOCTOYHEIMHU NEeCIOTUSIMU U BU3aHTHUH-
CKO} MOHapxuei, KoTopas CJI0KUJIach B pe3yybTaTe pa3joxeHus paboBiafenbyecKo-
ro Puma. BusanTtuiinsl o XV Beka, KOTia UX UMIIEPHUS OKOHYATEIbHO OblJIa 3aBOeBa-
Ha Typkamu (1453 r.), Ha3wsBanu cebsi pomesmu. Ho BusaHTuiickas uMnepus, B KOTO-
PO¥ TPEKU UTPAJU TOCIOACTBYIOIYIO POJIb, BCe GOblIe U GONbIIe IPelu3UPOBaach,
IPOIIJIOe TPeYeCcKoH KyIbTYPHl BU3AHTHUHIIE CYUNTANIM CBOUM, a ce0si ee IIPOfoIKaTe-
naMu. B BusaHTuY Bce 0671aCTH KYIbTYPHOU AesITENBHOCTH OBIIN CTPOXKaimuM o6pa-
30M [IONYMHEHEBI PEJIUTUHY, YTO TUIIMYHO AJIs (eofanbHOro MUpoBo33peHus. Ho Bu3aH-
THHCKas apXUTEKTypa He 03HaYaeT BO3BPAIeHNS Ha CTYIEHb NOTpeYeCcKod apXuTeK-
TYPHI, @ OCHOBEIBAETCSI BMECTE C TEM Ha aHTUYHON TEKTOHUKE. [ DeyecKoe U PUMCKOe
Hacjefyue OOCTAlIOCh ¥ APYTUM BOCTOYHEIM MOHAPXUIM, 0CO0eHHO [Iepcuu u MyCyJib-
MaHCKUM rocygapcraam”.
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with the eastern provinces of the Byzantine Empire in the field of
architecture as well. [...] But at the same time, the architecture of
Armenia and Georgia already at this early time has its rather pro-
nounced face, which allows us to recognise the Caucasian monu-
ment among other Byzantine works. Eastern elements were also
very tangible in it, and the comparison of Armenian and Georgian
monuments with the Persian ones would be especially important.
Thus, in the large Church of the Cross in Mtskheta near Tiflis,
the end of the sixth-beginning of the seventh century, stands out
through the basis of the type of baptistery in Tebessa, complicat-
ed by a composition dating back to the church of Sergius and Bac-
chus in Constantinople, the dome on the square with tromps (i.e.
vaults bridging over corners) on the corners, which is so typical
of Sassanian palaces, for example in Firozabad. (12)**

This is absolutely in line with the doxa as outlined during the end
of the nineteenth century. The art of the Southern Caucasus is de-
scribed as above all very united (if not identical) and, despite local
specificities, clearly subject to the phenomenon of Byzantine art.
While this choice had a political angle in the years of Kondakov, in
this case, we believe we must think above all of the status quo that no
one wanted to question, considering the national politics of the new
empire. After a more liberal phase in the twenties, it had moved on
to an intense phase of Russification and centralization in the thirties.

The general art history studies of the early Soviet times, there-
fore, give the impression that the overall perception of Armenian
architecture remained consistent with that developed in late nine-
teenth-century writings and supported by widespread attitudes, de-
spite the explicit change in the rhetoric and secularization of the en-
tire discourse.

If we focus on more specific studies, however, written by Soviet
authors of Armenian nationality - and by nationality, we mean here
the famous ‘fifth point’ on the internal Soviet passport, where a So-

