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ON THE NAMING OF LAKE SEVAN AS GOKCHA

Abstract

In any given part of the world, forced demographic changes to the ethnic
population inevitably result in changes to the local linguistics as well as the
evolution and alteration of toponyms. The resulting changes can give politicians and
extremists the possibility to exploit the changes to augment their claims and
incursions.

In extreme cases, such as the “scorched earth” policy adopted by Shah
Abbas of Iran in the so called “protectorates” of Nakhchivan, Syuniq and
Karabakh, the Armenian ethnic population was decimated. The elimination of the
ethnic Armenians gave an opportunity to the Turkish speaking remaining
minority of the local population the possibility to claim ownership of these lands.

Through the citation of historical facts and cartographic evidence, the article
discusses the reasons for the naming of Lake Sevan in Armenia as “Gokcha”, and

* The article has been delivered on 01.03.2026, reviewed on 05.03.2026, accepted for
publication on 30.04.2026.

© 2026 The Author(s). This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.

5


mailto:rgalichian@yahoo.com
https://doi.org/10.54503/1829-4073-2026.1.5-17

On the Naming of Lake Sevan as Gokcha

the exploitation of this new toponym in an attempt to prove ownership of the
lake, through the presentation of dubious documents and arguments.

Keywords: Armenia, Sevan, Azerbaijan, Gokcha, Shah Abbas, Cartography,
Toponyms.

Introduction

Recently, the President of the Republic of Azerbaijan announced that in all
maps of Tsarist Russia the name of the lake presently located in Armenia and
called “Sevan”, is shown as lake “Gokcha” or “Gokcha”. Hence concluding, that
as this is an Azerbaijani name, it is proof that the lake belongs to the Republic of
Azerbaijan.

Only in-depth analysis of the Tsarist Russian and European maps of the
eighteenth to twentieth century could possibly clarify the issue, separating fact
from fiction. The following study confirms the source of the name of “Gokcha”
and its use during two centuries of Persian occupation of the South Caucasus,
also showing that the majority of European and Tsarist Russian maps, in fact,
display both names “Gokcha” as well as “Sevan” — for the lake in question.

There is, moreover, another problem with the abovementioned claim, and
that is that all the maps published between 1700 and 1918, in the regions
presently occupied by the Republic of Azerbaijan, there is no such toponym. It is a
fact that during that period, the toponym “Azerbaijan” had only been given to the
northwestern province of Iran, located south of the Aras River, while the region of
Baku and surrounding area was generally named “Shirvan”.

The Analysis

Two Middle Eastern military powers of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
the Ottoman and the Persian empires, had usurped the territory of Great Armenia
and often went to war, each trying to conquer more of the Armenian lands. All
fighting took place on the territory of Great Armenia, which had lost its
independence and was at the mercy of the two empires. As a result, it became
impossible for the Armenian peasants and citizens living in the territory of their
historical homeland to take full ownership of their property and utilize and
cultivate their lands, or to lead a peaceful life.!

! Walker 1980.
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In the early seventeenth century, the Persian king Shah Abbas the Great
conquered most of the South Caucasus, including Eastern Armenia, and in order
to retain control of the territory, he planned and implemented a “scorched earth”
policy, to make the territory uninhabitable and useless for the Ottomans, so that
they would not even wish to recapture that region.?

During the years of 1604-05 Shah Abbas organized large-scale deportations,
whereby the majority of the Armenians of Syunik, Ayrarat, Nakhchivan and
Artsakh regions of Armenia, more than 300,000 souls, were deported to Iran and
were settled in the northern, western and central regions of this country. The
peasants and the working class were resettled in villages and towns, while artisans
and craftsmen as well as traders and merchants were directed to the capital
Isfahan, where a specially chosen district was allocated to the Armenians.® The
plan was to benefit from the professional skills of master craftsmen, as well as
encouraging Armenian merchants to continue trading with Russian and European
merchants, with whom they already had close contacts and ties, thus promoting
trade between Iran and the West. To this end for a period of time he gave the
Armenian merchants the monopoly of exporting Iranian silk.*

Thus, the indigenous Armenian population of Eastern Armenia was drastically
reduced, their towns and villages being gradually reinhabited by the people of
Iranian Azerbaijan — the old Atropaten/Media — as well as other Turkish-speaking
tribes from Central Asia.’

As a result of these demographic changes, during the 18th and 19th
centuries, "Geghama”, the ancient name of the Armenian lake “Sevan” was
Turkified and in their colloquial language became "Gokcha”. All this time, the
Armenians continued to call it “Sevan”.

Since those who remained in the area and the newcomers were mostly
Turkish speakers, during the two hundred years under Iranian rule many of the
toponyms gradually changed under the majority Turkish-speakers to new names
given by the newcomers. Such is the reason that during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries the name of the Armenian lake “Sevan” or “Geghama” was

2 Galichian 1995, 26-28.

3 The district was and still is called New Julfa, since most of the merchants originated
from the Armenian town of”Julfa in Nakhchivan, just north of the Aras River.

4 Babaie 2004.

5 Kasravi 1976 (in Persian).
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Turkified and became “Gokcha” or “Gokcha” in their colloquial language, while
the Armenians continued to call it “Sevan”.°

Today, some authorities of the Republic of Azerbaijan declare that the name of
Sevan is actually “Goékcha”, which is allegedly confirmed by all the maps of Tsarist
Russia. This study proves that this naming not to be completely true. As seen on the
accompanying maps, during the eighteenth to twentieth centuries. on most maps of
tsarist Russia, the names “Sevan” and “Gokcha” are mentioned in conjunction with
each other, indicating that the Armenian speakers call it “Sevan”, while the Turkish
speakers of the last two centuries had changed it to “Gokcha” or “Gokcha”.

Concerning the recent claim that “since the name “Gokcha” is Turkish,
therefore the lake belongs to Azerbaijan”, its proponents should be reminded that
on any of the Tsarist Russian or other European maps of this particular region,
prior to 1918 there was no country named “Azerbaijan” to the north of the River
Aras. On the same maps the countries mentioned in the region are Georgia,
Armenia, Shirvan and the Iranian province of Azerbaijan.’

Maps of the region

All the regional details reprinted herein have been taken from well-known
Russian, Ottoman and European maps. The originals are held in the Matenadaran,
Yerevan. Exceptions have been mentioned.

5 The name Geghama or Gegharquniats appears in the first Armenian geographical
work Ashkharhatsuyts, penned in the seventh century, indicating present-day Lake Sevan.
This naming can be seen in all versions of the manuscript kept in the Matenadaran in Yere-
van, the Library of the Mekhitarist order in Venice, as well in the Armenian Patriarchate
Library of Jerusalem, as well as in other libraries all over the world.

" Galichian 2012, 19-28.
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01 — Frenchman De L’Isle’s map of the Caucasus published in 1730, where the lake is
called “Sevan Daryiachirin [sweet water], Giagum [Gegama]”, and the current
Azerbaijan Republic is ruled by the Iranian khanates, highlighted in green. The region
called “Azerbaijan” is a province of Iran, located south of the River Aras, highlighted in
maroon. There is no “Lake Gokcha” on this map.
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02 - English map of Senex, 1742, showing the Caucasus, where the lake is named
“Sevan or Daryachirin [sweet water], Giagum [Geghama]”. The area of the Republic of
Azerbaijan is occupied by Muslim khanates, underlined in green. The region called
“Azerbaijan” is the northwestern province of Iran, underlined in yellow, located south of
River Aras. The name *“Lake Ghokcha” does not exist.
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AND =
03 - Tsarlst Russian map of 1793. The Iake is caIIed by two names, separately, “Sevan”
and “Gokcha”, both underlined in green. The name of “Armenia”, extending from
Euphrates to Sevan, is underlined in red. “Shirvan” is underlined in blue, as the name
of the region of the present-day Azerbaijan — the latter name is missing from the area
altogether.

Kapra KaBka3karo Kpa"ﬁ; - 843

04 - “Map of the Caucasus reglon of Tsarlst Russia, publlshed in 1843 Here the name
of the lake is “Sevan or Gokcha”, underlined in green. The tsarist Transcaucasia,
Georgia, Yerevan and Shamakhi gubernias are underlined in red on the map. The name
Azerbaijan as a gubernia or region is missing from the map.
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05 - The map of Pierre M. Lapie, from Pierre Amedee Jaubert’s book “Travels to
Armenia and Iran” showing his route from Constantinople to Tehran via Armenia

and the South Caucasus, published in Paris, 1821.
ot 5! f_j‘._(:’ul'ﬂ
3

06 — Detail of the region of Sevan
from the above map.

Early during the nineteenth century the French traveler Jaubert travelled
from Europe to lIran, passing through Armenia and the South Caucasus. His
friend and cartographer Pierre Lapie produced the map reprinted in image 05
above, showing the regions that Jaubert travelled through.

On this map the name of Greater Armenia is underlined in red. The region
of present-day Republic of Azerbaijan is entitled “Shirvan” and is underlined in
green, while the name “Azerbaijan” indicate a province of Iran south of the
River Aras, and is underlined in blue.

The detail of the region of Lake Sevan is shown in map 06 above, where
the name of the city and region of “ERIVAN”/Yerevan and its proximity to the
lake can also be seen. On the map the lake has been misspelt “Sivan™.

11
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07 — German cartographer Heinrich Kiepert’s “Ottoman Empire map” dated 1844. This
is the section from the map showing the region of the South Caucasus. The name of the
lake is indicated as “Sevan or Gokga”. The names of the countries specified in the area
are “Armenia” — underlined in red, and “Georgia” — underlined in green, while
“Azerbaijan” denotes the Iranian province, south of the River Aras (underlined in blue).
The toponym ““Shirvan” is marked on the territory of the present-day Republic of

Azerbaijan, underlined in black.
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. 08 — A detail from the same map by

Kiepert, translated into Ottoman

~ Turkish and published in 1855. On

© this map the name of the lake is

- indicated only as “Sevan”,

' underlined in dark blue. And among

the local countries, only “Armenia”

= is indicated, underlined in red.
Original of the map is in the National

. Library of Vienna.
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It is interesting that the original map named the lake “Gokcha or Sevan”,
but the Azerbaijan-allied Turkish translator has named the lake simply as
“Sevan”.

09 — Another map of the Ottoman Empire in Turkish, dated 1853.

As seen on map 10 below, the detail of map 09 above, here the name of the
lake in question has been given only as Sevan, that is “Sivane Goli”’, underlined
in red. The other Turkish toponym claimed by some in not mentioned on this
Turkish map. The toponym “Yerevan” also appears, underlined in blue.

13
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11 — A Tsarist Russian map of the area of Sevan, from a set of detailed maps of Armenia,
originally published in Tsarist Russia, in 1899. The same maps were, however, also
published by the USSR in 1926. On this map the lake is called by both its names,
“Gokcha or Sevan”.

14
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12 — This British map is by Lynch, published in 1901. The map is entitled “Armenia and
neighboring countries™. Here, too, the lake is called “Sevan or Gokce”, underlined in
black. The names of the region are “Shirvan is underlined purple, “Karabakh” and
“Gharadagh”, both underlined in blue, the former is placed north of River Aras and the
latter, south of the river. The name “Azerbaijan” is underlined red and placed south of
River Aras, as one of the provinces of Iran.

underlined in black. The name “Armenia” is underlined in red. The regio of “Karabakh”
is underlined in yellow and is to the north of the River Aras. “Shirvan” is underlined in
white and refers to the region of present-day Azerbaijan. On the map the name
“Azerbaijan” denotes the Iranian province, located south of the River Aras, highlighted in
green, where the region of “Gharadagh” is also shown, underlined in blue.

15
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The above is one of the last European maps of this part of the world prior
to the establishment of communist rule in the Caucasus and before the founding
of the Republic of Azerbaijan in 1918.

Conclusion

When discussing maps, one should be careful to consider all the variants of
maps of the same region, prepared and published by various cartographers and
specialists, as it is through the comparison of alternative maps that one can be
properly informed about the veracity of various claims and statements.

Earlier historical records show that during the Middle Ages the Armenians
called the lake, “Geghama” or “Gegharquniats”, and since the seventeenth
century it was also known as “Sevan”. However, until the fifteenth or sixteenth
centuries, most Western medieval cartographers called the lake by the name
“Lychnitis”.

In later times the name generally used has either just been “Sevan” or by a
combination of both names, as “Sevan or Ghokcha”, and only in very few
instances as merely “Gokcha”.

Whatever its name, the lake could hardly belong to a country which was
established in 1918!
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THE CREATION OF SELF-PROCLAIMED “TURKIC-TATAR
INDEPENDENT REPUBLICS” IN THE REPUBLIC OF
ARMENIA IN THE CONTEXT OF THE “GREATER
AZERBAIJAN” PROGRAM (1918-1919)

Abstract

Looking back at the path taken by the First Republic of Armenia (1918—
1920), which was formed under difficult military and political conditions, it
should be noted that this path was unfolded through complex and challenging
turns. The Republic lived and operated in complicated internal and external
circumstances, where the most urgent issues facing the state required
immediate solutions.

The independent Armenian state, first and foremost, had to establish its
territorial integrity. This commission was also conditioned by the unfavorable
attitudes of the newly formed neighboring states (Georgia and Azerbaijan),
which had made their aspirations to seize territories historically belonging to
Armenia a cornerstone of their state policy.

It is well known that, having been defeated in the First World War, the
Ottoman Empire, following the Armistice of Mudros (October 30, 1918), was
forced to withdraw its troops from Transcaucasia, including the occupied
territories of Eastern Armenia, and retreat to the borders of 1914.

* The article has been delivered on 17.03.2026, reviewed on 15.04.2026, accepted for
publication on 30.04.2026.

© 2026 The Author(s). This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.

! Yratsian 1925, 70-71.
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The Creation of Self-Proclaimed “Turkic-Tatar Independent Republics” ...

The official newspaper of the Yerevan Bolshevik organization, Khosk
(“Word”), which sharply criticized the Young Turks, wrote in its editorial titled
“The Withdrawal of Tachkastan”.

“The official Tachkastan (Turkey) of Enver and Talat Pashas is leaving the
Caucasus. We have also experienced the taste of Turkish imperialism-it is Asian
conquest and plunder... During the time of historical reckoning, it must be said
that it has been a calamity both for its own people and for other nations. It has
been a complete scourge for all the peoples of the Caucasus during these last
five or six months, and especially a disaster for the Armenian working people.”
However, after the withdrawal of the Tachiks troops, remnants of the Young
Turk-Musavat forces and Ottoman officers still remained in Armenia.
Establishing connections with local Muslim populations, they did everything
possible to keep the soon-to-be-liberated territories under their influence, to
neutralize Armenia’s rights over them, to strangle the Republic of Armenia
from the outside, and to “blow it up” from within through the creation of
ethnic enclaves.® Thus, as the Ottomans were leaving Armenia, they deliberately
left all their military supplies to them. The Turks retained their forces and
armaments in Kars, Nakhchivan, and other regions. It should also be noted that
the Caucasian Tatars did not conceal their separatist aspirations and openly
declared them.

“As the Tachiks were leaving, they handed over Sharur and Nakhchivan to
us-the Tatars,” they stated. “We will independently form our own government,
and therefore we will not allow the Armenians to return to their homes.”

Keywords: Republic of Armenia, Stepan Ghorghanyan, Samtskhe—Meskheti,
Tachkastan, “Greater Azerbaijan,” Server-bek Atabekov Kobliansky, Amir-bek
Narimanbekov, Yakub Shevki Pasha.

Introduction

Based on the above observations, there is no doubt that these ambitious
expansionist aspirations were embedded within the programs aimed at creating
an Oghuz state under the patronage of Tachkastan. First, it would serve as a

2 “Khosk”, 14.12.1918.
8 “Chakatamart”, 1.03.1920, see also Ruben 1982, 193-204; Harutyunyan 2016, 84-85.
4 “Haratch”, 14.02.919.
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connecting link with the formation of “Azerbaijan,” and second, it would bridge
Tachkastan with the Turkic-speaking peoples of the Caucasus and Central Asia.

Within the foreign policy shaped by the new realities of the Kemalists and
the Musavatists, the Republic of Armenia continued to occupy a certain place. In
this regard, noteworthy is the observation of a Baku-based author, signed
“A.N.”% It is not difficult to observe that the Turks were thus cultivating even
more far-reaching intentions. In the article titled “The Collapse of Azerbaijan”
published in the Constantinople newspaper “Chakatamart” by the same author
signed “A.N.,” it was stated in this regard: “Tachkastan had created
‘Azerbaijan’, just as it had created the 'southwestern' or 'northern
governments' for itself’® (emphasis ours — G.S.).

Nevertheless, through its strategic program of creating Muslim
“independent” entities within the territory of the Republic of Armenia, the
Ottoman state intended, by means of these formations, to encircle Armenia and
Georgia with a densely Turkish-Tatar—populated zone.” This policy of territorial
expansion was, in turn, embedded within the broader concept of establishing a
“Greater Azerbaijan” state.

Proceeding from the aforementioned evident objectives, the Ottoman state
undertook the creation of “independent” entities in strategically important
centers: Kars, Nakhchivan, Ardahan,® and even in Samtskhe-Meskheti (including
the districts of Adigeni, Akhaltsikhe, and Aspindza).® These entities took the
form of “Muslim National Councils” (shuras, from Persian: council), as well as
smaller local units-local “shuras.”@ In general, within the territories under the
jurisdiction of Armenia, nearly twenty large and small Muslim quasi-independent
entities had been established, which refused to submit to the authority of the
republican government.! These self-proclaimed entities, encouraged by the
Ittihadists and the Musavatists, were entirely directed against the Republic of

5 “Chakatamart”, 27.10.1920.

6 “Chakatamart”, 26.10.1920.

 See Demoyan 2006, 46, 49.

8 “Mshak™, 24.01.1919.

° See Melkonyan 2003, 37, see also Sargsyan 2006, 11. Akhaltsikhe city and its district
occupy the central part of the present-day Samtskhe-Javakheti region of Georgia (see
Karapetyan 2008, 8).

10 See Vratsian 1982, 292.

U See History of the Armenians: Key Issues (From Antiquity to the Present), 2000, 367.
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Armenia. They were intended to become local governments, allowing the
Ottoman state, even after the withdrawal of its troops, to preserve its influence
in the region and to prepare the ground for the eventual return of the Turks.*

Below, we present in general terms the process of the formation of these
entities and their inglorious end.

“Republic of South-Western Caucasus” (“Kars Republic™)

Conspiratorial plans against Armenia had been devised as early as during
the period of Young Turk rule, when, following the signing of the Treaty of
Brest-Litovsk on March 3, 1918, the provinces of Kars, Ardahan, and Batum
were ceded by Soviet Russia to the Ottoman Empire, an ally of Imperial
Germany, despite the latter having been defeated by Russia.”® The facts indicate
that Enver and Nuri Pashas, having been defeated in the war and dissatisfied
with their unfulfilled pan-Turkic expectations, had already, during February-
March 1918, in the course of the Brest-Litovsk negotiations, intended-on the
basis of paragraphs 2 and 3 of Article 4 of the peace treaty-to establish the so-
called “South-Western Republic” in the regions of Kars, Ardahan, and Batum®*
that had passed to the Tachiks. This entity was to be formed under the
leadership of Nuri and Halil Pashas,’® who had at their disposal a force of
5,000-6,000 troops.'® Enver conveyed his intentions in a letter addressed to
Grand Vizier lIzzet Pasha, noting that he was “going to the Caucasus, where he
intends to found a new Turkic state.”’