13 “ConocTaBiieHNe NaMATHUKOB apMSHCKOU ¥ TPY3WHCKOU apXUTeKTypsl VI-VII u
TIOCJIeAYIOMUX BEKOB C NaMATHUKAMU XPUCTHAHCKON apXUTeKTypHl IPUCPENU3EeMHO-
MOPCKHUX 061acTell moKa3kiBaeT, 4To KaBka3 ObLJI B 3TO BpeMsi TECHO CBSI3aH C BOCTOY-
HEIMU IPOBUHILUSMHU BU3aHTUICKON UMIIepUH U B 06/1aCTH apXUTeKTypHL. [...] Ho BMe-
CTe C TeM apxuTeKTypa ApMeHuu u ['py3uu yxe B 9TO paHHee BpeMs UMeeT CBOe [0-
BOJIBHO SIDKO BEIpaXKeHHOE JIHUII0, KOTOpOe MO03BOJsgeT TOTYaC y3HaTh KaBKa3CKUM Ia-
MSTHUK CPEAU APYTUX BU3AHTUUCKHUX IPOU3BEleHUN. B Hell 0ueHb CUJIBHEI ¥ BOCTOY-
HbIe 3JIEMEHTHI, 0COOEHHO BaKHO COIOCTABIIEHUE aDMAHCKHUX U I'PY3UHCKUX TaMATHH-
KOB C nepcupackumu. Tax, B Gonbuio# nepksu Kpecra B MuxeTe okono Tudiuca, KoH-
na VI - Havana VII Bexa, BEICTyIIaeT CKBO3b OCHOBY Tuna 6antuctepus B Tebecce, yc-
JIOKHEHHYI0 KOMIIO3UIIMeN, Bocxonsiel K nepksu Ceprus u Bakxa B KoHcTaHTUHO-
moJie, KyIOJI Ha KBafgpaTe C TPOMIaMHU (CBOLMKAaMHU, TIEPEKUHYTHIMHU Yepe3 YTJIEl) 110
yrjiaM, KOTOPHIH TaK THIIXYEH AJIsI CAaCCAaHUACKUX IBOPLOB, HanmpuMep B Pupo3abane”.
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viet citizen could even be of Italian or Jewish nationality - the rheto-
ric seems to be different. In his study on the Church of Arukhavank
[fig. 4], for example, Varazdat Harutyunyan (1909-2008) writes:

The powerful rise in construction in Armenia in the first half of the
seventh century had been prepared by a number of socio-histori-
cal premises, and led to the completion of the characteristic fea-
tures of the Armenian architecture as with respect to the design
of building and constructive techniques of the ancient masters,
and in relation to the addition national style. (Arutjunjan 1946, 3)**

A few pages earlier, we can read:

This rapid construction activity started in the period when Arme-
nia had been under the rule of the Sassanian marzban, the time of
a weakening Sassanian Iran in the first half of the seventh centu-
ry. This construction continued somewhat to a lesser extent in the
late seventh century - the initial period of the Arab invasions. (3)**

The whole concept then culminates, in the same passage, with the
following words:

The struggle for the independence of the Armenian people, which
was directed both against Arab and against Byzantine rule, was
headed by Prince Theodoros Rshtuni, who was the actual ruler of
Armenia in the initial period of the Arab raids. During the long
struggle between the Caliphate and the Byzantine Empire, each of
the opponents tried to attract Armenia to their side. (3)*¢

Published in 1946, the essay had been written in 1944. The interpre-
tation of facts, with a hostile view on the Byzantine Empire, seems

14 “MoOIIHBIH CTPOUTENBHEIHM MOOAbeM B ApMeHUU B mepBoi mnonosuHe VII B,
TOATOTOBJIEHHBIH PSNOM COLHMAJIbHO-UCTOPUYECKUX IPEANOCHIIOK, IpPUBENT K
3aBepPUIEHHUIO0 mpolecca 0GhOPMIIEHUS XapaKTEePHEIX YePT apMSIHCKOU apXUTEKTYPHI,
KakK B OTHOIIEHUH Pa3pabOTKU CTPOUTENIbHEIX ¥ KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX IPHEMOB APEBHUX
MacTepoB, TaK U B OTHOLIEHUH CJIOKEHUS HaIllMOHAIbHOTO CTHUIIS".

15 “Drta GypHas CTPOMTENbHAS AEATEebHOCTh HauaTas B Map3NaHCKOW ApMeHUH,
nepuopa ocnabeBIIero cacaHuACckoro Mpaxa B nepBoi nmosiosuHe VII B., B HECKOJIBKO
MeHbIIEH Mepe IPOfI0JIXKanachk ¥ BO BTOPoy ojioBuHE VII B.—HaYaIbHOM IEPUOJiE apad-
CKUX BTOPKEHUH".

16 “Bopbs0Oy 3a HE3aBHCUMOCTH apMSHCKOT0 Hapofa, KoTopas Obljia HalpaBieHa Kak
NPOTUB apabCKOro, Tak ¥ IPOTUB BU3AHTUICKOTO BIIafbI4eCTBa, BO3TJIABIIAI KHI3b
Teomopoc PmTyHU, KOTOPHIY ABIANCS GaKTHIeCKUM IIpaBUTeNIeM ADMEHUH B Hayajlb-
HOM Ieprofe apabckux Haberos. B xome gnuTenbHO# 60pbOE Mex iy Xanudartom u Bu-
3aHTUHUCKON MMIlepHel, KaXAbi U3 IPOTUBHUKOB CTapaJCs NpUBJIeYb Ha CBOIO CTO-
pOHY ApPMeHHI0”.
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Figure 5 Annenkov, Y. Portrait of Mikhail Babentchikov. 1921. © The Charnel-House