And thus, the Ottoman authorities, seeking to maintain their control over
the territories acquired under the Treaty of Batum (June 4, 1918), hastily
organized a “referendum” in these regions in the summer of 1918 through the
local Muslim population. It was conducted by all possible unlawful means, at a
time when a significant portion of the local Armenian population had been
massacred, while those participating in the elections included individuals
brought there by the Tachiks, particularly military personnel. Under such
conditions, the “referendum” could not but turn into a farce, especially as the

2 See Yardanyan 2014, 70.

3 See “Haratch”, 07.10.1967.

4 See Avetisyan 1994.

!5 See Denikin 1925, 146.

16 See Kadishev 1960, 170; see also Sargsyan 1989, 245.
17 “Zhoghovrdi Dzayn”, 08.04.1919.
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Tachiks themselves were violating Article 4 of the Brest-Litovsk Treaty. The
objective was clear: the Ittihadists sought to give a semblance of legality to their
expansionist policy by means of falsified elections, thereby achieving “self-
determination” and subsequently unification with the Ottoman Empire.®®
Moreover, the Turks, avoiding a secret ballot in the “referendum,” conducted it
openly, according to the results of which 83,000 voters cast their ballots in
favor of unification with the Ottoman Empire, while 2,000 voted against.’® The
official newspaper of the Armenian community of New Nakhchivan and Rostov,
Hay Hamaynk (Armenian Community), in its article titled “The Ottoman
Plebiscite,” ridicules and exposes the so-called “referendum” as a mockery, as
well as the fraud of the Turkish authorities.

“Who carried out this plebiscite?”” writes the weekly. “Who led this act of
popular voting? Undoubtedly the agents of the Turkish benevolent government,
using their long-known methods. When was this operation carried out? Now,
when, due to the arrival of the Turkish army, not a single Christian inhabitant
has remained there because of the terror of the bashi-bazouks. It is evident that
only the Muslim portion of the population participated in the voting, or, if any
Christians remained, their votes were forcibly extorted in favor of Turkey.”?°

In order to place this program, directed toward pan-Turkic objectives, on
practical foundations, a special committee was established in Constantinople
under the leadership of Ali Riza Pasha, the Ottoman Minister of the Navy
(November 1918 — March 1919). This committee had at its disposal substantial
financial resources and emissaries. Based on reliable information received from
Constantinople, the official newspaper of the ARF in Georgia, Haratch
(Forward), informed its readers: “A committee has been formed in
Constantinople whose aim is either to retain for Turkey the regions of Batum
and Kars, the district of Ardahan, and the province of Akhaltsikhe, or, if that
does not succeed, to unite these regions and form an independent state. The
head of the committee is Riza Pasha. The committee has at its disposal large
sums of money and maintains agents in all the aforementioned regions.”*

18 See Yardanyan 2014, 67.

19 See “Chakatamart”, 24.07.1918.

20 “Armenian Community”, 23.07.1918.
2 “Haratch”, 14.02.1919.
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In order to implement this program, extensive preparatory work had long
been carried out in the depths of Transcaucasia through a wide network of
Turkish-Tatar agents. It is noteworthy that in Kars, under the guise of charitable
activity, particularly active intelligence operations were conducted by the Young
Turk agent Khosrov-bek Sultanov. General-Major Stepan Ghorghanyan,
governor of the Kars province, was well informed about the activities of Turkish
agents and the events taking place in Kars. In his documentary memoirs, he
“...before the revolution, Dr. Sultanov, under the banner of the Baku
Turkish charitable society, was carrying out in Kars the duties of a political agent
of the Musavat. This cunning and flexible Turk effectively took into his hands the
administration of the Kars province.” He was feverishly arming the Turks;
bypassing the “Provincial Commissioner” Dzamoev? he had reached out to the
Ottoman authorities. Under the guise of Turkish national councils, he was
carrying out preparatory work in the Province of Kars for the future Shura,
thereby smoothing the path toward Baku, toward the future Azerbaijan, and the
Pan-Islamic dream...”.? Furthermore, Sultanov had succeeded in surrounding
himself with Turkic-Tatars driven by Pan-Islamic and Pan-Turkic aspirations.
“The Turkish population of the Kars Province,” notes St. Ghorghanyan,
“immediately surrounded Dr. Sultanov. His door became a sanctuary for the
Turks, and the landscape of international relations in the Province of Kars
suddenly shifted.?*

On September 27, 1918, during a convention of Muslim leaders in Kars-
attended by Yakub Shevket Pasha, commander of the Ottoman 9" Army
stationed in the city, Fahreddin (Erdogan) Bey, and Hilmi (Uran) Bey®® the

writes:

% G.S. Dzamoev (G.S. Dzamoyan) — (1865, Tiflis — 1937) — Doctor of Law and member
of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF). During the First World War, he was dis-
patched by the Armenian Benevolent Society of the Caucasus (ABSC) to various localities of
Western Armenia liberated by Russian forces in order to provide assistance to the Armenian
population. In 1916, he served as an authorized representative of the Armenian Central Commit-
tee attached to the ABSC. In 1918, he was appointed commissioner of the Kars region. From
October 15, 1918, to 1919, he served as the diplomatic representative of the Republic of Arme-
nia in Ukraine. On June 30, 1919, he was appointed diplomatic representative of the Republic of
Armenia to Admiral Kolchak’s government in Siberia.

% Harutyunyan 2018, 24-25.

* Harutyunyan 2016, 174.

% See Hovhannisian 2005, 219.
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governor of the Kars Sanjak-the “Muslim National Committee” (Milli Shura)®®
was established. On December 1 of the same year, this committee resolved to
form the so-called “Provisional Government of the Southwestern Caucasian
Republic,” centered in Kars.?” This provisional government was headed by
Server-bek Atabek Kobliansky, a prominent landowner from Samtskhe-Meskheti
driven by Pan-Islamic ambitions.?® It is worth noting that the Ottoman state has
consistently utilized the Turkic-speaking element of Samtskhe-Meskheti as a
strategic asset to advance its regional geopolitical interests across all historical
periods, including the Soviet era and into the present day.

That this self-proclaimed “republic” fell under the influence of the Ottoman
state and was directed by it is evidenced by a declaration from the Georgian
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Evgeni Gegechkori, addressed to General George
Francis Milne, Commander-in-Chief of the British forces in the East: “The Kars
government is nothing other than a Turkish organization. We have provided
factual proof to them that this entire government was constituted by Turkish
commissars and agents.”?°

Notably, the selection of Kars as the “republic’s” capital was by no means
accidental, given its immense strategic significance. As a fortified city-fortress, it
served as a vital military outpost for the Turkish-Musavatist forces in the pursuit
of their expansionist ambitions within Transcaucasia. The importance of Kars
was equally pronounced from an economic perspective; it functioned as a major
commercial hub on the trade routes stretching from Trebizond through Armenia
to Iran.*°

The primary objective and ultimate goal of this artificial entity was to unite
with the Ottoman state under the guise of the “right to self-determination.” In
this context, it should be emphasized that the Turks intended “...first and
foremost, to annex to Turkey the Kars “Shura” government (in other words,
Kars-Ardahan-Batum), Caucasian Azerbaijan, Dagestan, and subsequently

% See Hajiyev 2004, 53.

" See Kadishev 1960, 170, see also Hajiyev 2004, 52-53.

% See Hajiyev 2004, 53. Server-bek was one of the wealthiest and most influential
landowners of Samtskhe-Meskheti. He later settled in Turkey, where he died in a car accident
in 1962.

2 «Ashkhatavor”, 13.05.1919.

% See Pogosyan 1983.
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Turkestan, Mongolia, and the Russian Muslim territories.”' Furthermore, the
Kemalists intended-should this plan prove unfeasible-to establish “...a separate
independent state comprising the regions of Kars, Batum, and Akhaltsikhe,
under the name of 'Southwestern Transcaucasia.”>?

It must be noted that the Ottoman state’s predatory designs on the Republic
of Armenia aligned perfectly with Azerbaijan’s expansionist intentions. Driven by
its own territorial interests, the extremist chauvinist Musavat government
established clandestine, close ties with both this and subsequently formed
Muslim entities, consistently supporting and monitoring their activities. The
[Azerbaijani] government was keen for these to become functional state
formations; they were to serve as the connecting link between the Ottoman state
and Azerbaijan-an objective shared by these entities themselves. It is no
coincidence that upon assuming office, Server-bek Atabek Kobliansky took the
initiative to establish direct contact with the Azerbaijani leadership and its
representative office in Batum.3?

Notably, certain Azerbaijani authors-such as Aydin Hajiyev in his work The
Democratic Republics of Southwest Caucasus (Kars and Aras-Turkic Republics)-
deliberately assign a specific role to Azerbaijan in the creation of these
“republics.”®* These authors view such entities as formations leaning more
toward Azerbaijan than the Ottoman state. Nevertheless, it remains clear and
indisputable that, regardless of the external positioning or political sympathies of
these artificial constructs, they were ultimately intended to serve the long-term
realization of Pan-Turkic objectives.

Furthermore, the Musavat government, following a pre-established scenario
characteristic of its policy, began disseminating historical disinformation to pave
the way for its expansionist designs. For instance, in a communication sent to
General William Thomson on January 8, 1919, the Azerbaijani Ministry of
Foreign Affairs distorted historical realities, stating: ““...at no point in history has
the territory composed of the Kars and Batum provinces and the Akhaltsikhe
district ever been part of Armenia or Georgia; therefore, their claims to these

sl “Soviet Armenia”, 06.08.1921.
%2 VYratsian 1982, 243.

3 See Hajiyev 2004, 53.

3 See Hajiyev 2004, 50-51.
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territories possess no legal or moral basis.”® These formations were intended to
act as a strategic link between Baku and Constantinople.*® Driven by these
considerations, M.E. Rasulzade, the leader of the “Musavat” party, made no
secret of traditional Pan-Turkic aspirations. In an editorial titled “The Old
Melody” in the party’s daily Istiklal, he wrote: “The Turk of Azerbaijan, for
example, cannot love Constantinople-with its national monuments, sacred
mosques, and Islamic memorials-any less than the “Constantinople-loving”
French writer Pierre Loti; for every Turk and every Muslim, that city represents
the altar of civilization.”’

In parallel, another Musavatist organ-the daily Azerbaijan, published in
Perso-Arabic script-hastened to fulfill the political mandate of the ruling elite by
publishing provocative anti-Armenian articles filled with inconceivable
fabrications. For instance, in an editorial titled “Be Ready,” the paper employed
maximalist rhetoric to claim inherently Armenian territories as its own. Calling
the Caucasian Tatars to arms in a Pan-Turkic spirit, it wrote: “O, Young Turk...
one by one, the regions of Kars, Nakhchivan, Surmalu, and Sharur are being
torn from us; we have lost them. Our link with the Muslim states of the South
has been severed. Even now, we are unable to fully possess our various
lands.”™® In response to the paper's conspiratorial and insidious conduct, the
Tiflis-based periodical Ashkhavor (The Laborer) wrote: “For Azerbaijan, the
supreme virtue is provocation; it has built its accounts upon provocation, which
has become its very flesh and blood, such that it cannot exist without it.”*°

Thus, it is evident that this military-political process was deliberately
transformed into a policy of anti-Armenian persecution.

On January 8, 1919, an agreement was signed in Western Transcaucasia
between General George Forester-Walker, Commander of the Allied Forces, and
S. Tigranyan, the Foreign Minister of Armenia. According to this agreement, a
British military governor was to be appointed in Kars until the signing of a final
peace treaty, while the civil administration-subordinate to said military governor-

% Hajiyev 2004, 54-55.

% See Knyazyan 2008, 67.

7 «“Ashkhatavor”, 05.04.1919.
38 «“Ashkhatavor”, 08.06.1919.
39 “Ashkhatavor”, 13.06.1919.
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was to be composed of Armenians.*® Colonel Clive Errington Temperley was
appointed to the post of Governor (January-March 1919).* Under this
agreement, the British military governor and the Armenian civil authorities
departed for Kars. However, the Turks met the Armenians with such hostility
and threats that the British advised the Armenian officials to withdraw to
Alexandropol.*> “This incident,” writes Simon Vratsian, “as well as the
Turkophilia displayed by the English on other occasions, caused intense agitation
and indignation in Armenian circles.”*?

On January 14, 1919, the parliament (Majlis) of the “Kars Republic” was
inaugurated in Kars with the participation of 64 deputies; Asad-bek Hajiyev was
elected as its president.**

Following these developments, a second convention was held on January
17-18, 1919, led by Dr. Esad Oktay of Childir.** This gathering included
numerous Muslim delegates infected with Pan-Turkic fervor and an Itthihadist
(Committee of Union and Progress) orientation toward the Caucasus. The
convention aimed to unify the “National Shuras” of all districts into the so-called
“Provisional National Government of Southwestern Caucasia™®(also known as
the Kars Shura). Although complete unification was not achieved, the formation
of this *“government” galvanized the activities of Turkic-Tatar emissaries
throughout the region, who were driven by Pan-Islamic and Pan-Turkic
sentiments. As Stepan Ghorghanyan notes in his memoirs: “The Ottoman
command was in constant communication with Baku, and Azerbaijani emissaries
were incessantly traveling between Kars and Baku via the Ardahan-Tiflis
route.”*’

The architects of this Ottoman puppet “republic” were so convinced of the
viability of their designs that they sought to integrate a unified territory
stretching from Adjara on the Black Sea coast to the Persian border at
Nakhchivan. Accordingly, this was to encompass the regions of Kars and Batum,

40 Vratsian 1982, 243.

4 See Vratsian 1982, 247; see also Virabyan, 2024, 71.

42 See VYratsian 1982, 244.

43 Vratsian 1982, 244.

4 See Hajiyev 2004, 57.

%5 See Hovhannisian 2005, 223; see also Vardanyan 2014, 69.
¢ See Knyazyan 2008, 64-65.

4" Harutyunyan 2018, 32-33.

27



Stepanyan G.

the districts of Akhaltsikhe, Akhalkalaki, Sharur, Nakhchivan, and Surmalu, as
well as the southeastern portion of the Yerevan district.*® “The Muslims of
Kars,” Ruben Ter-Minasyan writes, “employed a different tactical approach than
those in Nakhchivan, Vedi, and other regions... Here, the Shura's objective
appeared to be the preservation of the Muslim presence in the Kars province by
building organization and strength, while avoiding the provocation of Armenians
through premature uprisings; instead, they were to remain patient and await
developments in Turkey. Should Turkey find a favorable opportunity to return to
Kars, they would then be liberated.” It must be noted that Turkish expansionist
aspirations were particularly conspicuous regarding Adjara to the west and
northwest, a strategically vital area on the Black Sea, along with its capital and
port, Batum, the preeminent maritime gateway to the Caucasus, from which
Turkey had withdrawn following its defeat in the World War.>°

Under these dire circumstances, a severe struggle unfolded at the
beginning of 1919 over territories historically belonging to Armenia. The British,
seeking to avoid antagonizing the Muslim population, created various pretexts to
obstruct the Armenians from establishing control over the Kars province.
Furthermore, the Musavat government, adhering to its policy of disinformation,
“...proposed to the British command that Kars be occupied as part of
Azerbaijan, arguing that the region’s population consisted predominantly of
Muslim elements.”!

Emboldened by the anti-Armenian propaganda emanating from the
Ottoman state and Azerbaijan, the leaders of the Kars Shura actively impeded
the return of approximately 100,000 Armenian refugees to their ancestral
lands.>? In a communication dated January 31, 1919, addressed to the Persian
government, Sargis Araratyan, the Envoy of the Republic of Armenia to Iran,
stated: “Following the withdrawal of the Turks, the Armenian government, by a
unanimous decision of Parliament, dispatched half a million refugees to their
homes; one hundred thousand were sent to the districts of Sharur and
Nakhchivan-to their native villages... Unfortunately, the Tatars, instigated by

8 See Hajiyev 2004, 53; see also Hovhannisian 2005; Hajiyev 2010, 337-338.
4% Ruben 1982, 211.

%0 See Mayilyan 2016, 59.

51 “Mshak”, 05.01.1919.

52 See “Mshak”, 24.01.1919; see also Hovhannisian 2005, 223.
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deserting Turkish officers, murdered the first Armenian parliamentarians and
barred the refugees from using the railway to reach their destinations. Those
who arrived in Ghamarlu were massacred, while the survivors were driven back
toward Yerevan.”®® As ARF member and journalist Vazgen Shirakuni attests in
the documentary publication Reconstruction Work in Armenia, 1918-1920:
“...the English smiled more upon the beys and khans of Baku than they heeded
the just grievances of Armenia, failing to protect it from encroachments. While
the “Little Ally” was rising from blood and ashes, they provided no immediate
assistance, not even to ensure the physical survival of the living, nor any real or
direct aid to consolidate its independent statehood.”>*

During its session on March 27, 1919, the Parliament formed a new ten-
member cabinet®® under the leadership of Ibrahim-bek Jangiri (Cihangiroglu)®®,
a former officer in the Tsarist army and a notorious local chieftain. Nearly all
members of this cabinet were Ottoman agents acting in the interests of the
Ottoman state.®’

Entirely Turkish in orientation and under the direct influence of Itthihadist
(Committee of Union and Progress) leaders-specifically Nuri and Halil Pashas®®
— this predatory “republic” adopted the Ottoman flag (a white crescent and five-
pointed star on the left) and declared Turkish as the official language.®®
Furthermore, following the Turkish example, the Caucasian Tatars began to
destroy or appropriate the Christian civilizational heritage of the region. For
instance, the Russian churches in Kars were desecrated, with crescents erected
in place of the crosses atop their low, rounded domes. Notably, Armenian
churches were temporarily spared from such vandalism simply because the
perpetrators were unable to scale their steep, pointed conical domes.®°
Moreover, Governor Clive Errington Temperley, by granting unofficial

53 “Haratch”, 14.02.1919.

54 “Hairenik” 12.07.1923.

% See National Archives of Armenia, f. 275, inv. 25, file 5, fol. 35; see also Hajiyev
2004, 67.

% Ibrahim-bek Jihangir also served as Minister of War of the “Aras-Turkic Republic”
(see Hajiyev 2010, 307).

57 See “Ashkhatavor”, 14.03.1919.

%8 See Lernyan 1926.