totally relevant from a historical point of view. Indeed, during the
seventh century, relations between Armenia and Byzantium were
rather complex (Maranci 2013-14). What is surprising, however, is the
generally very adversarial tone with respect to the Byzantine Em-
pire and the repeated insistence on the concept of Armenia between
two evils. In the second half of the nineteenth century, this rheto-
ric could have been interpreted as a veiled aspiration for independ-
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ence, a disturbing geopolitical scenario in the likelihood of which Vo-
rontsov-Dashkov had been trying to dissuade Nicholas II. Now, in the
course of the second global conflict, in which Armenian people were
to show their absolute loyalty and subordination to Stalin’s regime
in distress, any concept suggesting national autonomy or an autoch-
thonous origin would have been considered treason, even in academ-
ic papers with minimal readership.

Obviously, in specific studies, the autonomy of Armenian art from
Byzantine art had always been present. Our impression is, however,
that it is precisely with the Second World War that the reinterpretation
of the past is significantly detached from the historiography of imperi-
al tradition. Scholars began to surmise that Armenia had a potential
for independence in its history. But to do this, they had to revise the
concept of a country residing next to a neighbouring all-powerful em-
pire which had been the conventional worldview of the scholars writ-
ing from the imperial Russian perspective (not to mention that by all
accounts the Christian paradigm from its origin had been founded on
stories in which this concept was providentially essential).

Deconstructing Russia’s old imperial mentality, the Bolsheviks
had to cancel the role of the Byzantine Empire as a true origin for
the Russian culture and history which had been central for philoso-
phers, religious leaders, and politicians for decades (Berdjaev 2012,
33; Leont'ev 2005). A vision of Armenia as an autochthonous entity
had been in synch with the endeavours of the Bolsheviks to cast off
the past with its continuity into the present and ascertain the nature
of the people they annexed in their sheer existence as pure assets of
modernisation and industrialization torn from their traditional agri-
cultural ways and religious beliefs.

With the old concept of cultural, historical, and spiritual succes-
sion being demolished, new inquiries into the past obviously lacked
symbolic interpretations. But the perils that the USSR was thrown
into from the beginning of the war called for a change of roles for its
national republics which had been for two decades subjected to new
policies as the war created ultimate uncertainty. Statistics that are
known today allow us to draw a picture of Armenia and its people
as well as the Diaspora in a state of proactive engagement in many
contexts. In the course of the korenizatsija, ‘indigenization’ of 1929-
1933, the Soviet party leaders in Moscow considered the Armenians
as a culturally advanced nation to be treated preferentially in hu-
man resource policies and decisions concerning leadership positions
(along with the ethnic Russians, Ukrainians, Georgians, Jews, and
Germans) (Martin 2001, 23, 56). Considering the general 10% litera-
cy of the cultural minorities in the USSR, 36% of Armenians (46% for
the Russians) were literate and along with Georgians “overrepresent-
ed in higher education” of the Union (Martin 2001, 166). In the con-
text of ethnicity and nationality, Armenia had the lowest percentage
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of Russians living in its territory, constituting only 4% of the popula-
tion (21,000) by 1939, compared to other republics (Martin 2001, 77,
460). The linguistic korenizatsija in Armenia had been achieved rap-
idly with its experienced Bolsheviks, who immediately assumed lead-
ership positions. Soviet Armenia had influential native speakers, such
as Anastas Mikoyan, who occupied top party positions (Martin 2001,
77). By 1939, Armenian indices were remarkably more advanced as
compared to other republics in such categories as the percent of Ar-
menians in the total population in the republic (82.8%), the percent
of Armenian white collar employees (85.6%, the highest among the
republics), the korenizatsija rate (103.9%, the highest among the re-
publics). In all these indices Armenia had dominated since 1926 (Mar-
tin 2001, 380). The figures suggest that Armenia had been ready to
receive the status of a Soviet republic with its borders and modern-
ised identity in 1936, when Moscow abolished the Transcaucasian So-
viet Federated Socialist Republic and therefore recognised the pos-
sibility of establishing a political entity whose overall potential had
been very promising (Reynolds 2011, 265). In a way, Armenia could
have been an exemplary object of the Soviet rhetoric of decoloniza-
tion which in due time would arrive in such contexts as history of art.

The participation of Armenian people, both in Armenia and the Di-
aspora, in the Second World War is a story with very controversial
turns, irreconcilable as they are in this inquiry, but which can be re-
lated to the question of the radical changes in art history discourse.
The war did challenge the unfavourable geopolitical circumstances
in which Armenia had always found itself in history. Scholars enu-
merate facts proving that the concept of one nation in distress be-
tween two powerful empires at war had called to action Armenian
nationalists and separatists active on both sides of the battle lines.

Soviet Armenia supplied about 300,000 soldiers to join the ‘Great
Patriotic war’, about 23% of the republic’s population. More than 50
Soviet generals were Armenians, 32,000 soldiers were decorated in
the war, and over 100 were awarded with the star of the “Hero of the
Soviet Union’ (Walker 1990, 355-6). The 89th Infantry Rifle Division,
recruited among Armenians, was awarded the Order of Kutuzov for
its role in the capture of Berlin - the only Red Army national unit to
enter the German capital. As one of its veterans recollected, many of
the Armenian soldiers expressed a particular eagerness to take part
in capturing Berlin on account of the role of the German Empire as
an ally of the Ottoman Empire during the 1915 Armenian Genocide
(Hakobyan 1991, 299).

At the end of the war, Armenian loyalty and aspirations coincided
with the Soviet expansionistic politic, namely, Stalin’s plans to re-
turn Kars and Ardahan; this had been preceded by many petitions
which Armenian organisations had been sending to the Big Three in
1945, wishing for territorial annexations.
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Figure 6 Portrait of Sedrak Barkhudaryan. Illustration from:
Sedrak Barkhudaryan - 120. Collection of scientific articles, Yerevan 2019, 6

However remote these dramatic events in Armenia may seem from
medieval art history, they affected the scholarly discourse, empha-
sizing the autochthonous nature of Armenian cultural heritage. In
1948, Mikhail Babentchikov [fig. 5], a Soviet art historian, wrote a
book in which he attempted to reshape the discourse.
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Figure7

Chgalpach¢'jan, 0. (1971). GraZdanskoe
zodCestvo Armenii. Zilye i obSestvennye TPAYKOAHCKOE 3004ECTBO APMEHHH
zdanija. Moskva: Izd. Literatury po
Strojtel’stvu
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Works of art of the Caucasus have been studied most often as aux-
iliary material, which had no independent academic value and nec-
essary only to illuminate the historical development mainly of Byz-
antine art. (Babenc¢ikov 1948, 13)*"

He goes further, however, giving an explanation for this fact:

All this was a direct consequence of the tsars’ colonial policies.
“Tsarism, - according to the words of comrade I.V. Stalin, - con-
strained, and sometimes simply abolished the local school, thea-
tre educational institutions in order to keep the masses in dark-
ness. Tsarism suppressed any initiative of the best people of the
local population. Finally, tsarism killed every activity of the peo-
ple on the outskirts of the country”. (14)*®

17 “IIpou3BeleHHUs UCKYCCTBA 3aKaBKa3bs U3y4a/IUCh Yallle BCEr0 KakK OACOOHEIH Ma-
TepuaJ, He UMeBIINI CaMOCTOSI TEJIBHOI0 HAYYHOr0 3HAaYeHU S ¥ He0OXOMUMBIH JIUIIb AT
OCBEIEHU T KICTOPUYIECKOT0 PA3BUTHUSI TIaBHEIM 00pa30M BU3aHTUHCKOTO UCKYCCTBA".

18 “Bce 9TO SIBNISINIOCH PSIMBIM CJIECTBUEM 1[apCKOM KOJIOHUAIbHOM MONMUTHKY. ‘[a-
pu3M,— 1o crnoBaM ToBapuia M.B. CranuHa, - CTeCHSJI, @ UHOTAA IIPOCTO YIIpa3mHAT
MacCTHYIO LIKOJIY, TeaTp, IPOCBETUTENbHEE YUPEKAEHUS IS TOTO, YTOOH IepKaTh
Macchl B TeMHOTe. Llapu3M npecekan BCAKYI0 UHUIIMATUBY JIY4IINX JI0fell MECTHOTO

"

HaceneHus. Hakonern, oapusm yﬁmaan BCAKYI0 aKTUBHOCTb HAPOAHBIXMACC OKPauH .
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It is clear that the art-historical discourse was reacting to chang-
es in the national politics which had been forged during the war
and due to its outcomes. Victorious, as the rest of the USSR, Arme-
nia now could enjoy the fruits of renationalization which had been
denied to the country under the Russian Empire. Stalin granted the
people their new identity free from the ghosts of the ancient Chris-
tian empire, thus securing its status in the idea of the new renation-
alized and cultured nationhood seeking new continuity with the past.

Expecting a liberal thawing of the Soviet politics after the war,
about 150,000 Armenian repatriates flocked to Armenia, which was
also part of Stalin’s expansionistic plans. In 1949, this active national
measure would result in purges against ‘nationalists’ and the subse-
quent repressive relocation of 15,700 Armenians to the Altai region
of the USSR (Walker 1990, 361, 363; Torosyan 2013, 78).