59 See Hovhannisian 2005, 223.

60 See “Ashkhatavor”, 29.04.1919.
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recognition to the Kars Shura® and reaching a working agreement with the
“Southwestern Caucasian Republic,” opposed every attempt to appoint
Armenian administrative officials.®> Through its conduct, the British command
effectively facilitated Turkish anti-Armenian activities in Transcaucasia.®®

Numerous facts attest that the Azerbaijani government, capitalizing on these
favorable circumstances, sought to “legitimize” the Kars Shura’s expansionist
claims over territories under the sovereign jurisdiction of the Republic of
Armenia. T. Bekzadyan, the diplomatic representative of the Republic of
Armenia in Azerbaijan, noted the following incident in his diaries: On March 15,
1919, during a visit to the Azerbaijani Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Ismayil-khan Ziyatkhanov, Bekzadyan presented the Armenian government’s
instructions regarding the “close unity of the three young Transcaucasian
republics.” Ziyatkhanov insolently included the so-called “Southwestern
Caucasian Republic” among these states. However, as Bekzadyan writes, he
“...very quickly withdrew [the claim] upon seeing my agitation and
bewilderment.”®*

Beyond the challenges posed to Armenian statehood and territorial
integrity, Azerbaijan was particularly interested in utilizing this artificial entity as
a geopolitical outpost for the vital interests of the “Great Azerbaijan” project-
specifically with the aim of seizing Batum and its port, which opened a gateway
to the Black and Mediterranean Seas. Furthermore, Batum was to be
transformed into a crucial transit point for the export of Baku oil. Another
objective was to establish control over the strategically significant Batum-Baku
railway line. It is no coincidence that among the Transcaucasian republics, only
Azerbaijan recognized and provided material and diplomatic support to the Kars
Shura. Representatives of the Shura consistently submitted reports to the
leadership in Baku.®® Prime Minister Fatali Khan Khoyski even declared that
“...hostility toward that government, regardless of its source, would be viewed
as hostility toward Azerbaijan itself.””®

6! See Vratsian 1982, 244.

62 See Hovhannisian 2005, 225, 228.
%3 See Petrosyan 2004, 26.

% Harutyunyan 2025, 51.

% See Harutyunyan 2025, 122.

56 Hovhannisian 2005, 230.
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Furthermore, it should be emphasized that Azerbaijan-through its
diplomatic representative in the Republic of Armenia since January 29, 1919,
Mamed-khan Tekinski®’-had established a clandestine intelligence network.
Tekinski, an employee of the Azerbaijani Cheka and aptly described by Simon
Vratsian as a “Pan-Turkist figure,” operated a network of agents. Beyond his
formal diplomatic mission, he was effectively engaged in espionage and
maintained direct contact with the leadership of the Kars Shura. This is
evidenced by an encrypted message sent by Prime Minister Fatali Khan Khoyski
on May 5, 1919, which stated: “Establish contact with the Kars government
immediately. Provide them with every type of assistance. Find out what their
needs are; telegraph us so that we may take the necessary measures.”®®

It is also worth noting that the Musavat party, mindful of the British military
governorship in Kars, sought to maximize the efficacy of its intelligence
operations by placing a recruited agent-a Jewish individual proficient in both
English and Turkish-at the Shura’s disposal.®® This agent was simultaneously
tasked with providing intelligence to the Ottoman command. The memoirs of
Stepan Ghorghanyan contain remarkable details regarding this uncovered
operative: “Anticipating the role of the English in the country, the Musavatist
“Caretaker Committee” of Baku had sent this man to Kars in advance to serve
the Shura. This clever son of Israel was concurrently performing espionage

57 See VYratsian 1982, 293. From September 1919 Tekinsky was replaced by Akhverdov
(see “Socialist Revolutionary”, 04.09.1919).

58 Vratsian 2005, 294.

5 |t should be noted that the Soviet authorities of Azerbaijan, which followed the
Musavatists, also involved individuals recruited into their intelligence services in anti-
Armenian activities against Armenia. For example, in early December 1920, a Jewish student,
A. Bandus, arrived in Yerevan from Baku as a member of the “Revolutionary Tribunal” (see
Darbinyan 1972, 539). The document issued to Bandus, written on the letterhead of the
“Supreme Revolutionary Tribunal” of the Azerbaijan SSR, stated: “A.C.C.P. lpencenatens
BEPXOBHOro peBotoumoHHoro TpubyHana. CoeeplueHHo cekpeTHo” (see Stepanyan 2016,
828-829). Bandus directly participated in the massacre of Armenian public and political
figures in Yerevan Central Prison on the night of February 17-18, 1921. This is evidenced by
eyewitness O. Baldwin, son of the Prime Minister of Great Britain Stanley Baldwin, an officer
of the Armed Forces of the Republic of Armenia, journalist, and ARF member. According to
him, on the order of a “short, pale, stuttering, bearded, bespectacled little Jewish commissar
(i.e., A. Bandus),” 25 prisoners were executed (see Baldwin 1933, 129, 139).
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duties for the Turkish commander...”’® What is particularly striking is that
shortly thereafter, this individual defected to the British and began spying on
their behalf. As Ghorghanyan recounts, the agent “very quickly went over to the
English side. When, a month later, the English resolved to disperse the Shura
and arrest its members, the polyglot took a position as a translator for the
English and proceeded to betray his former associates with great skill.”™

Nevertheless, the officials of the Kars Shura spared no effort in their
arbitrary actions. In a bid to establish their territorial claims and “rights” on the
international stage, on the eve of the Paris Peace Conference, Ibrahim-bek
Jangiri-on behalf of the Kars Shura-dispatched telegrams to Woodrow Wilson,
Lloyd George, and Raymond Poincaré. The appeals demanded that the
Conference recognize their rights over Kars, Ardahan, Batum, Olti, Kagizman,
Igdir, and other regions. Furthermore, following a deceptive Turkish modus
operandi, they blatantly falsified demographic data, claiming in the appeal that
the number of Muslims in the aforementioned regions reached 3 million, while
Armenians and Greeks allegedly constituted barely 10%."

Although these demands presented serious political challenges, the leaders
of the Allied nations did not act upon the petition, as it fundamentally
contradicted their own geopolitical interests in Transcaucasia.

In this context, one must also consider the shared position of Armenia and
Georgia regarding the frustration of the Kars Shura’s expansionist ambitions.”
However, it is essential to emphasize that this “diplomatic rapprochement”
occurred against a backdrop of principled differences and distinct political
objectives, particularly following the Armeno-Georgian War (December 9-31,
1918) and the Menshevik government’s chauvinistic policies and territorial
claims toward Javakhk. While inter-ethnic tensions were gradually subsiding,
Armenia’s position was dictated by strategic necessity. Encircled by the Ottoman
state, Azerbaijan, and the pro-Turkish Kars Shura, the route through Georgia

© Harutyunyan 2018, 30.
™ Harutyunyan 2018, 30.
2 See “Haratch”, 11.03.1919; see also Hovhannisian 2005, 224-225.
8 See Knyazyan 2008, 71.
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was of vital strategic importance for Armenia to maintain its connection with the
outside world.™

Despite these factors, the Kars Shura-emboldened by the overt support of
the British in the region and specifically by the patronage of the Ottoman state
and Azerbaijan-began to encroach upon neighboring territories.” This entity
possessed its own armed forces, equipped with artillery and machine guns.
Numerous Turkish officers and soldiers who remained in the area trained the
local Caucasian Tatar population, raising a substantial force.” The number of
these armed forces reached between 18,00077 and 20,000.7® General Yakub
Shevki Pasha™ played a particularly significant role in the formation of these
troops. A. Malkhazov (Malkhasyan), head of the “Information Bureau” within the
Republic of Armenia’s diplomatic mission in Baku, reported the following in his
memorandum dated February 7, 1919: “It is confirmed that this government
[referring to the “Southwestern Caucasian Republic” — G.S.], which includes the
Kars province, Batum, and Ardahan, and claims the Akhaltsikhe district, is
receiving clandestine support from the British government.”®® According to
Malkhazov, the British utilized this maneuver to exert pressure on both Armenia
and Georgia.®

It should be observed that Georgia also maintained claims over the Kars
province, Samtskhe-Meskheti, and Adjara, which led to a severe conflict between
the Georgian government and the Kars Shura.

On November 10, 1918, the Sunni Turks of Samtskhe-Meskheti®?-with the
support of Eyub Halil Bey, commander of the Ottoman 3rd Division-established
an artificial entity known as the Akhaltsikhe “National Shura.” This was followed

™ See History of the Armenians: Key Issues (from Ancient Times to the Present Day),
2000, 372; see also Melkonyan 2003, 310.

® See Torosyan 2016, 106.

6 See Lernyan 1926.

" See “Ashkhatavor”, 14.03.1919.

8 See H. A. 1920.

™ See Harutyunyan 2018, 32. Notably, Yakub Shevki Pasha commanded the so-called
“Kars” grouping of the Ottoman army advancing into Transcaucasia in the spring of 1918,
composed of the 6™ and 1% army corps and several auxiliary units (see Harutyunyan 1984,
169).

8 National Archives of Armenia, f. 223, inv. 1, file 75, fol. 21.

8! See National Archives of Armenia, f. 223, inv. 1, file 75, fol. 21.

82 The ethnoreligious group of Meskhetian Turks... (see Galoyan 2019, 40).
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by the formation of the “Provisional Government of Akhaltsikhe” under the
leadership of Server-bek Atabek Kobliansky®®, which held an exclusively pro-
Turkish orientation. Notably, during the Batum negotiations, the Turks of
Akhaltsikhe and Akhalkalaki sent a formal petition with forty signatures to the
Turkish delegation, demanding the “annexation of these districts to Turkey.”8*

Consequently, the Menshevik government of Georgia also refused to
recognize this artificial formation. The authorities in Tiflis were deeply alarmed
by the Kars Shura’s intentions to subordinate Adjara and Samtskhe-Meskheti.®®
Despite this, the Meskhetian Turks-influenced by the Pan-Turkic propaganda of
Young Turk emissaries and in exchange for several railcars of oil-preferred the
authority of the “Southwestern Caucasian Republic.” This movement was led by
Omar Fayik-Neymanzade (Kipiani), chairman of the “National Committee” of
Samtskhe-Meskheti Muslims, and the Turkish officer Shurut Bey.2®

Furthermore, Omar Fayik-Neymanzade utilized his agents to incite an
armed rebellion against the Georgian government with the aim of its overthrow.
On February 12, 1919, the forces of the Kars Shura, under the command of
Server-bek Atabek Kobliansky, invaded Samtskhe-Meskheti from the Potskhov
sub-district (Ardahan region). Military operations were directed by the Turkish
officer Latif Bey.®” By annexing the districts of Akhalkalaki, Akhaltsikhe, and
Borchalu, the Turks intended to establish a direct link with Azerbaijan while
simultaneously driving a wedge between Armenia and Georgia.®® Following a
heavy defeat of the Georgian forces, Akhaltsikhe fell to the Turkish forces.®®
However, shortly thereafter, on March 7, 1919, Georgian troops succeeded in
recapturing Akhaltsikhe®, followed by the recovery of Ardahan on April 20.

For obvious reasons, official Baku received the military counter-operations
undertaken by the Georgian side with deep dissatisfaction. Azerbaijan sought to
thwart the inclusion of both Samtskhe-Meskheti and the Batum region into the
Georgian state. Consequently, to justify and rationalize the incursion into

83 See Melkonyan 2003, 316; see also Knyazyan 2008, 64.

8 Khatisian 1968, 75.

85 See Mailian 2022 334,

86 See “Haratch”, 02.01.1919; see also “Zakavkazskoe Slovo”, 28.01.1919.
87 See “Haratch”, 04.03.1919; see also Karapetyan 2008, 66.

8 See Melkonyan 2003, 286.

8 See Mayilyan 2016, 62-63.

% See “Haratch” 09.03.1919.
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Samtskhe-Meskheti, Azerbaijan exploited the presence of the Meskhetian Turks,
positioning itself as the guarantor of the interests, rights, and security of its
“ethnic kinsmen.” Under the false pretext of protecting the latter, Deputy
Foreign Minister Ismayil-khan Ziyatkhanov dispatched a telegram on March 8,
1919, to the Georgian Foreign Minister, Evgeni Gegechkori, raising the issue of
“self-determination” for the Meskhetian Turks: “The Government of Azerbaijan
considers it its moral duty to amicably request the Georgian government to
cease all military operations against a people who are kinsmen in ethnicity and
faith to Azerbaijan, and to take all necessary measures to resolve all arising
disputes through peaceful means, mutual agreement, or international
arbitration.”*

Naturally, the Georgian side viewed this move as a blatant interference in
its internal affairs. To neutralize the Turkish-Azerbaijani encroachments, the
Georgian government convened a peasant congress in the district, where they
persuaded the delegates to “declare their loyalty to the Georgian Republic,”
thereby recognizing Samtskhe-Meskheti as an inseparable part of Georgia.®® To
avoid future complications, the Menshevik government intended to alter the
demographic composition of Samtskhe-Meskheti in favor of the Georgians by
resettling several hundred Imeretian colonists in the region.®® In the apt
observation of Academician A. Melkonyan: “the policy of ‘colonizing’ Javakhk
with Georgians had begun.”%*

As previously noted, Adjara also held a uniquely significant strategic
position within the expansionist designs of both the Ottoman state and
Azerbaijan. Consequently, the Georgian government resolved to extend its
authority over Adjara as well, with the objective of permanently annexing the
region to Georgia based on the principle of autonomy.®® In this regard, on
January 15, 1919, the Chairman of the Government, Noe Zhordania, issued a
declaration addressed to the Muslim population of the Batum region, stating: “In
accordance with the will of all the citizens of Georgia and the resolution of
Parliament, and in order to dispel all manner of misunderstandings among us,

9t «“Ashkhatavor”, 15.03.1919.

92 See Mayilyan 2016, 68.

9 See Melkonyan 2003, 318.

% Melkonyan 2003, 318.

9 For a detailed analysis of events in Adjara, see Mailian 2022, 351-386.
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the Government of the Republic of Georgia hereby declares for general
information and most resolutely that it grants autonomy to Muslim Georgia.”°®

In an effort to derail Georgia's initiatives, Baku utilized its consulate in
Adjara to lavishly fund anti-Georgian propaganda throughout the province®. To
implement their conspiratorial designs, the leader of the “Musavat” party, M.E.
Rasulzade, resorted to a cunning maneuver: he inducted his associate from
Adjara, Ahmed Hamdi-bek Karaaghazade,®® into the Azerbaijani Parliament as a
member of the Musavat faction. This was intended to demonstrate to the
international community that ““...Muslim Georgia already has its representatives
in the Azerbaijani parliament, and Adjara is nothing more than a mere province
of Azerbaijan.”®® Furthermore, to realize these plans, the Musavat government
even plotted to organize an *“Adjarian uprising” against Georgia through its
consul in Batum.'®®

Returning, however, to the subsequent course of events unfolding in Kars.
From the end of April 1919, the policy of the British command in Transcaucasia
shifted significantly in favor of the Armenians.’®* According to Anton Denikin,
this circumstance was conditioned by “the sharpening of Anglo-Turkish relations
and the expansion of the Pan-Islamic movement in Central Asia.”*® Taking into
account the undisguised lIttihadist orientation of the “Southwestern Caucasian
Republic,” Governor Colonel Clive Errington Temperley became convinced that
they had acted prematurely in surrendering Kars to the Turko-Tatars. The Turks
no longer deferred to the British military governor and pursued a steadfast
objective: to “emancipate themselves from all external oversight, including that
of the British command.”'°® The Muslim leadership in Kars subsequently became

% “Haratch”, 17.01.1919.

9" See Mayilyan 2016, 74.

% Karagazade (1893, Batum — Constantinople). Later he settled with his family in Con-
stantinople. In 1917 he returned to Baku. He collaborated with the newspapers “Achiq S6z”
and “istiglal”. He was a member of the Transcaucasian Seim. After the establishment of
Soviet power in Azerbaijan, he moved to Constantinople, where he worked on editing M. E.
Rasulzade’s newspaper “Yeni Kafkasya” (see Ahmad 2018, 101-103).
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so emboldened-and indeed, so insolent-that they began to openly disregard and
treat with contempt not only the authority of Colonel Clive Errington
Temperley,’®* but also the directives of his successor, General Werner Asser.'%®
Following prolonged consultations on April 2 and 3, 1919, in Batum with
General George Francis Milne, Commander-in-Chief of the British forces in the
Near East and Black Sea region, William Thomson was compelled to reach a
decision to overthrow the Kars Shura. On April 12, General George Allen
Preston-who had succeeded General Werner Asser-attended a regular session
of the Shura, where he arrested its leaders and formally dissolved the entity.'%®
For obvious reasons, the governments in Baku and Constantinople received the
news of the collapse of the fabricated “Southwestern Caucasian Republic” with
deep dissatisfaction.!®’

By agreement between the Armenian government and the British High
Command, it was decided to seize the city through combined Armenian-British
forces. On April 23, 1919, the joint Armenian-British troops advanced via the
railway and the main highway; entering Kars without encountering resistance,
they secured the city!®® thus eliminating the self-proclaimed “Southwestern
Caucasian Republic” that had entrenched itself in the heart of Armenia, and
through decisive action, re-establishing legitimate authority.’°® The three-
member Shura-presided over by Mamed-bek Alibekov,"® who operated under
the directives of the “Musavat” party in Baku-attempted to offer resistance.
However, the British arrested the Shura members and other prominent Turkish
figures, totaling approximately 150 individuals. They were subsequently
deported to Tiflis and the island of Malta.™ In a telegram dispatched on April 24

104 On March 2, 1919, Clive Errington Temperley arrived in Yerevan as a military rep-
resentative.

105 See Denikin 1925, 231.

106 See “Ashkhatavor”, 17.04.1919; see also Hovhannisian 2005, 239.

197 See Torosyan 2016, 109.

108 See Petrosyan 2004, 34.

109 See Khatisian 1968, 156; see also “Ashkhatavor”, 29.04.1919: “Ashkhatavor”,
29.04.1919.

10 Mamed-bek Alibekov was from the village of Huseynkend in Surmalu district. Dur-
ing the rule of the Armenophobic district governor Boguslavsky, he served as his secretary.
After the October Revolution of 1917, he found refuge in Kars (see Harutyunyan 2018, 30).

Il See “Ashkhatavor”, 03.05.1919; see also “Ashkhatavor”, 23.05.1919; History of the
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to the Armenian mission in Tiflis, the Prime Minister of Armenia, Alexander
Khatisian, stated: “Our troops have occupied Kars. The administration is being
organized throughout the district. Regular life is being restored. The refugees
are returning.”® On May 2, the Arpachay-Sarykamish railway passed into
Armenian control, and regular traffic commenced on May 4. On May 9,
Armenian forces occupied Merdenek, and by May 13, they entered OIti and
Kaghyzvan without encountering resistance. On May 10, Alexander Khatisyan
and General Keith Maitland Davie arrived in Kars, where they were received
with great solemnity."®* The Kars Governorate-General was established. The
British official, [Captain] Wolke, was appointed as the military representative,
while Stepan Ghorghanyan was named Governor.* Thus, the short-sighted
adventure of the Kars Shura came to an end, and the entire Kars province was
united with the Republic of Armenia.