If we were to summarise in some way what we have asserted so
far, the perception of the architecture of the Caucasus in general and
of Armenia in particular, in the years after the revolution, continues
along the lines of the nineteenth century. The Caucasus is considered
to be a very artistically consistent region and an integral part of the
Byzantine world. In Marxist rhetoric, however, this is perceived in an
increasingly negative way. In the wartime years, then, there is - at
least in specialised literature - a significant change in direction: the
image of Byzantium ‘completely loses its positive connotation’ as an
ancestor of the empire and is identified as an external aggressor. Just
a few years later, Babentchikov explicitly states that regarding the
Caucasus as a provincial entity was a result of the colonial attitude
of the tsarist empire and that this situation had no historical legit-
imacy. What was stated above thus finds an explanation in the de-
velopment of the question of nation within the Soviet empire. In this
case, too, the movement is a consequence of the Second World War.

Such a tendency also appears to be perfectly logical in a more
general cultural policy of the USSR in these years. Indeed, while de-
scribing the country’s dominant artistic movement, social realism,
Stalin used the very famous words: “Socialist in content, national in
form” (Martin, Suny 2001, 67-82). Thus, the reflection on past cul-
tures can be seen as mirroring the reflection of coeval cultural pol-
icy. Furthermore, it shows how the ‘national’ question has been me-
diated, into Stalin’s years, through a reflection on arts and culture.
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Figure8

Armenian Gavit. Illustration from:
Tokarskij, N. (1961). Arhitektura Armenii:
IV-XIVvv.Yerevan: Armgosizdat, 74

4 From Khrushchev to Breznev: A Marxist View
of Armenian Art

In the years before and just after the Second World War, the last years
of Stalin, the perspective on monumental Armenian art is profound-
ly changed by the political situation in the Soviet Union. The medie-
val past is ‘condemned’ due to the weight that religion had or for rea-
sons that seem to be directly linked to the global conflict. What is
interesting, however, is that there do not seem to be direct relations
with Marxist philosophy. This aspect seems to change over the six-
ties and seventies. While it is not possible to give an account here of
the studies and general publications in those years, certain aspects
consistently emerge. First of all, already outlined in previous years,
is the question of religion. Wherever possible, the role of Christiani-
ty in Armenian art and architecture is blurred or even silenced. This
is the case, for example, of a study by Sedrak Barkhudaryan (1898-
1970), who dedicates a monograph to the study of khachkars (stelae
decorated with crosses), which are absolutely essential to Armenian
identity [fig. 6]. He describes these monuments in general:
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Khachkars occupy a significant place among the monuments of me-
dieval Armenia. The earliest prototypes of them are the menhirs,
which received their perfect design in the Urartu era and contin-
ued to be erected until the nineteenth century. These Khachkar
steles were erected with very different goals: as monuments of vic-
tories, as boundary stones, as architectural patterns, etc. On the
basis of rich illustrative material, the speaker shows the develop-
ment of khachkars from ancient times. A large number of dated
khachkars bear the names of authors-artists and therefore are im-
portant for the study and dating of architectural ornamentation
and architectural structures, as well as for identifying schools of
carving artists. (Martirosjan 1957, 124)*°

These few lines describe the phenomenon in a fairly faithful man-
ner, aside for one fact: there is no mention of the fact that they fea-
ture crosses. This is not surprising, considering Barkhudaryan’s bi-
ography: a promising scholar, he was arrested in 1938 and spent the
next seventeen years in Stalinist camps. Cleared in 1954, he certain-
ly understood how dangerous the regime was. This kind of self-cen-
sorship can certainly be comprehended in the context of a biography
distorted by the Stalinist regime (Grigoryan 2005, 193).

In addition to the denial of elements of the past, though, Marxist
criticism was probably also responsible for a new approach. Given
its role in the promotion of the proletariat class, and also consider-
ing its complex philosophical approach, Marxist thought was at the
base of an original methodology. An early example can be seen in
the approach of Oganes Halpahchan (1907-1995) who, in 1971, pub-
lished a volume entitled Civil Architecture in Armenia [fig. 7]. His work
was dedicated to describing the medieval Armenian city with care-
ful attention to all the practical details of civil life. The volume in-
cludes pages dedicated to latrines, shops, and even religious struc-
tures (Chgalpach¢'jan 1971). His attention to the social history (of
art) is evident. This is clearly a completely logical point of view in
the Marxist environment, where the preoccupation with daily life of
the ‘little’ people was one of the founding pillars of artistic and cul-
tural production.