The transition of the Kars province to the jurisdiction of the Republic of
Armenia was met with open hostility by the ruling circles of Azerbaijan. It is no
coincidence that Ali Mardan-bek Topchubashev, the head of the Azerbaijani
delegation in Paris, set the anti-Armenian propaganda machine in motion. On
September 1, 1919, he dispatched a special note of protest to the President of
the [Versailles] Peace Conference, stating: “The Azerbaijani delegation is
anxiously awaiting the recognition of its country's independence, yet at this very
moment, an intervention is occurring against the authority of the Peace
Conference; the borders of Caucasian Azerbaijan are being forcibly reshaped,
and its inhabitants are becoming refugees in their own homeland (sic!). News
has now been received that the Kars province, the Erevan province, the
Nakhchivan and Sharur-Daralagez uyezds [districts], and part of the Erevan
uyezd have been annexed to the Republic of Armenia.”"®

It is evident that Topchubashev, through a declaration filled with falsehoods
and deceptive content, was attempting with preconceived intent to “legitimize”
the delusional territorial claims presented to the [Versailles] Peace Conference.
Beyond any doubt, Topchubashev's statement was programmatic in nature,
exposing the full extent of the delegation's fraudulent activities and objectives. It

12 «Ashkhatavor”, 30.04.1919.

113 See Vratsian 2005, 247-248.
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illustrated the scale of the expansive and hostile actions undertaken by the
Musavatists against the Republic of Armenia. In the same spirit of falsification
and distortion, the Azerbaijani government also dispatched a note of protest to
the President of the Peace Conference in Paris, providing forged demographic
and statistical data regarding the Kars province.'® Notably, Topchubashev’s and
the Azerbaijani government’s fabrications and slanders continue to be circulated
today, in one form or another, within official Azerbaijani “historiography” and
state propaganda.

It should be observed that even after the dissolution of the Kars Shura, the
“Musavat” intelligence network continued to operate underground for a
significant period. According to the testimony of Governor Stepan Ghorghanyan:
“Baku’s Musavat still maintained its organization within the Kars province; it had
its secret agents here. If previously they had collaborated with the Shura and,
under its name, coordinated the Pan-Islamic movement, today these adventurers
had to appear in a different guise and in a different form.”*’

Parallel to the regulation of the situation in the Kars Shura, the issues of
Ardahan and OlIti were also on the agenda. The Musavat government had
established an extensive intelligence network among the Turkish-speaking
inhabitants of these areas as well, seeking to realize its expansionist ambitions
through the guise of so-called “self-determination.” Under the financial
patronage of the latter, the self-proclaimed “Minbashi” Jafar-bek, who led a
marauding band of approximately 150 men, was constantly “...in negotiations
with the Turks of Baku, receiving funds from Baku, sheltering Turkish
emissaries arriving from Baku, and kneading some sort of Pan-Islamic dough in
those remote and wild mountains.”® However, as Governor Stepan
Ghorghanyan recounts in his memoirs, these individuals represented the
misguided and naive strata of the people. “It is quite interesting,” he writes,
“that while all these adventurers were extorting gold from Baku’s Musavat and
receiving instructions from there, they did not truly know what objectives they
were pursuing. The “self-determination” plague of the era had misled even
these opportunists; recognizing the sovereignty of neither the Turks nor

16 See Hasanli 2011, 454.
" Harutyunyan 2016, 168.
8 Harutyunyan 2016, 255.
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Armenia, they dreamed of creating separate domains of power within their own
mountain gorges...”"°

As subsequent events demonstrated, Northern Ardahan passed to Georgia,
while OIti practically remained under Turkish control-despite the fact that the
British, prior to their withdrawal from the Kars province, had intended to annex
Olti to the Batum district.'?°

“Aras-Turkic Republic” (also known as the *“Eastern Caucasian
Republic” or the “Republic of Sharur”)

It should be noted that amidst the ongoing conspiratorial actions against
Armenian statehood, the Ittihadists had developed another plan within their
secret political arsenals: to subvert Armenia from within and partition it,
pushing forward various programmed scenarios tailored to the political climate.
Within the framework of this policy, in late November 1918, the Caucasian Tatar
khans of Nakhchivan-certainly not without the knowledge of the Ittihadists-under
the leadership of Eyub Halil Bey, the former commander of the Turkish 3™
Division, first [advanced toward] Igdir,’* and subsequently, with Nakhchivan as
its center, they proclaimed the artificial state entity known as the “Aras-Turkic
Republic” (also referred to as the “Republic of Sharur”). A puppet provisional
government was even formed, presided over by Amir-bek Narimanbekov
(Zamanbekzade).'?

The territory encompassed the districts of Nakhchivan and Sharur-
Daralagez, as well as the regions of Sardarapat, Ulukhanlu (how the Masis
region), Vedibasar, and Meghri.*?® According to the Eriean-based ARF official
newspaper Zang: “The Turks living in the districts of Sardarapat, Surmalu,
Ghamarlu, Sharur, and Nakhchivan have formed the *“Republic of Aras” and
declared their independence. At the head of the “Republic of Aras” stand beys,
aghalar, notorious bandits, and ghochis.”*?* The governing body of this self-
styled *“republic,” which maintained an Ittihadist orientation, had also

9 Harutyunyan 2016, 255.
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proclaimed Turkish as the official language and adopted the Ottoman flag as its
own.

In early 1919, Amir-bek Narimanbekov was replaced by another Azerbaijani
agent, Jafarkuli Khan Nakhchivanski,’® who possessed significant influence
among the Muslim population.’®® Primarily situated upon the roads connecting
various regions of the country, this “independent” entity frequently paralyzed
the nation’s external and internal communication routes, placing the Republic of
Armenia in a dire situation.

Under conditions of diplomatic and political struggle surrounding the
preservation of the Republic of Armenia’s statehood and territorial integrity-
specifically concerning Nakhchivan-the commander of the British armed forces
in Transcaucasia, Major General G. Forestier-Walker, issued an order on
January 26 [1919] to establish the Sharur-Nakhchivan Governorate-General.'?’
On February 4, in Erevan, an agreement was signed between Captain F. Lawton-
a Scotsman and head of the British diplomatic mission-and the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Armenia, S. Tigranyan. Under this accord,
Sharur and Nakhchivan were established as distinct military provinces
[governorates] pending a final resolution of the issue at the Paris Peace
Conference. Captain Lawton was subsequently appointed as the head of the
Nakhchivan Governorate-General.’?® At Lawton’s proposal, the southern part of
the Erevan district [uyezd]-extending to the Vedi River-was included within the
territory of the [Sharur-Nakhchivan] Governorate-General. While the Armenian
civil administration was to remain in place there, the Armenian military forces
were to be withdrawn.'?®

It should be noted that alongside these developments, the actual power in
the region remained in the hands of the local khans. Furthermore, the latter
were even patronized by the [British] Governor. As stated in a report sent on
February 28, 1919, by B. Bahatryan, the representative of the Republic of
Armenia attached to the Governorate-General-to S. Tigranyan: “...they [the

1% Jafargulu Khan Nakhchivanski (1859-19297?). After the Sovietization of Azerbaijan,
he moved to Iran.
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British officials — G.S.] treat the Turks very leniently, to the extent that the
British orders themselves are not being carried out...”.**°

It is evident that this “independent republic,” established in the heart of
Armenia and enjoying the patronage of both the Ottoman military-political
leadership and the British command, had also organized its own armed forces
with far-reaching objectives. A Turkish military force of 400-500 men was
concentrated in Nakhchivan, created with the assistance of Eyub Halil Bey and
five Turkish officers under his command.’® Furthermore, at the initiative of
Azerbaijani officers, trained armed forces had been formed from the Caucasian
Tatar population.’®® Receiving military and political support from the
government of Azerbaijan, the “Aras-Turkic Republic” began to act with greater
decisiveness.

Notably, as the latter’s positions strengthened, the Musavatist government-
whose expansionist expectations remained unfulfilled-developed yet another
plan. Taking more practical steps to resolve the issue of this Muslim entity in its
own favor, and simultaneously aiming to increase its role, [Baku] began to
employ the newly-invented name “Southwestern Azerbaijan” instead of the
“Aras-Turkic Republic.”**?

Incidentally, we cannot fail to draw the reader’s attention to an essential
circumstance: much like the former leader of Azerbaijan, Heydar Aliyev, his son-
the current president-driven by the frenzy of Pan-Turkic ideology, continues to
this day to persistently refer to the Republic of Armenia as “Western
Azerbaijan.”**

Thus, the trajectory of Azerbaijan’s expansionist policy has essentially
remained unchanged. In other words, the policy of the “Yeni Azerbaijan” party,
led by [the Aliyevs], is closely linked to the ideological roots and bloody activities
of the *“Musavat” — imbued with Pan-Turkism. We shall address this anti-
Armenian propaganda more comprehensively in its relevant section.

Returning to the matter at hand, it is clear that the objective of the
Musavatist government was transparent: to categorize Armenia, situated to its
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west, as the “western historical territory” of the artificially created entity of
“Azerbaijan.” Their vision was to gradually seize and then annex it to the
Azerbaijani formation, where, according to the Musavatists, “Turkic culture had
been sufficiently prepared.”® Thus, it was no coincidence that the article titled
“On Azerbaijan and Turkey,” published in the April 21, 1920 issue of the
London daily The Times, unmasked the expansionist ambitions of the so-called
“Southwestern Azerbaijan.” Detailing its territorial claims, the article reported
that it was comprised of “parts of the Erevan province, as well as parts of the
Tiflis province (the districts of Akhaltsikhe and Akhalkalaki).®®

Furthermore, Azerbaijan’s predatory territorial ambitions were embodied in
the forced declaration of the “Unification of Southwestern Azerbaijan and the
Republic of Azerbaijan,” which sought to spread “from sea to sea”.

To Azerbaijan shall be annexed: Adjara, reaching as far as Batum and
extending through Lazistan to the Black Sea.*’

The annexation of Armenian Mountainous Karabakh to the Republic of
Azerbaijan.

The unification of the Lankaran-Mughan Republic with Azerbaijan.'®®

Revealing these aforementioned aspirations of the Musavatists, the author
of the article concluded: “...the local leaders of Azerbaijan are already dreaming
of a “Great Azerbaijan,” which is to extend from Terek through Dagestan to
Karabakh, Persian Karadagh, Tabriz, Maragha, and as far as
Saujbulagh®°*° (emphasis ours - G.S.).

It is undeniable that all these Musavatist actions were directed and dictated
by the Ottoman state and were intended to serve the realization of the “Great
Azerbaijan” project.

M.E. Rasulzade, who maintained close cooperation with the Kemalists and
was well-acquainted with their military-political plans, publicly announced in one
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of his speeches on April 8, 1920, that the Ottoman state intended to realize the
creation of “Great Azerbaijan” simultaneously through two directions. “Turkey
sets the task for itself,” he said, “to create Southwestern Azerbaijan from
parts of the Erevan and Tiflis provinces (Akhaltsikhe and Akhalkalaki districts)
and parts of the territories of the proclaimed Republic of Azerbaijan. After
Southwestern Azerbaijan and Adjara are annexed to Azerbaijan, along with
the Muslim populations of Terek, Dagestan, Karabakh, Persian Karadagh,
Tabriz, and Maragheh, they will-together with Southwestern Azerbaijan-form
Great Azerbaijan under the tutelage of Turkey.”'*

Undoubtedly, much is revealed in this statement for a correct
understanding of the “Great Azerbaijan” project-a strategic blueprint
formulated within the Kemalist-Musavatist diplomatic circles.

Based on these general considerations, the writer and public figure Hakob
Khojamiryan, exposing the Pan-Turkic conspiratorial plans of the Kemalist-
Musavatists against the Republic of Armenia, wrote: “It was only yesterday that
Turkish officers, Azerbaijani emissaries, and a number of irresponsible
individuals were operating in the regions of Kars, Zangezur, and lIgdir, inciting
anti-state movements and shedding innocent blood. This was necessary for the
[Fatali Khan] Khoyski group and their satellites to raise a needless clamor and
demonstrate that the Armenian and Turkic laboring populations allegedly cannot
live side-by-side; therefore, it is “necessary” to sever several regions from
Armenia and annex them to Azerbaijan.”

The author continues: “What a “beautiful idea”; for in that way, they “will
be able” to unite Azerbaijan with Turkey, Persia, and other Muslim countries,
realizing their long-standing ideal-the Pan-Islamic movement and state (meaning
the Oghuz state — G.S.). And today they... no longer hide their true face,
bringing forth the project to create Pan-Turanism.”'*?

“The same was confirmed by the newspaper Vperyod, published by the ARF
Central Committee in Baku. Revealing the plans pursued by the Kemalists and
Musavatists, and rightly tracing the ideological roots of their expansionist policy
to Pan-Islamic and Pan-Turkic ideologies, the newspaper wrote in its editorial
titled “Pan-Islamists”: “Observe with what vigor and skill they are organizing

“! Yartanyan 1959, 297-298; see also Sargsyan 1964, 492; see also Simonyan 1991,
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and arming themselves in the territory spanning from Trebizond to Batum; see
how they are encircling Armenia in a firm ring of “independent” Muslim states-
Southwestern [the Shura], Ordubad, and Azerbaijan. You will be convinced
that at the opportune moment, Pan-Islamism will in an instant crush Armenia,
which is driven like a wedge into the Muslim world, and they will unite Turkey
with Azerbaijan, Dagestan, Turkestan, Kyrgyzstan, and Bashkiria.”**®

“The expansionist tenets of Azerbaijan’s Musavatist government,
particularly its overt aspirations toward indigenous Armenian territories, were
explicitly expressed in the government’s “declaration” presented by Prime
Minister Nasib-bek Usubbekov during the parliamentary session on April 14,
1919, marking the republic’s first anniversary. It stated: “...alongside the issue
of our independence, we are faced with other, no less important challenges.
One of these challenges is the problem of ensuring the territorial integrity (sic!)
of Azerbaijan. You are aware that the Lankaran district, an inseparable part of
Azerbaijan, is still in foreign hands. ...In the parts belonging to us (sic!) in the
Erevan and Tiflis provinces, we encounter pretenders who wish to extend and
establish their authority over those regions.”**

“Incidentally, during the same session, M. E. Rasulzade, the leader of the
Musavat party faction, addressed the assembly and gave his unconditional
approval to the government’s declaration. Responding to deputies Behbud Khan
Javanshir and Khosrov-bek Sultanov, who had asked why “the declaration
remains silent on the issue of Karabakh,” he cynically declared: “Interrogating
a government that has a territorial dispute in the Erevan province regarding
Karabakh makes no sense. Because a government that is advancing toward the
Erevan province cannot reach there without passing through the mountains of
Karabakh. There is no Karabakh issue, just as there is no Baku issue.”*®

It is not difficult to observe that the Musavatist government and parliament-
harboring maximalist aspirations toward the territorial integrity of Armenia and
considering the issue of Artsakh “settled” through a veiled mindset-further
reinforced this stance with Nasib-bek Usubbekov’s declaration during the same
parliamentary session: “Karabakh constitutes an indisputable part of

143 “vperyod”, 09.04.1919.
144 «Ashkhatavor”, 27.04.1919.
145 «Ashkhatavor”, 30.04.1919.

45



Stepanyan G.

Azerbaijan”**® through such insolent declarations, they consistently attempted to
realize the “Great Azerbaijan” project. Regarding the “Baku issue” mentioned
by Rasulzade, he undoubtedly referred to the question of the city’s ownership-a
guestion that, according to him, had been *“solved” through the mass genocide
of the indigenous Armenian population, who were among the true creators of
Baku’s civilizational character and the foundational drivers of its universal
development. The fact that the Musavatist government was in conspiratorial
contact with the “Aras-Turkic Republic” within the framework of the “Great
Azerbaijan” project-and that its political course was, to a significant extent,
formulated in Baku within the Musavat stronghold-is evidenced by the regular
special missions of a highly empowered delegation. Led by the educator and
playwright Huseyin Javad Efendi, this delegation frequently traveled by express
train from Nakhchivan to Baku on special assignments.'#

In order to implement their insidious plans against Armenia, the prominent
figures of the “republic”-led by Bahram-khan Nakhchivanski,'“® the chairman
of the provisional government and minister of foreign affairs-proceeded with
practical measures. In mid-March 1919, they departed from Nakhchivan for
Baku to receive instructions for their future activities from the Musavatist
government, specifically regarding the appointment of a governor-general
within the self-proclaimed “republic.”*® The delegation conducted negotiations
with F. Khan-Khoyski and W. Thomson regarding the potential discussion of
Nakhchivan’s future status at the Paris Peace Conference.’® The newspaper
Mshak, presenting numerous facts regarding Azerbaijan’s anti-Armenian
conspiracies, wrote: “Azerbaijan’s diplomats are gradually bringing their hidden
and astonishing “talents” to light. ...Simultaneously, they recognize the

146 «“Ashkhatavor”, 10.05.1919.

47 See “Azerbaijan” 24.02.1919; see also “Mshak”, 12.03.1919.

148 Bahram Khan Nakhchivanski was born in 1872. He was educated at the Tiflis Real
School. From 1899 to 1904 he served in Nakhchivan as assistant city police officer. From
1898 to 1903 he was honorary inspector of the Muslim school of Nakhchivan. He held the
ranks of collegiate secretary and court counselor. From January 1919 he served as chairman
of the provisional government and foreign minister of the “Aras-Turkic Republic”. At the end
of 1919 he was a representative of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Azerbaijan. In 1920 he
emigrated to Iran and settled in Tabriz.

149 See “Azerbaijan” 28.02.1919.

150 See Hajiyev 2004, 121-122.
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existence of “Southwestern Azerbaijan” headed by Khan-Nakhchivanski, and
by honoring his mediation, they release tea, soap, and other goods for the
Muslims of the “Erevan province.”

Although the existence of that artificial entity was terminated on May 14,
1919-when, with the entry of Armenian troops, Sharur-Nakhchivan officially
passed under the control of the Republic of Armenia,®* nevertheless, with the
active support of the Musavatist government, Bahram-khan Nakhchivanski
continued his “diplomatic” conspiratorial activities, driven by the urge to make
the “republic” a reality in the political life of Transcaucasia. In early September
1919, Bahram-khan Nakhchivanski traveled from Baku to Tiflis to meet with
representatives of the British command, who “...expressing their approval for
the annexation of the mentioned districts to Azerbaijan, promised to report this
to the Versailles Conference.”*® According to the official newspaper of the
Musavatist government, “Azerbaijan”, “regarding that issue, a fundamental
agreement has almost been reached between the government and the British
command.”*

During his stay in Tiflis, on September 9, 1919, Bahram-khan
Nakhchivanski also met with the Allied High Commissioner in Armenia, Colonel
William Haskell of the U.S. Army.”*> They presented to him [Colonel Haskell]
a ten-point “memorandum” written by the Musavatist government in Baku,
which stated in part: “Considering that every nation has the right to
independence and to take its rights and destiny into its own hands, the regions

151 “Mshak”, 15.03.1919.

152 See Yeprikyan 2016, 119-120; see also Charlotte 2010, 171. The dissolution of this
self-proclaimed entity and the measures undertaken by the government of the Republic of
Armenia to counter Turkish-Azerbaijani encroachments in Nakhchivan will be discussed in the
relevant section of this study.

153 “Azerbaijan”, 28 (15).02.1919.

154 “Azerbaijan”, 28 (15).02.1919.

155 W. Haskell, appointed Supreme Commissioner of Armenia by the Council of Five of
the Paris Peace Conference on July 5, 1919, and confirmed in that post by Georges Clemen-
ceau, remained in office until August 17, 1920, replacing General James Harbord. For a more
detailed account of W. Haskell’s activities, see Hovhannisian 2014, 231-244; Makhmuryan
2017, 49-75.
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of Surmaly, Vedi-Basar, Milistan,”® Sharur, Nakhchivan, and Ordubad
consider themselves an inseparable part of Azerbaijan. The people of these
regions demand from both the Government of Azerbaijan and the Allied High
Commissioner for Transcaucasia that they no longer be subjected to the status
of subjects of Armenia; otherwise, they would prefer to die with honor, weapon
in hand, than to be dishonorably destroyed at the hands of Dashnak bandits.”

The “memorandum” concluded with the proposal that “...until the final
disposition of the Paris Peace Conference, a provisional status be established
under the control of the High Commissioner [meaning W. Haskell — G.S.], on
the condition that the aforementioned regions are not severed from Azerbaijan
(sic!).”®7

As follows from the logic of the “memorandum”-specifically its concluding
thought-the Musavatists, through a distortion of reality, attempted to “prove” to
W. Haskell that the aforementioned regions had allegedly belonged to
Azerbaijan and should now “not be severed from Azerbaijan.” This maneuver by
the Musavat party pursued a far-reaching goal. The objective was more than
clear: first, through a masked game, to have the so-called “Southwestern
Azerbaijan” recognized as an “inseparable part of Azerbaijan” under the aegis
of the American mission, thereby creating a legal basis for its future formal
annexation. Regarding this, S. Yratzian wrote: “It is understandable that such
petitions and “facts” were bound to influence the American, Haskell, who was
neither familiar with Caucasian conditions and customs, nor possessed the
shrewdness of an Englishman experienced in governing colonies.”**®

Copies of the so-called “Memorandum” were also dispatched to the British
High Commissioner, John Oliver Wardrop.® As it becomes evident, the British
command in Transcaucasia, proceeding from its long-term geopolitical
objectives, had adopted a blatantly pro-Azerbaijani stance.’®® Encouraged by
British assurances, the Musavatist government, in March 1919, appointed a

156 Milistan-Millidarasi was a district in the Yerevan uyezd of Yerevan Province, in the
Garnibasar police district (see Dictionary of place names of neighboring regions of Armenia,
vol. 3, Yerevan, 1991, 819).

57 Yratsian 2005, 306.

158 Yratsian 2005, 307.

5% John Oliver Wardrop was appointed High Commissioner of Great Britain in Trans-
caucasia on July 22, 1919.

160 See Lernyan 1926.
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certain Samid Jamalinski as the governor of “Southwestern Azerbaijan” in
place of Bahram-khan Nakhchivanski. From January 1920, his assistant was the
notorious Armenophobe, Khosrov-bek Sultanov.'®

In conclusion, although the project to transform these self-invented
“republics” into permanent outpost entities failed after their dissolution, the
Ottoman state did not abandon its conspiratorial plans, shifting its focus to other
Armenian territories. As the daily Ashkhatavor witnessed: “Following the fall and
disintegration of the Young Turks’ forward positions-the republics of Akhaltsikhe,
Kars, Nakhchivan, and Aras-they began to concentrate their forces in the
regions of Erzurum, Karabakh, Van, and Trabzon, where, by order of the
Young Turks, it is highly probable that new “republics” will be established. The
knot of this conspiracy is centralized, on one hand, in the capital of Azerbaijan,
and on the other, deep within Tachkastan'®?: While initiating the implementation
of that plan during the days of the Second Sivas Congress (September 4-11,
1919), Nuri Pasha appealed to the commander of the Turkish 15" Corps, K.
Karabekir, with the aim of creating a single unified “republic” to preserve and
protect the regions of Kars, Batumi, and Ardahan. Karabekir, considering the
execution of such an idea inopportune at that time, advised Nuri Pasha to move to
Azerbaijan and support the Kemalist movement from there.'®® The fact cited by
the daily Ashkhatavor (The Laborer) is noteworthy, stating that the Ottoman state,
“...in its hour of agony, is exerting its final efforts from Dagestan to Erzurum
and Sivas, and from Turkestan to Ardahan and Batumi, to find support for itself
through a unified Muslim movement.””64

Conclusion

Having been defeated in the First World War, the Ottoman Empire,
following the Armistice of Mudros (October 30, 1918), was compelled to
withdraw its troops from Transcaucasia, including the occupied territories of
Eastern Armenia, and retreat to the borders of 1914. Nevertheless, the Ottoman
state undertook the creation of “independent” entities in strategically important
centers, Kars, Nakhchivan, Ardahan, and even Samtskhe-Meskheti (including the

161 See “Chakatamart”, 20.06.1920; see also “Razmik”, 21.06.1920.
162 «“Ashkhatavor”, 15.06.1919.

163 See Gafarov 2004, 241.

164 «“Ashkhatavor”, 08.02.1920.
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districts of Adigeni, Akhaltsikhe, and Aspindza), in the form of “Muslim National
Councils” (shuras, from Persian: council), as well as smaller local units, namely
local “shuras.” Among these Turkic-Tatar entities were also the so-called
“Republic of South-Western Caucasus” (“Kars Republic”) and the “Aras-Turkic
Republic” (“Republic of Eastern Caucasus™ / “Sharur Republic”). These self-
proclaimed entities, encouraged by the Ittihadists and the Musavatists, were
entirely directed against the Republic of Armenia. They were intended to
become local governments, enabling the Ottoman state, even after the
withdrawal of its troops, to preserve its influence in the region and to prepare
the ground for the eventual return of the Turks. Nevertheless, through its
strategic program of creating Muslim “independent” entities within the territory
of the Republic of Armenia, the Ottoman state aimed, by means of these
formations, to encircle Armenia and Georgia with a densely Turkish-Tatar—
populated zone. This policy of territorial expansion was embedded within the
broader concept of establishing a “Greater Azerbaijan™ state.

As a result of the decisive actions of the Government of the Republic of
Armenia, the existence of the aforementioned self-proclaimed “republics” was
brought to an end. On April 23, 1919, Armenian-British forces entered Kars,
abolishing the self-styled “Republic of South-Western Caucasus,” which had
entrenched itself in the heart of Armenia, and through decisive measures
reestablished legitimate authority. The existence of the artificial entity known as
the “Aras-Turkic Republic” was terminated on May 14, 1919, when, following the
entry of Armenian troops, Sharur—-Nakhchivan officially came under the control
of the Republic of Armenia.
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Abstract

The study of various examples of genocide is impossible without studying
their causes and preconditions. Criminal regimes are guided by specific
motives and narratives when implementing genocidal policies. The perpetrators
of genocide attempt to justify their criminal actions against specific groups with
ethnopolitical, religious, socioeconomic and other “justifications”. Modern
genocide studies focuses on the comparative analysis of the causes and
preconditions of various genocides, seeking to identify both their common
features and specific characteristics.

The purpose of this article is to conduct a comparative analysis of the
causes and preconditions of the Armenian Genocide in the Ottoman Empire
and the genocidal acts committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Based on this
goal, the objectives are to examine the discriminatory policies against the
Armenian population of the Ottoman Empire and the Christian population of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, to explore the ideological preconditions for the crimes
committed and to examine the preparatory processes that preceded them.
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Keywords: Armenian Genocide, Ottoman Empire, Pan-Turkism, Yugoslavia,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, genocidal acts.
Introduction

Over the course of centuries, a system of government developed in the
Ottoman Empire in which the Christian population was deprived of equal rights
with Muslims. While the punishment for killing a Muslim by a Muslim was death,
killing a non-Muslim by a Muslim was not subject to any punishment. The
testimony of non-Muslims in Ottoman courts did not have the same evidentiary
value as that of Muslims. Armenians, like other Christians of the empire, did not
serve in the Ottoman army and were generally forbidden to have weapons.!
Thus, in the Ottoman Empire, a disenfranchised status was formed for the
Armenian population, which was effectively placed outside the law.?

Before the Ottoman conquest, Bosnia and Herzegovina was inhabited by
two main groups: Serbs and Croats (Catholic Serbs), while the Muslim
population was small. Although the Croats living in Boshia were a minority, they
nevertheless had their own state entities.®> After the establishment of Ottoman
rule, the Christian peoples of Bosnia and Herzegovina also began to be
subjected to religious discrimination.

1. Discriminatory policies against the Armenian population of the
Ottoman Empire and the Christian population of Bosnia and Herzegovina

During the reign of Sultan Abdul Hamid Il (1876-1909), along with mass
pogroms, a policy of religious persecution and forced Islamization of the
Armenian population of Western Armenia was carried out. As a result of this
policy, some of the Armenian population was forcibly converted to Islam. In
1895, 40 Armenian villages were destroyed in the Erzurum Valley, their
population was exterminated and only the inhabitants of three villages survived,
which were forcibly Islamized.* The Armenians who renounced the apostolic
faith hoped that at least religious persecution against them would cease and they
would receive equal rights with Muslims.® However, the goal of Islamization was

! Gunter 2011, 2-3.

2 Gunter 2011, 18.

% Slavic peoples of South-Eastern Europe and Russia in the 18" century 2003, 62.
* Nersisyan 1983, 83-84.

® Simonyan 1986, 245.
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not to equalize the rights of former Christians, including Armenians, with
Muslims, but to assimilate the latter.

With the establishment of Turkish rule, the demographic picture in Bosnia
and Herzegovina began to change significantly, as a policy of Islamization of the
Serbian population was pursued. As a result of this policy, some Serbs were also
forced to convert to Islam in order to avoid religious persecution, as well as to
enjoy the rights, economic and political privileges granted to Muslims.®
However, despite the conversion of some Serbs to Islam, Serbs continued to
constitute a stable ethnic and religious majority in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
According to the 1879 census, 42.87% of the population of Bosnia were
Orthodox Serbs, 38.73% were Muslims, and 18.08% were Catholic Croats.”
Despite the Turkish authorities' policy of Islamization, Croats expressing
separatist sentiments oriented themselves toward Zagreb, seeking to unite the
Bosnian territories with the Croatian state, while Muslims were in the process of
searching for their own identity. Most Muslims of Slavic descent, after adopting
Islam, gradually began to identify themselves with the Turks, creating their own
unique way of life and culture. Constantinople became a more familiar center
for them than Belgrade or Zagreb.® Thus, the so-called “Bosniaks™ or “Bosnian
Muslims” were not a separate ethnic group, but descendants of former Serbs
and Croats who were Islamized during the Ottoman rule.

Despite their disenfranchised position, Armenians played a significant role
in the development of the Ottoman Empire’s economy, as they held leading
positions in the country's crafts and trade.® The German missionary and public
figure J. Lepsius noted regarding the participation of Armenians in the trade of
the Ottoman Empire that the bulk of import trade was controlled by the largest
Armenian trading companies, which had their branches in the commercial and
industrial centers of Europe. The bulk of the Ottoman gold imports through the
empire's main ports, amounting to 15 million, was carried out by Armenian
traders.!° Based on the fact that Muslims, and Turks in particular, who lacked
certain knowledge and skills, considered crafts and trade to be unworthy

8 Guskova 2001, 220.

" Valev 1996, 9.

8 Ralic 1992, 5.

° Sahakyan 1990, 12.

0] epsius 1965, 247-248.
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spheres of activity for themselves and preferred military or government service,
until the end of the 19" century, the economy of the Ottoman Empire was
predominantly developed by non-Muslim peoples. At the same time, Muslims,
primarily Turks, abused their privileged position, used their positions and
weapons for the purpose of plundering and appropriating the property of the
non-Muslim population.! However, from the end of the 19" century, the
Ottoman authorities began to pursue a policy of ousting non-Turkish enterprises
from the country’s economy and the formation of a Turkish national
bourgeoisie, which was accompanied by anti-Armenian propaganda, the essence
of which boiled down to the fact that the Armenians had unjustly enriched
themselves at the expense of Muslims, therefore, it was necessary to severely
punish and physically destroy them in order to return property from illegal
possession to Muslims.?? It is characteristic that even after the mass pogroms
and forced Islamization of the late 19" and early 20™ centuries on the eve of the
First World War, compared to the Turks, Kurds and Circassians, Armenians in
Western Armenia continued to be a relative majority, making up 38.9% of the
total population.®

It is obvious that, unlike the Armenians, the Christian population of the
Balkans did not play such a significant role in the socio-economic life of the
Ottoman Empire, however, the uniform discriminatory tax system also extended
to the Christian population of the Balkan Peninsula, in particular, the Serbs of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, which first led to the latter’s exorbitant debts, and then
to the loss of real estate and property, which passed to local Muslim officials.*
The empire’s judicial system also allowed the local Muslim elite to legalize the
seizure of Christian lands through false lawsuits.”® For Christians, the only way
to preserve their ancestral lands and their status as property owners was often
to convert to Islam. It’s no coincidence that the main cause of the 1875 uprising
in Bosnia and Herzegovina was also exorbitant taxes.

Another manifestation of discriminatory policies towards Christian peoples
was the process of changes in the administrative-territorial units of Western

! Matosyan 2005, 7.

2 Khudaverdyan, Saakyan 1995, 20.
13 Sahakyan 1990, 12:

“ Ekmetic 1973, 45-52.

5 Ekmecic 1973, 54-55.
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Armenia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, the purpose of which was the mixing of
ethno-religious groups, some of which found themselves in different
administrative units surrounded by another hostile group, which led to clashes
between these groups

From the mid-1870s, the Turkish authorities began more radical changes to
the administrative borders of Western Armenia, which continued until the early
1890s. The Ottoman Empire sought to create administrative units in which
Armenians and Christians in general would not constitute a majority. In 1877,
the Van district, separated from the Erzurum province, together with the Hakiari
region, became a separate province, which was later joined by the Mush district.
The Kharberd district, which separated from the Diyarbakir province, also
received the status of an independent unit, to which the Malatya district was also
transferred from the Diyarbakir province in 1882-1883. In 1880, the new
province of Bitlis was formed from the separated neighboring counties of the
Van and Diyarbakir provinces. The Shapin-Karahisar district, which had been
part of the Trebizond province, was transferred to the Sebastia province in the
early 1880s. Thus, by the end of the 19th century, the administrative system of
Western Armenia consisted of the provinces of Van, Bitlis, Erzurum, Diyarbakir,
Kharberd and Sebastia, which remained unchanged until the First World War.*®

The territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina within the Ottoman Empire was
initially included in the province of Rumelia and divided into the counties of
Bosnia, Herzegovina (Hersek) and Zvornik (lzvornik). In 1580, the Ottoman
authorities created a separate Bosnian province, which was in turn divided into
the districts of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Later, as part of subsequent
administrative reforms throughout the empire, the region was divided into two
provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, including the district of Novi Pazar.!” Both
when changing the administrative borders of Western Armenia and when
dividing the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the imperial authorities sought
to achieve a numerical superiority of Muslims in the provinces and districts, as
well as to disperse the Serbian population across different administrative units.

With the policy of Islamization of the Serbian population and artificial
changes to the administrative borders of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Ottoman
authorities planted deep roots of hatred between Orthodox and Islamized Serbs,

18 History of Armenia, vol. lIl, 2010, 448-450.
" Koller, Karpat 2004.
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between whom, even after liberation from the Ottoman yoke, violent clashes
continued based on historical hatred.

After the Balkan Wars (1912-1913), the territories of Bosnia and
Herzegovina were liberated from Ottoman rule, but the struggle for leadership
in the region intensified between Serbs, Croats and Muslims under the
patronage of one or another great power. The Balkan Peninsula became an
arena for struggle between the German-Austrian alliance and Russia. The
Balkans served as a link to the Asian provinces of the Ottoman Empire, where
Germany was expanding, while Russia supported the Serbs, who sought to
reunite Bosnia and Herzegovina with Serbia.’® At the end of the First World
War, the Kingdom of Serbs, Slovenes and Croats emerged, which in 1929
became known as Yugoslavia, where during the Second World War a brutal and
bloody civil war was waged between the Croats and Muslims on one side and the
Serbs on the other. Later, Yugoslavia, following the model of the Soviet Union,
transformed into a federal state with a centralized government, which, similar to
the Ottoman Empire’s policy towards the Armenian population, was guided by
the principle that the administrative division of the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina should be carried out in such a way that the Serb population
should be dispersed among various administrative units, surrounded by Bosnhian
Muslims and Croats. The policy of discrimination against the Serbian population
and artificial administrative divisions of the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina
by the central authorities of Yugoslavia led to the fact that the Muslims, who
already constituted the majority there, formed a coalition with the Croats against
the Serbs.® The Croats did not forget that some regions of Bosnia and
Herzegovina had once been under the rule of the Croatian state and sought to
restore their position in these territories, while the Muslims hoped to create
their own state in which there would be no place for the Serbs.?®

According to the 1981 census, in the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Muslims already constituted a relative majority of the population — 39.5%, and
Serbs — 32.2%%. It is noteworthy that the Muslims of Bosnia and Herzegovina
were also recognized by the Yugoslav authorities as a separate ethnic group of

18 Leshchilovskaya 1994, 52.
% valev 1996, 14-15.

20 Ralic 1992, 6.

2 Ralic 1992, 3.
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“Bosniaks™. In the context of the anti-Serb discriminatory policy pursued by the
central authorities, some of the Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina began to
identify themselves as Yugoslavs, as a result of which an “ethnic” group of
Yugoslavs appeared in the population census, which initially constituted only
1.17% of the population, but then steadily increased in proportion to the
decrease in the number of Serbs.?

2. ldeological preconditions for the genocidal policy towards the
Armenians of the Ottoman Empire and the ethno-religious groups of Boshia
and Herzegovina

It is obvious that both during the Armenian Genocide in the Ottoman
Empire and in the case of the genocidal acts committed in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, nationalist ideologies were used for the psychological and
propaganda preparation of future crimes, with which radical masses were
directed against specific ethno-religious groups.

The policy of the Ottoman Empire authorities towards non-Turkish peoples,
and primarily Armenians, was carried out on the basis of a racist ideology that
went through the stages of transformation “Pan-Islamism” — “Pan-Osmanism” —
“Pan-Turkism”.

The implementation of policies based on the ideology of “Pan-Islamism” led
to the forced Islamization of some disenfranchised non-Muslim peoples,
including the Armenians of the Ottoman Empire, who were thus seeking to avoid
brutal oppression and persecution.?® This ideology, however, did not lead to the
expected result, so the Young Turk Party, which came to power in 1908,
proposed uniting all the peoples of the Ottoman Empire into a great “Ottoman

nation».?* The new ideology of “Pan-Osmanism” was in fact an attempt to turn
the entire population of the empire into so-called Ottomans, based on the
language, customs and traditions of the dominant Turks, regardless of religious
and ethnic affiliation.”® However, not only non-Muslim peoples, who in addition
to their faith had to renounce their identity, did not want to put up with this, but
also Muslims, who were against the formerly disenfranchised Christians being

# | eshchilovskaya 2003, 58.
2 Gamelen, Bron 1995, 30.
% Zarevand 1993, 35.

% Safrastyan 2009, 85-90.
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given equal rights with them and thereby depriving them of their superiority
over them.?