19 “Cpenu maMsATHUKOB CPeIHEBEKOBOU ApDMeHUM 3HAYUTEIbHOE MECTO 3aHUMAIOT
Xa4yKapHl. [JpeBHEUIINM IPOTOTUIIAM UX SBJISIOTCS MEHT P, KOTOPhIe ITOJIYYHUIIU CBOIO
COBEepIIEeHHYI0 KOHCTPYKIIUIO ellle B yPapTCKYIO 310Xy U IIPOMI0JIZKa Il BO3IBUTaThCA 10
XIX BB. OTH CTeJb-XadKapsl BO3ABUTAINCH C BECbMa Pa3HbIMHU L[eNIIMU: KaK TaMATHU-
KU n1o6efl, KaK MeXkeBble KaMHY, KaK apXUTEKTYPHBIN OpHaMeHT 4 Ip. Ha ocHoBe 6Gora-
TOr0 UJIIIOCTPATUBHOT O MaTepuasna AOKIagYuK I0Ka3bkBaeT IPoLecC Pa3BUTHS XadKa-
POB HaunHas C ApeBHEHIINX BpeMeH. bombIoe KOIU4YeCTBO JaTHPOBaHHBIX XadyKapoB
C UMeHaMU aBTOPOB-Xy[OXKHUKOB UMeeT BaXXKHOe 3HaYeHUe [JId U3yUYeHHs U NaTUPOB-
KU apXUTEeKTYyPHOM OPHAMEHTHKH U apXUTEKTYPHHIX COOPY2KeHHH, a TakKKe AJIS BBISB-
JIEHUH IIKOJI XyJ0XHUKOB-DE34YUKOB”.
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Figure 9 Alexey Lidovin Armenia. 1987. © Private archive Alexey Lidov

Eurasiatica 16 | 139
L'arte armena. Storia critica e nuove prospettive, 113-150



Ivan Foletti, Pavel Rakitin
Armenian Medieval Art and Architecture in Soviet Perception: A longue durée Sketch

==
-
ra
.-h-l
>
w
L]

36. dhhora. palagrmgmol galagn (Agymbliddmiges).
10, 3 Befehans

Figure 10 The Main Church of Akhtala. Illustration from: Zakaraia, P. (1990). Georgian Architecture. Thilisi

Just two years after Barkhudaryan’s book, a volume with a very dif-
ferent angle appears, written by Nikolay Tokarskiy (1961). In this
work [fig. 8] - which is composed of four relatively independent es-
says on Armenian architecture - four basic questions are explored.
The first essay is basically historiographical, as it addresses Marr’s
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excavations, mentioned earlier. The second focuses on civil archi-
tecture, and the third is dedicated to the civil architecture of Ani.
The last essay discusses specific features of Armenian architecture
from the fourth to the seventh centuries. The second and third es-
says can be considered, given the point of view adopted, to be the re-
sult of a method (and a mentality) that is similar to Barkhudaryan'’s
work. Tokarskiy’s volume is much more scholarly, but the viewpoint
of these two works is fundamentally similar. Another important as-
pect: judging by their surnames, the two scholars are of Armenian
and Russian ‘nationality’, respectively. Both, however, demonstrate
a similar point of view. This is, we believe, proof of the fact that, in
the seventies, the USSR reached a climax both in its unity and in its
ideological consistency.

Tokarskiy’s work, however, offers one further important element:
the strictly formalistic method used to classify Armenian architec-
ture in the last chapter. This is not an exceptional feature, given that
a similar approach can be seen in countries beyond the Iron Curtain
in those same years - such as Longhi’s studies in Italy. The spread
of a formalistic approach in the countries of the ex-Soviet bloc does
not seem to be unintended: dedicating oneself completely to form
was a clever way to avoid addressing iconographic and therefore re-
ligious content.

Therefore, what emerges in the USSR’s peak years - in the years
when the Helsinki Agreement (1973-1975) was signed (Suny 1993,
187) - is the establishment of a decidedly Marxist point of view on
Armenian art. The absolute priority for this point of view is the social
history of art, while religious culture remains, in line with previous
years, in the margins. It is interesting to note that Byzantium - per-
ceived for decades as an integral part of reflections on the art of the
Caucasus - seems to simply disappear in studies dedicated to Arme-
nian art. Instead, the notion of Armenian ‘national art’ appears on
the horizon.