Taking these sentiments into account, at the 1911 congress of the Central
Committee of the Young Turk Party, a decision was made to move to the
ideology of “Pan-Turkism”, which, under the slogan “Turkey for the Turks”,
implied the Turkification, and if impossible, the physical liquidation of the non-
Turkish peoples of the Ottoman Empire.?” Along with the implementation of the
ideology of “Pan-Turkism”, another key component of the criminal policy of the
Armenian Genocide was the desire of the Turkish authorities to finally
appropriate the homeland of the indigenous Armenian people by physically
eliminating them in Western Armenia.”®

In parallel with the mass extermination of Armenians, the Turkish
authorities initiated the process of Turkification of toponyms in Western
Armenia. According to the first article of the new government program of
January 5, 1916, it was proposed to change all Armenian, Greek and Bulgarian
names of provinces, villages, mountains, rivers and other geographical names in
the empire to Turkish ones.?® This further confirmed that one of the main
motivations of the Turkish authorities for carrying out the Armenian Genocide
was the final appropriation of the Armenian homeland — Western Armenia.

Similar ideological transformations are also observed in the policies of
various regimes that controlled the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina in
certain historical periods. The consequence of the policy of the Ottoman Empire
authorities based on the ideology of “Pan-Islamism” was the Islamization of part
of the Serbian population of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Already during the
Second World War, under the regime of A. Paveli¢ in the puppet Croatian state
created by Germany on the basis of Nazi ideology, the Croatian UstaSe and
Bosnian Muslim forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina exterminated hundreds of
thousands of not only Serbs, but also Jews and Roma, and about 200,000
indigenous Serbs were forced to leave their homes.®® In the Jasenovac
concentration camp alone, more than half a million Serbs were exterminated. In

% Marukyan 2010, 21-22.
7 Avagyan 2013, 21.

% Marukyan 2014, 271.

2 Akcam 2015, 68.
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addition to mass extermination, the Serb population was also driven into
uninhabited areas of eastern Bosnia, Herzegovina and Krajina. As a result of the
mass pogroms and ethnic cleansing of Serbs during the Second World War,
their population declined significantly, and the balance among the various
ethno-religious groups in the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina also
changed.® In a later period, the communist authorities of Yugoslavia,
supposedly guided by internationalism and the equality of all peoples, in fact
harshly and irreconcilably fought against Serbian nationalism and encouraged
Croats and Muslims.*?

During the disintegration of Yugoslavia and the formation of independent
states, pan-Islamic ideas began to spread again among Bosnian Muslims. The
newly-appointed leader of the Bosnian Muslims, Alia Izedbegovic, presented his
political program in the work “Muslim Declaration”, which stated that the
independence of Bosnia was an intermediate goal, while the main goal was
considered to be establishing cooperation with all Muslims of the world to create
a common Muslim state in Europe.®®* According to Izedbegovic's program,
Bosnia and Herzegovina initially needed to be separated from Yugoslavia, after
which, already in an independent state, Muslims would constitute the majority,
ensuring a high birth rate and later unite with other Muslim states.® It is
obvious that Izedbegovic's ideas on creating a single Muslim state in Europe
were directed against Christian peoples and, first and foremost, the Serbs, who,
in his opinion, stood in the way of an independent Bosnia and Herzegovina and
therefore were subject to destruction or expulsion from its territory.3®

Immediately before the onset of mass crimes both in the Ottoman Empire
and during the disintegration of Yugoslavia, a process of “victimization” was
observed in the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, when an image of an
enemy was artificially created in the person of a specific ethno-religious group,
which automatically became a victim of future crimes.*® The process of

3! Guskova 2001, 220.

32 Simic 1993, 79.

3 Gibbs 2009, 111.

34 Yugoslavia in Flames: Documents, Facts, Comments (1990-1992). Modern History of
Yugoslavia in Documents 1992, 24.

% Matveev 2001, 206-207.

% Harf 1995, 25.

72



Causes and Prerequisites of the Armenian Genocide and Genocidal Acts...

victimization preceded the policy of extermination of the Armenian population of
the Ottoman Empire in the preparatory stage of both the pogroms organized by
Sultan Abdul Hamid in 1894-1896 and the genocidal policy of the Young Turks,
when the Turkish authorities blamed the Armenians for all the troubles of the
Ottoman Empire.®” Before the Armenian pogroms of 1894-1896, the “bloody
sultan” Abdul Hamid Il used Islam as a means of inciting Muslim Turks and
Kurds against Christian Armenians. Propaganda against Armenians was
conducted through sheikhs and mullahs, who in various settlements across the
country incited Turks and Kurds against the infidel Armenians. The Armenians
of the empire were portrayed as servants of the Christian world, hostile to the
Ottoman Empire, who were to be exterminated.®®

In Bosnia and Herzegovina, there were also instances of victimization when
anti-Serb propaganda began in Muslim media, which resulted in the Serb
population becoming a target for Muslims. On September 26, 1991, the Muslim
newspaper “Vecernji Novosti” stated that Serbs would have to accept the fact
that they would live in a Muslim country, deprived of the right to create public
organizations and parties, would be able to appear in public places only with
special passes and buy food only in places specially designated for them.>°

3. The preparatory stage of the Armenian genocide in the Ottoman
Empire and genocidal acts in Bosnia and Herzegovina

In parallel with the development of nationalist ideologies, the ruling Young
Turk Party created paramilitary structures tasked with coordinating the actions
of state bodies and security agencies during the Armenian Genocide. To this
end, the Young Turk Party Central Committee established the “Special
Organization” (“Teskilat-i Mahsusa™), funded by the state treasury, quickly
increasing its membership to 30,000. In order to increase the number of this
structure, the Young Turks even resorted to the help of criminals.*® Criminals
who had committed the most serious crimes were released from prisons and
promised pardon if they rendered a service to the Turkish nation and empire.

" Marukyan 2010, 43.

% Safrastyan 2009, 163-165.
3% Guskova 2001, 228.

40 Dadrian 1999, 65-80.
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Behaeddin Shakir, a member of the Central Committee of the “Union and
Progress” Party and head of the eastern branch of the “Special Organization™,
was held responsible for organizing the deportation and extermination of the
Armenian population of Western Armenia.** Thus, the organizational
preparation for the genocidal policy towards the Armenians by the beginning of
the First World War was practically complete and only a signal was needed,
which was the beginning of the First World War.

The process of the disintegration of Yugoslavia and the declaration of
independence of the former Soviet republics was accompanied by military
actions between armed units of various ethno-religious groups. The largest and
most brutal war was in Bosnia and Herzegovina (1992-1995), involving Bosnian
Muslims, Serbs and Croats, which followed the independence referendum in
that republic. This resulted in a shift in refugee flows and a change in the
composition of the population of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia. According
to the 1991 census, 43.7% of the population of Boshia and Herzegovina were
Bosnian Muslims, 31.4% were Orthodox Serbs and 17.3% were Catholic Croats*?
and of the 36,600 inhabitants of Srebrenica, where the tragic events took place,
75.1% were Muslims and 22.6% were Serbs*®. As expected, the Muslim-Croat
majority voted for the dissolution of Yugoslavia and the independence of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, while the Serbs boycotted the referendum because they
feared a repeat of the mass pogroms committed against them by Muslims and
Croats during World War 1l in the territories of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Serbian Krajina*. Insisting on their right to self-determination, the Serb
population of Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the support of Serbia and
Montenegro, proclaimed the Republika Srpska, which was subsequently planned
to be united with Serbia, which Muslims and Croats regarded as a violation of
the territorial integrity of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

To avoid military clashes, the Serbs proposed transforming Bosnia and
Herzegovina into a confederation, each of whose constituent entities would
include territories populated by Muslims, Croats, and Serbs. Negotiations
between representatives of the three groups began in Lisbon to discuss these

4 Avakyan 1999, 76.
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proposals.* However, the unexpected announcement by the EU and the US of
recognition of the independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina on April 7, 1992,
led to the failure of the Lisbon negotiations, and on the same day, A.
Izedbegovi¢ ordered all Muslim armed units to prepare to defend the territory
of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

If the start of the Armenian Genocide was the outbreak of the First World
War, then the spark that ignited the civil war was the act of recognition of the
independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina by the EU and the US, which led to
mutual genocidal acts and ethnic cleansing.

Even before the start of the civil war, armed formations of Croats, Bosnian
Muslims and Serbs had already been concentrated in certain areas of Bosnia
and Herzegovina. Most of the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina — the eastern
and central regions — was controlled by units of the Yugoslav army, consisting of
local Serbs, about 30% of the country’s territory — mainly the western regions
bordering Croatia — was under the control of Croatian forces.*® Only 20% of
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s territory was controlled by Muslim forces numbering
about 20,000 people, of whom only 10,000 came as volunteers from Turkey,
and more than 2,000 from Malaysia, Pakistan, Algeria, Libya and other Muslim
countries.*” After the intensification of military action, the Croats and Muslims
began to coordinate their forces and then came out against the Serbs as a
united front.*®

Conclusions

Based on a comparative analysis of the causes and preconditions of the
Armenian Genocide in the Ottoman Empire and the genocidal acts committed in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, it can be concluded that the crimes committed share
many similarities. Discriminatory policies of various regimes underpinned both the
Armenian Genocide and the crimes committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The
manifestation of this policy in the Ottoman Empire was not only the forced
Islamization of the Christian population, in this case, Armenians and Serbs, but
also the artificial fragmentation of the administrative units of Western Armenia

45 Gibbs 2009, 111.

46 Ralic 1992, 5.

47 Guskova 2001, 279.
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and the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The administrative division of
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s territory was reminiscent of the Ottoman Empire’s
policy of reorganizing the provinces of Western Armenia, when neighboring
territories with a Muslim population were artificially annexed to provinces and
districts with a predominantly Christian population, or these areas began to be
actively settled by Muslims from other regions.

Similarities are also evident from an ideological perspective. While the
policy of mass extermination of Armenians was initially based on the ideology of
pan-Islamism, and later on pan-Turkism, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
genocidal acts and ethnic cleansing committed by Muslims against Serbs were
based on lzedbegovic's ideas for the creation of a unified Muslim state in
Europe. The Serbs’ retaliatory criminal actions against Muslims were also
carried out on the basis of nationalist ideas about the creation of a united
Serbia, which would include the Republika Srpska of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

In both cases, the intervention of external forces served as an additional
trigger for genocidal acts and ethnic cleansing. The exploitation of the Armenian
Question by the great powers, not so much for the purpose of resolving it but
rather to pursue their own interests in the Ottoman Empire, further incited the
Ottoman authorities to commit mass extermination of the Armenian population not
only in their historical homeland, Western Armenia, but also in other Armenian-
populated regions of the empire. The recognition of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s
independence by the EU and the US inspired Muslims led by Izedbekovi¢, as well
as Croats, to take radical action against the Serbs, which led to harsh retaliatory
actions by the latter, which included genocidal acts and ethnic cleansing.

It is obvious that the ten-year time gap between the Armenian Genocide and
the crimes committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as the civilizational
aspect associated with the peculiarities and specific conditions of the historical
development of the indigenous Armenian people in Western Armenia and the
peoples of the Balkan Peninsula, undoubtedly left their mark on the causes,
preconditions and preparatory stages of these crimes. Based on the above, in
the causes, preconditions and preparatory stages of the Armenian Genocide and
the crimes committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina can be identified the following
main differences:

1. If the Armenian Genocide was planned and carried out by the authorities
of the Ottoman Empire, then on the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, at
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certain stages of the confrontation between Bosnian Muslims and Croats on one
side and Serbs on the other, mutual genocidal acts were carried out. Thus,
during the Second World War, under the Nazi regime of A. Paveli¢, the Croatian
UstaSe and Bosnian Muslim forces exterminated hundreds of thousands of Serbs.
Therefore, during the disintegration of Yugoslavia and the declaration of
independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Bosnian Serbs feared a possible
repetition of these processes, and therefore insisted on their right to self-
determination. During the civil war in Bosnia and Herzegovina, these fears were
fully confirmed, as both Bosnian Muslims and Croats committed genocidal acts
and ethnic cleansing against Serbs, and Serbian units committed against
Muslims, which led to significant human losses and refugee flows on both sides.
Despite the fact that the International Court of Justice recognized only the mass
murder of Bosnian Muslims in Srebrenica as genocide among all the crimes
committed on the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia convicted Bosnian Serb
commanders for this crime, the actions of the latter can to some extent be seen
as retaliatory measures to previous and/or ongoing crimes committed by
Muslims against the Serb population.

2. The Armenian Genocide in the Ottoman Empire was carried out in the
context of the First World War, and mutual genocidal acts between Bosnian Mus-
lims and Croats on the one hand and Serbs on the other took place during the
civil war in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

3. If the start of the First World War was the signal for the Ottoman Empire
to commit the Armenian Genocide, then the trigger for the start of the civil war,
mutual genocidal acts and ethnic cleansing of both Croats and Muslims against
Serbs, and Serbs against the Muslims of Srebrenica was the recognition of the
independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina by the EU and the United States.

4. Before the genocidal acts and ethnic cleansing, the Serbs and Boshian
Muslims had statehood, and the armed forces of these opposing sides were
approximately equal in size on the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which
cannot be said about the Armenian population of the Ottoman Empire, which
became victims of genocide.
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Abstract

Joseph Wolff (1795-1862), a British missionary of German-jewish origin,
wrote six travel accounts about his journeys to Eastern countries. During these
travels, he considered it necessary to record the populations of the various
peoples living in the places he visited, including Armenians. In this respect, his
travelogues constitute an exceptional source for clarifying the quantitative
picture of the Armenian population in the first half of the nineteenth century,
both in Eastern and Western Armenia, as well as in neighboring and other
regions (the Ottoman Empire, Persia, the Middle East, Afghanistan, and India).

In particular, in his works Missionary Journal of the Rev. Joseph Wolff,
Missionary to the Jews and Researches and Missionary Labours among the Jews,
Mohammedans, and other sects, by the Rev. Joseph Wolff, he recorded the
number of Armenian inhabitants in the cities and villages he visited. Thus,
according to his data, there were 8,000 Armenian families in Karabakh, 114 in
Baku, 4,000 Armenians in Shapin-Garahisar, 5,000 in Sivas, 130,000
Armenians in Constantinople, 40 families in Kabul, 1,000 Armenians in British
India, and so on.

When noting the number of Armenian inhabitants in the cities and villages
he visited, Wolff almost always distinguished between Apostolic and Catholic

* The article has been delivered on 16.03.2026, reviewed on 19.03.2026, accepted for
publication on 30.04.2026.

© 2026 The Author(s). This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the
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Armenians, and often found it necessary to indicate the number of clergy as
well.

Considering that Joseph Wolff, as a missionary, was in contact with
Armenian ecclesiastical and educational figures and obtained his information
from them, the data he provides may be regarded as at least largely reliable.

Keywords: Joseph Wolff, travel accounts, Armenians, rural population,
Ottoman Empire, Mesopotamia, Persia.

Introduction

The British missionary of German-Jewish origin Joseph Wolff (1795-1862)
was one of many Jewish converts who served as clergymen in the Anglican
Church and became among the most notable figures of their time. He was
probably the most widely traveled British missionary of the 19th century: he
visited not only Europe but also the United States, Africa (Egypt and Abyssinia),
and especially the East (the Ottoman Empire, Persia, Mesopotamia, Central Asia,
India, and others), often more than once-an exceptional phenomenon for
travelers of that era.

Joseph Wolff was born in Bavaria into the family of Rabbi David Wolff. At
the age of eleven he left home, wandered for six years, and then entered the
Lutheran Lyceum in Stuttgart. At eighteen, having embraced Christianity, he
became a Catholic priest. He studied the languages of the Near East at the
universities of Tubingen, Vienna, and Cambridge, after which he pursued
theology and missionary training at the Roman College. Being in constant
disagreement with the Catholic Church, he was excommunicated and expelled
by the Inquisition for his heretical views. A decisive role in Wolff’s subsequent
fate was played by his meeting in Rome with the English banker, political figure,
and writer Henry Drummond (1786-1860), better known as one of the founders
of the Catholic Apostolic, or Irvingite, Church. Drummond invited him to join
him and collaborate.

The twenty-four-year-old Wolff departed for England and, this time joining
the Anglican Church, began working for the British and Foreign Bible Society! in

! The British and Foreign Bible Society, also known simply as the Bible Society, was
founded in 1804 as an interdenominational Christian biblical charitable organization whose
aim is to make the Bible accessible throughout the world through translations, publications,
and the promotion of biblical literacy.
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London. Two years later he began his extensive missionary travels: first in 1821—
1826, visiting Egypt, the Sinai Peninsula, Jerusalem, Aleppo, Mesopotamia,
Persia, Georgia, and Crimea. In 1828-1834 Wolff again traveled to the East,
visiting the Ottoman Empire, Central Asia, Afghanistan, and India. His third
journey along the same route took place in 1836-1838, and in 1843-1845, while
in northern Iran and Turkestan, he set out in search of two missing British
officers.

Beginning in 1824 and continuing until the end of his life, Joseph Wolff
published six substantial travel books. In them he described the various
countries and peoples he visited, among whom Armenians could hardly fail to
appear. Alongside well-known facts, they contain valuable testimonies
concerning the size of the Armenian population in Eastern and Western
Armenia and in many places beyond the Armenian world, their places of
residence, shrines, and many other realities; they also provide assessments of
the Armenian people and mention several prominent figures of the time.

The current article presents the information recorded by Joseph Wolff on
the number of Armenians in Armenia proper and in various countries.

Armenians in Wolff’s Travel Notes of 1821-1824

Joseph Wolff published the account of his first missionary journey to the
East (1821-1824) in 1824 as a separate volume entitled Missionary Journal and
Memoir of the Rev. Joseph Wolff, Missionary to the Jews. The book was
republished with some editorial changes in 1827 as the first volume (without the
indication “vol. 1”), followed by the second and third volumes issued
respectively in 1828 and 1829.

While in April 1823 in the Holy Land, Wolff, describing Nazareth, noted
that at present there were no Jews living there, but about 1,000 Catholics, 400
Greeks, and a small number of Armenians.? Further, speaking of the inhabitants
of Damascus, Wolff mentioned 200,000 Muslims, 4,000 Rabbinic Jews and
three families of Karaite Jews, as well as 12,000 Christians—Greeks, Catholics,®
Syrians, and Armenians.*

2 See Wolff 1828, 150.

3 Here and hereafter, by the term “Catholics,” Wolff refers to all Eastern Christians of
the Roman Catholic confession.

4 See Wolff 1828, 184.
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In a letter written in 1824, Wolff reported that he had been in the town of
Bir (now Birecik, Turkey) on the Euphrates, where “Here are likewise twenty-
five Armenian Christians, with three priests.”® Continuing his journey toward
Urfa (now Sanliurfa, Turkey), Wolff visited the local Armenian bishop and
testified that the city was inhabited by 200 Syrian and 2,000 Armenian families
possessing two large and ancient churches.®

While on the territory of present-day Iragq, Wolff noted that “There are in
the whole about five hundred Christian houses, consisting of Armenians,
Armenian Catholics, Syrians, and Syrian-Catholics, and Chaldean Catholics.””
He then reported on the Armenians of Basra: “There are at this place twenty-
five families of Armenian Christians, who are from the land of Persia, who
speak both Armenian and Persian, and some few English, those immediately
about British residency. They have one church and one priest.””®

In an entry dated 24 July, Wolff devoted eleven pages (pp. 346-357),
arranged in seventeen points, to a conversation in the form of questions and
answers with the Armenian bishop of Basra concerning the Armenian people
and, in particular, the Armenian Church. Among other questions he asked:
“Where are the Armenians now chiefly established?” To this the bishop
responded with the following list of places (we retain the original forms,
providing the correct spelling and contemporary names in parentheses):

1. Teflis (Tiflis-Thilisi); 2. Tabriz; 3. Amedea (Amid-Diyarbakir); 4. On the
banks of Euphrates; 5. Karabakh;® 6. Bayazed (Dogubayazit); 7. Erwan
(Yerevan), “near Ararat;” 8. Ech-Miazin (Echmiatsin); 9. Waan (Van); 10.
Warmi (Urmia); 11. Moosh (or Toron [Taron]); 12. Kars; 13. Erzeroon (Erzurum);
14. Tokat; 15. Mekhre; 16. Bambag (Pambak); 17. Arsangan (Yerznka-Erzincan);
18. Khoi; 19. Salmast; 20. Hakhbat; 21. Shatakh; 22. Mook (Moks-Muikis); 23.
Constantinople; 24. Passan; 25. Paloo (Bolu); 26. Akhalzkha (Akhaltsikhe); 27.
Arabkir; 28. Maskkir; 29. Thermakzag (Chemshkatsag-Cemisgezek); 30.

5 Wolff 1828, 232.

5 See Wolff 1828, 235.

" Wolff 1828, 289.

8 Wolff 1828, 308.

9 In one of his later travel notes, when mentioning Karabakh (Artsakh), Wolff-seemingly
foreseeing the unfounded claims that more than a century later would emphasize its Armeni-
an character—considered it necessary to note that it forms part of Armenia (“station called
Shushee, in the province of Carabagh, in Armenia Major”: Wolff 1860, 364).
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Khoshab (Hosap); 31. Archez (Arjesh-Ercis); 32. Kalat (Khlat-Ahlat); 33. Arzke
(Artske-Adilcevaz); 34. Paghesh (Baghesh-Bitlis); 35. Tshabagtschur (Japaghjur-
Bingol); 36. Hayuzzur Ayoz Dzor (Girpinar), “where Haik fought the battle
against Bel, and Bel was killed and buried there;” 37. Astrachan; 38. Lankoran
(Lankaran); 39. Gelan; 40. Antab (Gaziantep), “in Turkey;” 41. Sis (Kozan),
“where the Patriarch resides;” 42. Marash (Kahramanmaras); 43. Orfa
(Sanliurfa); 44. Seitoon (Zeitun- Suleymanli); 45. Kaisari (Kesaria-Kayseri); 46.
Ispahan; 47. Shiraz; 48. Bassora (Basrah); 49. Abushir; 50. Bombay; 51.
Calcutta.™®

As can be seen, the list of Armenian-inhabited places is presented rather
unsystematically, mixing together regions of Armenia proper, neighboring
countries, and settlements of the diaspora.

In the third volume of his travel notes" Wolff reported in detail on the
Armenians of Persia: “To Julfa belong several Armenian districts near it: 1.
Tarmahal (Charmahal — A.B.), two days distant from Ispahan. 2. Fereidoon,
three days distant from Ispahan, in which are fourteen villages inhabited by
Armenians. 3. Porporat, in which there are eleven Armenian villages. 4.
Kabala, with fourteen villages. 5. Kamara, with five Armenian villages. 6.
Kaasas, with seven Armenian villages: Hamadan also belongs to the archbishop
of Ispahan. There are at Hamadan, fifteen Armenian houses, with a village,
Shawareen, where eighteen families of Armenians are residing. ....There are, at
Caboul, in the land of the Afghans, likewise forty Armenian families, who are
under the Archbishop of Julfa too.”*? As about the Armenians of New Julfa, Wolff
provides old and new numbers: “New Julfa, once inhabited by twelve-thousand
families, is now inhabited by scarcely five-hundred families of Armenians.”*®

Wolff also mentioned the population of Ooromea (Urmia), which he
estimated at 15,000 inhabitants, among them Muslims, 300 Jews, 300
Nestorians, and sixty Armenian families.!* Among the Armenian-inhabited

10 Wolff 1828, 345-346.
1 See Wolff 1829.

12 Wolff 1829, 89-90.

3 Wolff 1829, 99.

4 See Wolff 1829, 152.
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localities of the Urmia region he also named Tamalabad, “inhabited entirely by
Armenians, among whom | distributed Armenian Psalters and Testaments.”*®

Entering the territory of Armenia, Wolff regularly recorded the number of
its Armenian inhabitants. The number of Armenian families in Old Julfa (Jugha)
he indicated as fifty. From there he proceeded to “Nakhshawan” (Nakhchivan),
which, according to him, was inhabited by 200 Armenian families and had three
priests. Visiting Erivan (Yerevan), Wolff noted that there were four churches,
twelve priests, and 500 Armenian families. In a note he added that his friend
Major Monteith informed him that the number of Armenians in Erivan amounted
to 5,000 persons.’® After staying in Etchmiadzin, Wolff departed for the village
of Masdara, “entirely inhabited by poor Armenians, consisting of about twenty
families, who have two priests and one church.”"’

Five days later Wolff reached Tiflis. There he met Major Monteith, who
provided him his notes containing the demographic data on the population of
Russia and neighboring country, including Armenians. Thus, according to
Monteit, “At Karabakh are 8000 families of Armenians. The province of Shake
contains 2700 Armenian families, containing 7933 men and 6893 women;
Bakoo contains 114 families, making 348 males and 209 females; Shirvan
contains 1688 families of Armenians, forming a population of 5337 males,
4643 females. The city of Teflis contains 2931 Armenian families, forming 7696
males, 6836 females. The country of Georgia contains 12041 families of
Armenians (Teflis excluding), making 29274 males, and 34027 females.”*®

Departing from Tiflis to the Ottoman Empire, Wolff in Constantinople met
the Armenian Patriarch Karapet, who informed him that there were 130,000
Armenians in the city.’® Arriving in Bursa, he noted that 1,050 Armenians lived
there. Three days later he reached Muhalitsh (Muhalich, modern Karacabey),
where 300 Greek and Armenian families resided.*®

5 Wolff 1829, 149-150.
16 See Wolff 1829, 186.
7 Wolff 1829, 189.
8 Wolff 1829, 192.
19 See Wolff 1829, 292.
20 See Wolff 1829, 317.
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Armenians in Wolff’s Travel Notes of 1835

In 1831 Wolff once again undertook a journey to the Ottoman Empire, then
to Persia, the Russian Empire, and British India, and in his travel notes—
alongside other information-he again everywhere reported data on the number
of Armenians and on his personal encounters with them. His next travel work
was published in London in 1835 under the title Researches and Missionary
Labours among the Jews, Mohammedans, and other sects, by the Rev. Joseph
Wolff, during his travels between the years 1831 and 1834, from Malta to Egypt,
Constantinople, Armenia, Persia, Khorossaun, Toorkestaun, Bokhara, Balkh,
Cabool in Affghanistaun, the Himmalayah mountains, Cashmeer, Hindoostaun,
the coast of Abyssinia and Yemen.?

In this travelogue he first mentioned Armenians in the entry of 21 February,
when he arrived in Adalya (Antalya) and indicated the number of local Armenian
inhabitants-150 persons?. In an entry of 3 March, he noted that he met an
Armenian priest in Bultur or Burdur who told him that 500 Armenians lived in
the settlement.? In the entry of 6 March Wolff reported that there were 280
Armenian houses in Konya,?* 10,000 Armenians in Kayseri, and 25,000 in the
surrounding villages. The number of Apostolic Armenians in Kitahya he
indicated as 3,500, and of Armenian Catholics as 2,500.%° In Bursa he noted
15,000 Armenians and 3,000 Armenian Catholics; in Nicomedia (izmit) 2,000;
in the Torbalo district 1,000; and in Nali-Han 500 Armenians.?® The number of
Armenians in Angoroo (Ankara) he gave as 250, while Armenian Catholics
numbered 15,000. “The latter were converted to the Catholic religion, one
hundred and fifty years ago. ... The Armenian Catholics have twenty-two
Priests. If you ask an Armenian Catholic, whether he is an Armenian, he replies:
‘No, | am a Kotolok (Catholic — A.B.).”%" Wolff’s testimonies that Armenian
Catholics considered themselves not Armenians but just Catholics once again
confirm the alienated character of certain strata of Armenian Catholics.

2 Wolff 1835.

2 See Wolff 1835, 8.

2 See Wolff 1835, 9.

% See Wolff 1835, 10.
% See Wolff 1835, 13.
%6 See Wolff 1835, 15.
2 Wolff 1835, 16.

89



The Number of Armenians in the First Half of the 19" Century...

Continuing his route, Joseph Wolff visited Isthanos, situated six hours’
journey from Ankara, describing it as “an interesting place, inhabited by 5,000
Armenians, who speak only the ancient Armenian language.””® Here, by
“ancient Armenian,” the author most likely meant the literary language rather
than the classical grabar proper. In the settlement of Galatshik he mentioned
500 Armenians with a church and a priest,? and in Sangorloo (now Sungurlu)
300%; there he also met Armenians from Erevan who informed him that they
were now traveling with Russian passports.® He indicated the number of
Armenians in Alatsha (probably current-day Alagati), 24 miles from Sangorloo,
as thirty.® In the settlement of Seela, located thirty-six miles from Tokat,
according to Wolff, 1,000 Armenians lived (and here, as was often the case, he
stayed in the house of a hospitable Armenian), while in Tokat itself there were
4,500. At the same time, he noted that the local Armenian Catholics had no
church, whereas the other Armenians possessed two monasteries and seven
churches.®

On 20 May Wolff reached “Shebin Kara-Hizar” (Shapin-Garahisar, now
Sebinkarahisar) — “the Nicopolis of Armenia. It is inhabited by 4,000 Armenians
and 200 Greeks™* — and observed that the local Armenian bishop had nine
villages with 4,800 inhabitants.®®> On 22 May he was invited by the Armenian
bishop Hakobus. “He was born at Sivas, the ancient Sebaste, which is inhabited
by 5,000 Armenians; it has a bishop, two churches, twenty Priests, and the
monastery, Surp Neshan. He informs me that at Marsawan, are 2,500
Armenians, an Archbishop, and a church, besides the great monastery
Astwazazin.”3®

The following day Wolff was invited by the head of the Armenians of
Goroon (Armenian Kyurin, now Gurin), who told him that the settlement

2 Wolff 1835, 20.
2 See Wolff 1835, 22.
30 See Wolff 1835, 22.
3! See Wolff 1835, 22.
32 See Wolff 1835, 22.
33 See Wolff 1835, 23.
34 Wolff 1835, 24.
35 See Wolff 1835, 25.
36 Wolff 1835, 26.
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possessed a church and a priest and that the number of Armenians amounted to
5,000; they recognized the authority of the Catholicos of Sis.*’

On 26 May Wolff reached Oolu Sheiran (this toponym is unrecognizable),
where he saw numerous church ruins, testifying that Christians had once lived
there; now only one Armenian and two Greek families remained.®® Referring to
Armenian bishops and archbishops of his time, Wolff noted that “The dioceses
of the Armenian Bishop of Gumushkhane contains 1620 Armenians, one
monastery, a church, and 5 priests. Trebison, which is also under his
jurisdiction, contains 1,900 Armenians, and thirty five villages with 2,500
Armenians.”°

On the road to Trabzon Wolff mentioned several settlements: Hamshoon
(Hamshen), “where the inhabitants were Armenians, but have turned
Mohammedans™*°; Baiboot (Bayburt), where 300 Armenians lived; he noted that
before the war with Russia there had been 4,000 Armenians there, after which
General Ivan Paskevich resettled them to Akhaltsikhe*); Ashgala (Armenian
Ashkala, now Askale), where previously 300 Armenians had also lived but were
likewise resettled to Akhaltsikhe by Paskevich; and Klise (Kilis), where before the
Russo-Turkish war 300 Armenian families lived, of whom only ten remained,
the others having followed the example of their compatriots.*

“When the Russians came to Erzeroom, the Armenians poured out their
vengeance against the Turks, for all they have from them in former times.
When the Russians retired, Paskewitch told them, he was apprehensive, if they
remained, that the Turks would fall again upon them; moreover, this shrewd
general through his influence with their Bishop, induced the whole Armenian
and Greek population to emigrate with him, except 48 Armenian Catholics, and
100 Armenians, who remained at Erzurum.”® In Erzurum Wolff met the
Russian captain Voynikov, who was selling the houses of the resettled
Armenians. “There were in this place 17,000 Armenians before the invasion of

37 See Wolff 1835, 26.
38 See Wolff 1835, 26.
3% Wolff 1835, 28.
49 Wolff 1835, 32.
4 See Wolff 1835, 32.
42 See Wolff 1835, 32.
43 Wolff 1835, 33.
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the Russians. The ancient name Erzeroom is in Armenian, Garim (Karin — A.
B.).”*

Wolff’s next stop was Persia, where he visited Ispahan again. “Armenians
from the neighborhood of Ispahan called on me; they inform me that around
Ispahan, and as far as Kerman-Chah, 16785 Armenians are residing in sixty
villages.”*® Wolff considered it necessary to devote an entire chapter (about
eight pages, pp. 81-89) to a “A short sketch of the history of the Armenians.”
He noted that he had collected information from the learned Johannes Avdall
(Hovhannes Avdalyan) of Kolkata and from the bishop of Gumushkhane, and
that this information corresponded to the data he had previously received in
Echmiadzin, Shushi, Thilisi, Constantinople, and other places.*® Wolff then
reproduced a letter from his friend Avdall concerning the doctrine of the
Armenian Church. He also noted that, according to Avdall, the number of
Armenians in the world amounted to twenty million: “I think that he is very
much mistaken, and that will be very difficult to make out 3 millions of
Armenians.”*" Indeed, the number of twenty million is greatly exaggerated.

Having visited Kabul in May 1832, the missionary reported that fifty
Armenians lived there; they had been brought there sixty years earlier by
Ahmed Shah from Meshed. However, after the prohibition of trade in alcoholic
beverages most of them left Kabul. The Jews returned to Mashhad after ten
months, while the Armenians went back to Yerevan. It should be recalled that
during his journey of 1834 Wolff indicated the number of Armenians in Kabul as
forty families; yet “now only 4 Jewish families and 4 Armenian men, and 19
Armenian ladies.”® Notably, seven years after Wolff’s visit, in 1839, when the
British army victoriously entered Kabul, Anglican clergymen accompanying it
visited the Armenian community and baptized unbaptized children. One of the
English clergymen, J.N. Allen, testified that the Armenians of Kabul told him that
they had once numbered 200 families, but because of persecution by the
Afghans only four families—thirty-five persons-remained.*°

44 Wolff 1835, 33.

45 Wolff 1835, 81.

46 See Wolff 1835, 82.

47 Wolff 1835, 89.

48 Wolff 1835, 226.

4° See Derenik episkopos 1957.
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Joseph Wolff also encountered individual Armenians in Central Asia. “There
were also at Bokhara two Armenians: one, who came from Russia and lived
there for many years, and another who lately came from Astrachan, via
Orgauntsh.”®® In Kashmir, bordering Afghanistan, among the inhabitants of the
city of Yarkand (now Yarkant County in China) Wolff mentioned that fifteen
years earlier (that is, in 1817) a certain Armenian named Akhoond Lok Suleiman
had arrived there.>* This name is not Armenian, and Wolff did not explain who
he was or why he mentioned him.

Wolff considered it also necessary to devote a separate chapter to the
Armenians of India (“Armenians in British India”), their number is 1,000 and
they reside in Calcutta, Madras, Bombay, Penang, Singapore, Chinsurah,
Sydabad, Dacca, Gwailor and Surat.%?

Incidentally, Wolff’s subsequent book, published in 1845 (Narrative of a
mission to Bokhara, in the years 1843-1845, to ascertain the fate of Colonel
Stoddart and Captain Conolly...), also contains information on the number of
Armenians in several settlements of Armenia, though this time it is rather
limited.

Conclusion

During his travels through various countries of the East, Joseph Wolff
considered it necessary to record the number of inhabitants of different peoples
in the places he visited, including Armenians. In this respect his travel notes
constitute an exceptional source for clarifying the quantitative picture of the
Armenian population in the first half of the 19th century - both in Eastern and
Western Armenia and in neighboring and other regions (Persia, the Middle
East, Afghanistan, and India). In indicating the number of Armenian inhabitants
in the cities and villages he visited, Wolff almost always distinguished between
Apostolic and Catholic Armenians, often also considering it necessary to note the
number of clergies.

Given that Wolff, as a missionary, maintained contact with Armenian
ecclesiastical and educational figures and obtained his information from them,
the data he reports should be regarded as at least approximately reliable.

50 Wolff 1835, 189.
5! See Wolff 1835, 341.
52 See Wolff 1835, 427.
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Abstract

The Russo-Turkish Agreement signed on January 26, 1914, did not resolve
the Armenian Question. The Ottoman authorities invalidated it, thereby prevent-
ing the European inspectors N. Hoff and L. Westenenk from commencing the ac-
tivities stipulated by the document. This course of action was officially justified by
the fact that World War | had begun on July 19, 1914, and under wartime condi-
tions, there was no longer a need to implement the agreement. These realities
were reflected in the Armenian press published in Constantinople. In particular,
the widely circulated daily newspapers Azatamart and Zhamanak actively covered
this issue. They also presented to their readers the expectations and hopes of
Armenians regarding the agreement. Opinions varied. Many believed that under
the general supervision of the Russian Empire, the agreement would finally safe-
guard the long-violated rights of Armenians. A significant segment of Armenian
society, however, remained skeptical, recalling a number of previously adopted
decisions and documents that had in no way contributed to a pro-Armenian reso-
lution of the Armenian Question. Azatamart called upon everyone to remain real-
istic, while Zhamanak urged patience and waiting for further developments.
Alongside expressing their own positions, these periodicals also addressed the
viewpoints of pro-European and pro-Russian groups. Analytical articles conclud-
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ed that, overall, Western Armenians aspired to live a peaceful and secure life in
their ancestral homeland. It was noted that although the agreement envisaged re-
forms in Armenian-populated provinces, the Ottoman government had for dec-
ades merely spoken of implementing reforms across the empire, in practice leav-
ing such programs confined to paper.

Keywords: Russo-Turkish Agreement of January 26, 1914, Azatamart daily,
Zhamanak daily, Armenian reform program, Armenian Question, Nikolai Hoff,
Louis Westenenk.