5 Gorbachev and the Fall of the Empire:
The Studies of Alexej Lidov

The several decades’ long merger with the USSR had turned the na-
tion into a controversial whole. Politically, in 1953-1988, the republic
was led by four ethnic Armenian leaders in a row (Suny 1993, 182).
Officially, throughout the Soviet years, Armenia remained a nation,
retaining its language as the official language of the republic (unlike
other Soviet republics), although Russification was powerful: 71.3%
of Armenians spoke Russian as their second language (Suny 1993,
184). Armenians were not disinclined to reside elsewhere in the USSR
(34.5% of all Soviet Armenians) (Suny 1993, 185). Armenian parents
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encouraged their children to apply to a university in Moscow or Len-
ingrad (Payaslian 2007, 184-6). Despite the consistent anti-national-
ist policies of the Soviet government, the nation solidified itself so
that the 1989 census revealed that 93,3% of the population were Ar-
menians (Suny 1993, 185). Even in matters of religion, Armenia could
boast a leader who was unofficially regarded as the leader of the na-
tion. During the demonstration of 1965 in Erevan, the Catholic Vaz-
gen I was among those who were considered to be instrumental in
pacifying the protesters, which would have been an unheard of sce-
nario in Central Russia (Suny 1993, 186).

The eighties in the Soviet Union corresponded to epochal changes
after Breznev’s death and a rapid succession to the power of the ‘old
guard’ when Mikhail Gorbachev was nominated as head of the party.
As we know, one of the crucial reasons for what was called the ‘im-
plosion’ of an empire was certainly the question of nation. In this con-
text, Alexey Lidov’s research deserves special attention [fig. 9]. At that
point, he was a graduate student at the State University of Moscow.

Lidov dedicated his brilliant research to the Church of Akhta-
la [fig. 10] and, more specifically, to its decoration. This well-known
building is representative of an interesting moment in Armenian his-
tory, when most of the territories of historical Armenia were includ-
ed in the kingdom of the Georgian Queen Tamar (1184-1213). Ac-
cording to Lidov, however, the monastery is a place where the two
cultures overlap:

At different times the region was part of the Kingdom of Georgia
but it remained a stronghold of Armenian culture. (Lidov 1991, 332)

This general observation, however, according to Lidov, can be iden-
tified in its architectural structure. We read:

In accordance with Georgian tradition the facades of the church
are decorated with large ornamental crosses with elongated win-
dows at their base. There are also typically Armenian elements in
the decor of the portals and individual motifs of the ornament. The
combination of these two traditions is the most important charac-
teristic of the architectural treatment of the Akhtala church. (333)

But the question is also confessional, given that the two populations
professed different Christian beliefs. About this, Lidov writes:

The strong Chalcedonian sympathies of the area clashed with the
most conservative aspects of the Armenian Church which, in times
of increased danger, adopted an uncompromising attitude to peo-
ple of other confessions. This situation became acute in the late
12th and 13th centuries when the region was ruled by two broth-
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Figure 11 Carréred’Encausse, H. (1978). L'empire éclaté: la révolte des nations en U.R.S.S. Paris: Flammarion
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ers, the Monophysite Zakare and the Chalcedonian Ivane Mkhar-
grdzeli of the princely house of the Zakharids. (7)

The family of the Zakharids is a crucial element, not only because of
the Akhtala Monastery. The two brothers came from the Armenian
culture. The second, Ivane, embraced the Chalcedonian faith. Their
reign must therefore be seen ecumenically.

This is what Lidov proves, observing several inscriptions present
in the church and where the hierarchies of the two currents of Chris-
tianity are mentioned together. The scholar concludes that:

There must be some special reason for so close a connection be-
tween a Chalcedonian and Monophysite higumenos. Perhaps it re-
flects a deliberate policy [...] to bring the main monasteries of the
two confessions closer together and thereby reduce the acrimony
of the religious disputes in his territories. (13)

This harmony, according to the scholar, was sought in the political
situation. Tamar entrusted positions of extreme prestige to the two
brothers, despite the fact that they were initially Monophysites. Lidov
cites an ancient Georgian chronicle that emphasises this situation.
He then continues with the following words:

It is hard to say why Tamar entrusted such high posts to Monophys-
ites. But she was certainly not mistaken in her choice. Taking the
Queen’s place at the head of the Georgian-Armenian forces, Zaka-
re and Ivane began to win one brilliant victory after another, an-
nexing new lands for Georgia, subduing the Muslim emirates and
winning great riches. [...] By the beginning of the tirteenth centu-
ry a large part of Greater Armenia had been liberated. The broth-
ers announce this proudly in the Armenian inscription at the Ho-
vanavank Monastery. (15)

Lidov also dwells on Ivane’s conversion to the Chalcedonian faith,
which he does not interpret as a betrayal, but as a key political ges-
ture (17). Ivane then helps make the alliance between the two (Chris-
tian) peoples facing a stronger outside threat. In Lidov’s research,
Ivane becomes an even more interesting and ecumenical figure, giv-
en that he is in direct contact with Rome:

In a letter of 1224 to Pope Honorius III about the concerted ac-
tion with the Crusaders to conquer Jerusalem, Ivane calls the Pope
‘the head of all Christians’ and himself ‘your humble and obedi-
ent son’. It is possible that this tolerance in religious matters was
largely determined by his belonging to the Armenian-Chalcedo-
nian circles. (18)
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Lidov summarises Ivane’s activities with the following words:

One can conclude that in the activities of Ivane Mkhargrdzeli polit-
ical and confessional tasks were organically combined, insofar as
both Zakharid Armenia and the Armenian-Chalcedonian Church
could develop successfully only given peaceful coexistence and the
gradual convergence of the different confessions. (18)

This is a very interesting reflection, and is clearly proven by the
sources. Lidov also opens up an almost completely unexplored field
of research. Published in Russian and in English 1991, the year of
the Soviet Union’s collapse, his transcultural and ecumenical view-
point would become, as the study presented in this volume by the ar-
ticle by Patrick Donabédian demonstrates, one of the most produc-
tive lines for the study of artistic production of the sub-Caucasian
area two decades later.

In this case, too, we wonder if the orientation of Lidov’s point of
view was, at least subconsciously, determined by the historical con-
text he was working in. Héléne Carreére d’Encausse had already sug-
gested in 1978, in her epochal volume La chute de I'Empire [fig. 11],
that the USSR would disintegrate following nationalist tendencies,
something that proved true (Carrére d’Encausse 1978). The Cauca-
sus was one of the particularly ‘hot’ places in the events that led to
the collapse of the country.

Within the period of the sixties and eighties, Armenia was a coun-
try that had been learning to be an integral part of the USSR, on the
one hand, with burgeoning nationalistic forces stirring it from with-
in, on the other. In the year 1965, Erevan saw a mass demonstration
commemorating the fiftieth anniversary of the genocide in which
demands for reunification of the historic Armenian territories were
heard. Dealing with the issue, the Kremlin eventually permitted the
construction of the Genocide Monument at Tsitsernakaberd (Dzidz-
ernagapert). In 1966, Armenians in Karabagh petitioned the gov-
ernment in Erevan expressing grievances against Azerbaijani rule.
By 1975, the leaders of the Communist Party in Azerbaijan and that
of Armenia had heated discussions over the Armenian claim to the
mountainous Karabagh territories; the issue remained unresolved by
the Brezhnev government. But officially the nationalistic movement
in Armenia had been non-existent. The acts of terror which were at-
tributed to it received very little exposure, if any at all, in the Soviet
press; for example, the explosion in the 1977 Moscow Pervomaiskaia
metro station, which killed seven people and wounded thirty-seven,
was allegedly organised by members of Armenia’s secret National
Unity Party (NUP) (Payaslian 2007, 184-6).

Educated in Moscow, Lidov obviously had a different outlook on
nationalistic tensions. Also, considering the years in which he was
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educated, he was trained by a generation that, from the perspective
of the Soviet capital, considered the USSR to be a single intellectual
and methodological unit, despite differences in language and culture.
It is therefore tempting to suppose that, in light of the USSR being in
the grip of nationalistic tensions, Lidov would decide to study (con-
sciously or unconsciously, only he would be able to say) a historical
moment when the peoples of the Caucasus made union their strength.

6 Conclusion

As mentioned at the beginning of this paper, this is the first step to-
wards a broader reflection that we hope to carry out in the coming
years. The studies we have chosen for this paper are representative,
but only more exhaustive research can give further depth to the
thoughts explained above. What emerges clearly is that, even before
the birth of the USSR and for the duration of its existence, Armeni-
an art and architecture was not a neutral subject. Viewpoints con-
cerning these monuments served as a mirror of several issues that
were central to Soviet identity.

In the early years, this identity is still weak and only marginally
interferes with the studies. However, after Stalin’s rise to power, offi-
cial ideology would have an increasingly greater place in art-histori-
cal studies. First, it was necessary to remodel the past with a new so-
cial and ‘objective’ method resulting in Marx and Stalin becoming the
authorities condemning Byzantium and Imperial Russia respective-
ly. The last stage of this journey, made possible only by the changes
promoted by Gorbachev, would be very different: the medieval Chris-
tian Caucasus would become a place of transcultural exchange, dras-
tically different from the USSR in profound crisis.
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