Introduction

On January 26, 1914, in Constantinople, Konstantin Gulkevich, Chargé
d’Affaires of the Embassy of the Russian Empire, and Said Halim Pasha, Grand
Vizier of the Ottoman Empire, signed the Russo-Turkish Agreement,' according to
which reforms were to be implemented in the Armenian-populated provinces.
This document had undergone a preparatory period of more than two years, the
beginning of which may be traced to the re-emergence of the issue of Armenian
reforms during the liberation wars of the peoples of the Balkan Peninsula in 1912.
In September 1912, the European Great Powers and Russia intervened in the
adoption of a reform program developed by the Ottoman authorities, which os-
tensibly envisaged improvements in the Armenian-populated provinces of Van,
Bitlis, Diyarbakir, and Trebizond. However, this program was rejected by the
National Assembly of Western Armenians and the Patriarchate due to its limited
and inadequate provisions. In April 1913, through the efforts of active Western
Armenian national and political figures, a draft reform project was prepared and
submitted to Mikhail Girs, the Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary Ambassador of
Russia in Constantinople. It reflected the aspirations of the Armenians, according
to which the reform process was to be supervised by representatives of the Euro-
pean powers and Russia. In January 1913, the Young Turk government put for-
ward a counterproposal: to carry out reforms not only in the Armenian provinces,
but throughout the entire territory of the Ottoman Empire.? The Great Powers,
driven by their geopolitical interests in the region, began negotiating and turning
the Armenian Question into a subject of “bargaining.” The reform project for the

! History of the Armenian People 1981, 533-534.
2 History of the Armenian People 1981, 522-524, 527.
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Armenian-populated provinces, presented by Andrey Mandelstam, First Drago-
man and adviser of the Russian Embassy in Constantinople and based on the pro-
grams of 1880 and 1895, was set against the general reform project developed by
the Ottoman authorities. After prolonged discussions, the parties reached a com-
promise, which ultimately resulted in the signing of the aforementioned Russo-
Turkish Agreement on January 26, 1914. In Armenian historiography, the Russo-
Turkish Agreement is regarded, in certain respects, as a step forward compared
to previous documents concerning the Armenian Question, while it is also rightly
noted as a step backward in relation to the initial reform project prepared by
Mandelstam.® It should be noted that the views and opinions of representatives of
the Armenian socio-political elite of the time, as well as of the intellectuals
grouped around the periodical press, differed regarding the aforementioned
document. A significant portion of them did not believe that the provisions of the
agreement would be implemented. At the same time, there were also many fig-
ures expressing the opposing view, who supported a just resolution of the Arme-
nian Question through the assistance of European powers and the military support
of Russia. According to the conviction of many Western and Eastern Armenian
figures, under Russian patronage the Armenian people would, at the very least,
be spared the threats of physical annihilation, devastation, and plunder.® The
Mshak daily newspaper, published in Tiflis in 1915, wrote the following in this
regard: “Turkish Armenia must ultimately fall under Russian rule, thanks to the
victorious advance of Russian troops.” The clash of opinions was most visible in
the pages of Constantinople Armenian periodicals.

This document, aimed at improving the living conditions and rights of West-
ern Armenians, had not yet been fully understood by all segments and strata of
Armenian society when, under the pretext of the outbreak of the First World War,
the authorities annulled it and refused to implement its provisions. The reaction of
the Armenian press was particularly noteworthy in that, instead of putting forward
proposals or making decisions, the majority of newspapers remained in a state of
expectancy. Undoubtedly, censorship played a decisive role in distorting public
opinion, prohibiting even the publication of minor reports about the deportations,

3 History of Armenia 2015, 144-145.
4 History of the Armenian People 1981, 533-534.
® “Mshak,” N2 159, 23.07.1915 (see Hovsepyan 2024, 142).
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massacres, and plunder of Armenians in Armenian-populated areas, and allowing
only official information concerning the wartime situation to be published.®

Within the framework of this article, drawing upon the available scholarly lit-
erature on the subject, as well as relying on the historical-comparative method
and the analysis of publications from two of the most influential Constantinople
Armenian periodicals of the 1910s (Azatamart and Zhamanak), an attempt will be
made to present a comprehensive overview of the expectations of Western Arme-
nians from the Russo-Turkish Agreement of January 26, 1914, the actions they
undertook, and, more broadly, the views they expressed regarding the Armenian
Question.

“Azatamart” and “Zhamanak” on the Russo-Turkish Agreement

There was not a single article in the periodicals Azatamart and Zhamanak in
which journalists expressed a dismissive attitude toward the agreement. The pub-
lications clearly reflected the expectations and hopes of these newspapers regard-
ing the agreement and the Great Powers. At the same time, they largely failed to
take into account the previous ineffective diplomatic efforts concerning the Arme-
nian Question, which had remained at the level of written and verbal declarations.

It should be noted that the Azatamart daily (1909-1915) was the official organ
of the Western Bureau of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation
(Dashnaktsutyun) and reflected the party’s position on the issue. The Zhamanak
daily,” by contrast, was not the mouthpiece of any political party. It was distin-
guished by the independent views of its editorial staff and their associates, alt-
hough for a brief period (1920-1924) it was published jointly with the Armenian
Ramgavar Party’s newspaper “Zhoghovrdin Dzayn” (The voice of the people)
under the title “Zhoghovrdi Dzayn-Zhamanak.””®

Azatamart addressed the Russo-Turkish Agreement almost on a daily basis,
primarily through analytical articles, focusing on developments in the Armenian
Question following its signing, as well as on the expectations and disappointments
of the Armenian people. At times, it published series of articles on the subject,
which were placed on the front page.

¢ Kharatyan 2015, 10-11.
" Hovsepyan 2016, 211.
8 Kharatyan 2015, 242.
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Zhamanak, by contrast, did not frequently address the Russo-Turkish
Agreement of January 26, 1914, although from the early months of 1913 it actively
discussed the circumstances arising from the reopening of the Armenian Ques-
tion. By the end of the year, the newspaper had introduced a dedicated section
titled “Armenian Reforms.” The publications within this subsection were mostly
placed on the third page.

These materials, typically written in the genres of correspondence, news re-
ports, and only rarely analytical articles, and characterized by a neutral tone, were
primarily informational in nature. However, “between the lines,” one could sense
the concealed concern of the editorial staff regarding the new developments in
the issue of Armenian reforms.

The editors exercised considerable restraint in organizing their work in a
country where state officials and the leaders of the ruling Young Turk party were
by no means interested in resolving the issue of Armenian reforms. The staff of
Azatamart adopted a more radical stance in their approach.

For such positions, the government ultimately took decisive action: on April
24, 1915, it permanently shut down Azatamart and arrested its editor-in-chief,
Ruben Zardaryan, along with nearly all members of its staff, sentencing them to
death.® During the years of the Armenian Genocide, despite being subjected to
the tightened requirements of censorship, the Zhamanak daily and several other
Constantinople Armenian periodicals continued to be published almost on a daily
basis. Following the signing of the Russo-Turkish Agreement of January 26, 1914,
the editorial staff of Zhamanak appears to have followed the course of events with
patience, particularly in connection with the arrival of the general inspectors, the
Norwegian colonel Nikolai Hoff and the Dutch diplomat Louis Westenenk, and the
activities they were expected to carry out on the ground. In this regard, the corre-
spondences titled “On the Armenian Reforms” and “General Inspector of Arme-
nia Hoff Bey to Visit the Holy Patriarch” were particularly indicative.’® Although
these reports presented to readers details of the visits and meetings of Hoff and
Westenenk, not only with Patriarch Zaven Archbishop Der Yeghiayan, but also
with the Grand Vizier and the Minister of the Interior of the Ottoman Empire, the
newspaper remained silent regarding the issues discussed. The secretaries of
these officials had requested that the Zhamanak correspondent who had contact-

° Hovsepyan 2003, 44-45.
10 “Zhamanak,” N 1846, 03.07.1914.
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ed them refrain, for the time being, from publishing any material on the subject."
The newspaper merely reported that the general inspectors of Western Armenia
had concluded employment contracts with the government, according to which
they were to depart for their posts on July 14, 1914. Hoff was to become the
inspector-general of the provinces of Van, Kharberd, Bitlis, and Diyarbakir, while
Westenenk was to assume the same position over the provinces of Sebastia, Erzu-
rum, and Trebizond.”® This did not take place due to the outbreak of the First
World War on July 19, 1914. Until the establishment of censorship dictated by
wartime conditions,* Zhamanak addressed the emerging situation only briefly. In
one of its analytical articles, citing the claims of certain Turkish publicists that
Armenians allegedly sought to establish an independent state, the newspaper
argued the contrary.”® The periodical asserted that Armenians, as a people living
in the common Ottoman homeland, would devote themselves wholeheartedly to its
defense. Zhamanak had fully translated and published the section of the docu-
ment about Armenians.’® It was specifically stated therein: “Armenian soldiers
have demonstrated qualities proving that this son of the homeland remains fully
loyal to the Ottoman flag.”” The newspaper published the inaugural encyclical
written by Archbishop Zaven on the eve of the war, which was read in all Armeni-
an churches of Constantinople. In it, the Patriarch assured that, thanks to the
reform program, the issues troubling Western Armenians would gradually be
resolved.’® Despite the hopes of the Armenian population, Ottoman diplomacy
managed not only to skillfully exploit the clash of geopolitical interests and contra-
dictions among the Great Powers, but also to take advantage of the opportunities
presented by the First World War. It thereby promptly renounced all previous
political and economic agreements with those states, the economic privileges it
had previously granted them, as well as the debts accumulated by the Ottoman

1 “Zhamanak,” N2 1854, 11.07.1914.

12 “Zhamanak,” N2 1856, 13.07.1914.
3 History of Armenia, 2015, p. 147.

4 «“Zhamanak,” N2 1881, 08.08.1914.
5 “Zhamanak,” N2 1999, 04.12.1914.
16 “Zhamanak,” N2 1997, 02.12.1914.
7 “Zhamanak,” Ne 1997, 02.12.1914.
18 “Zhamanak,” N2 1856, 13.07.1914.
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Empire. Azatamart perceived dangers for the Armenian Question in this new
policy.*®

The Reflection of Public Attitudes in the Newspapers Azatamart and
Zhamanak

Arshak Vramian, a deputy of the Ottoman Parliament, wrote in the newspa-
per Azatamart that it was necessary to approach the Russo-Turkish Agreement
with realism.?° In his article series titled “The Reform of Armenia and the Inspec-
tor-Generals,” he presented the views of various segments of the public. Address-
ing those dissatisfied with the agreement, Vramian urged them to also consider
opposing viewpoints.? He showed understanding toward those figures who did
not believe that this agreement, aimed at meeting the minimal demands of West-
ern Armenians, would be implemented,?? while remaining convinced that its exe-
cution was in the interest of international diplomacy.”® Vramian urged not to ex-
press dissatisfaction but to make use of what had been achieved, which in fact
could create fairly broad opportunities for the peaceful life of Western Armeni-
ans.? At the same time, he posed the following question: “When will the result
come? This is the question to which every Armenian awaits an answer with anxious
anticipation.”

E. Aknuni, a prominent figure and contributor to Azatamart, dividing the
views formed within Armenian society regarding the Russo-Turkish Agreement
into two groups, observed the following. According to those who supported the
first view, Hoff and Westenenk symbolized a promising future for Western Arme-
nians, whereas adherents of the second approach believed that “a country cannot
be transformed by two individuals, and hell cannot be turned into a kingdom
through paper programs.” Aknuni maintained that Hoff and Westenenk would
succeed in their work if they were supported by the Ottoman authorities.?” In

19 “Azatamart,” N2 1603, 12.09.1914.
20 “Azatamart,” N2 1547, 08.07.1914.
2 “Azatamart,” Ne 1546, 07.07.1914.
22 “Azatamart,” N2 1544, 04.07.1914.
2 “Azatamart,” Ne 1544, 04.07.1914.
24 “Azatamart,” N2 1510, 26.05.1914.
%5 “Azatamart,” N2 1510, 26.05.1914.
%6 “Azatamart,” Ne 1494, 07.05.1914.
27 “Azatamart,” N2 1494, 07.05.1914.
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reality, however, the opposite picture prevailed. In this regard, indicative was the
article titled “Turkey’s View on the Armenian Reforms,” translated and published
in Azatamart from the French newspaper Le Temps. The correspondent of this
periodical had spoken about the Russo-Turkish Agreement with a high-ranking
official of the Ministry of the Interior of the Ottoman Empire, who asserted that
the document was intended to ensure that “the reform program would be imple-
mented not only in the six provinces of Eastern Anatolia, but also throughout Asi-
atic Turkey; at least, this is the position and intention of the Sublime Porte.”?® The
newspaper’s readers, however, witnessed an entirely different reality: the dispos-
session of Armenians from their lands and property, massacres, and the falsifica-
tion of the number of Armenian deputies in parliamentary elections.?

Azatamart presented a letter by Boghos Nubar, head of the Armenian Na-
tional Delegation, which had been published in translation in the London newspa-
per The Times. In it, he noted in particular:

“Only through the sincere, complete, and unconditional implementation of
the reforms will the Armenian Question cease to exist.”*° Nubar was confident
that the Sublime Porte would implement the provisions of the Russo-Turkish
Agreement. However, the guarantees underlying this confidence proved to be
illusory, while the Ottoman authorities were, day by day, making their anti-
Armenian intentions increasingly explicit.

Conclusion

The newspapers Azatamart and Zhamanak did not provide an answer to the
guestion of what course of action the Armenian political and intellectual elite
would adopt if the authorities failed to implement the provisions of the agreement.
The strict censorship established in the Ottoman Empire at the outset of the First
World War explains why Zhamanak and Azatamart did not address the annulment
of the agreement, and later also refrained from reporting on the deportations and
massacres of Armenians. Published under conditions of imposed relative silence,
Zhamanak was able to present an objective and impartial account of the anti-
Armenian policies carried out in the Ottoman Empire only after the signing of the

8 “Azatamart,” Ne 1435, 21.02.1914.
29 “Azatamart,” Ne 1435, 21.02.1914.
%0 “Azatamart,” Ne 1437, 24.02.1914.
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Armistice of Mudros on October 30, 1918.3" While each of the European Great
Powers, through its manipulation of the Armenian Question, posed to some extent
a threat to the territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire, the materials published
in Azatamart and Zhamanak demonstrate that the aims of Western Armenians
were limited to securing their livelihood and preserving their national identity.
This is clearly reflected in the following statement by Boghos Nubar in his afore-
mentioned letter to the editor of The Times:

“The populations of the Armenian provinces, rejecting all ideas of separation
or autonomy, wish only to remain Ottomans. It is sufficient that, through the im-
plementation of the reforms stipulated by the Treaty of Berlin, an end be put to
acts of banditry, killings, and land seizures... and that, in this way, security and
justice be guaranteed.”? The newspaper Terciman-i Hakikat, regarded as an
official press organ of the Committee of Union and Progress (Ittihat), wrote that
the most dangerous bandits resided in Western Armenia, and that the seemingly
insignificant conflicts between the local Kurdish and Armenian populations were
always “exaggerated under foreign influence.”*® The Young Turk ruling circles,
seeking to preserve the territorial integrity of their state and to prevent foreign
intervention, decided to resolve the Armenian Question by emptying Western
Armenia, the ancestral homeland, of its Armenian population. The Kemalist au-
thorities that succeeded the Young Turks, in turn, adopted decisions that prohib-
ited Western Armenians who had been deported during the First World War and
had survived the massacres from returning to their homeland.>*
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310 pp. (in Armenian).

«Uquinwidwpuw, Ne 1435, 21.02.1914, Ne 1437, 24.02.1914, Ne 1494, 07.05.1914, Ne
1496, 09.05.1914, Ne 1510, 26.05.1914, Ne 1544, 04.07.1914, N2 1546, 07.07.1914, Ne 1547,
08.07.1914, Ne 1603, 12.09.1914: (“Azatamart”, Ne 1435, 21.02.1914, N2 1437, 24.02.1914,
Ne 1494, 07.05.1914, N2 1496, 09.05.1914, N= 1510, 26.05.1914, N2 1544, 04.07.1914, N
1546, 07.07.1914, N=1547, 08.07.1914, N2 1603, 12.09.1914). (in Armenian).

«dwdwuwly», Ne 1846, 03.07.1914, Ne 1854, 11.07.1914, N= 1856, 13.07.1914, Ne 1881,
08.08.1914, Ne 1997, 02.12.1914, N= 1999, 04.12.1914: (“Zhamanak”, Ne 1846, 03.07.1914,
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Ne 1854, 11.07.1914, N2 1856, 13.07.1914, N2 1881, 08.08.1914, N2 1997, 02.12.1914, N= 1999,
04.12.1914) (in Armenian).
«Uwly», Ne 159, 23.07.1915: (“Mshak™, N=159, 23.07.1915) (in Armenian).

vurbuu <N4UsPe3UlL

Pwbwuppwlwt ghippnygyniitliph pblitiwdnt
<< QUU wwipdnyuwtt huuphynun
mariamhovsepian@mail.ru
0009-0005-9696-4246 ©

1914 (3. KNkLYUrP 26-b HNKRU-FNRLULUL
<uuvuaau3duvuashre MNLUULU3 nNurpsruuwuLLENh
EQRGMHrNRYU

Udthnthnd

«Uquunwdwpu» b «dwdwuwly» opwpbtpebnp wwpptpwpwp wunpw-
nwndb) thu 1914 p. hnwdwph 26-hu Yupyws nnw-pnippwlywt hwdwédwy-
uwgpht' wpunpbind npw nbpp hwylwlwu pwpbunpngnwubph fuunph ne-
dwu gnpdnud: «Uqunwdwpu»-p nw wpby Ep gpbpt wdtuopjw Yunpdwdpny'
fudpwagpwywuubph, ybpindwlwu hnnjwdubiph, pnprwygnyeniuutph dhon-
gny: bppl <8% wwonnuwpbpe' wju wpunwhwjwnb) Ep wnwehu htipphu Ynt-
uwlygniypjwu nhppnpnondutipp W nhwnnnniejniutbp win thwunwpeneh Yb-
pwpbnuwy: FGL ywppbpwlwup fudpwgpwlwaqdp thnpéb) Ep hpwwnbunpbiu
dninbuw] hwdwdwjuwgphtu, pwjg skp tywwnb) Ywd skp dwuntuwugb) hofuw-
unipyniutiph ubppwpnyg uwwuwnwyp. huwpwynpnipjwu nbwpnd <wjyw-
Ywu hwpgnud hpwdwpyb] unwuduwsd wywpwwynpnieginiuubphg: «dwdw-
uwly» opwpebpep ny hwbwluwyh tp ubpyuwywgpt) fuunpn wnwpyw pdwu:
Muwppbpwywuh Eobipnud hwdwdwjuwaghpp [nuwpwuyb] tp wnwybjwwtiu
(ntph b pnpwygnypjwu dwuptpny: “Hpwup hwéwfu pwpgdwunteiniuutp thu
pnippwlwu, typnuywlwu pbpetph L pwundulwu gnpdwlwinyeniututph
unypbinhg: Npwbiu wulwiu Jwdnih opqui’ «dwdwuwy»-p skp wwonwwub
nplt  Ynwwygnipjuu nbuwybnubpp: Wu ebdwind  hpwwwpwynwiubpu
wnwug dGluwpwunyeyniuutph thu wwwagnpyb: (dtipep skgnp Ytigywdp tnp
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npnbgnt), pEU gqugynid tp fudpwgpniejwu wofuwwmwyhgubiph dnnwhngnie-
Jniut wpldnwhwnipjwt Gwlwwnwgph tywndwdp Nt wuhwugunnyeniup'
hwuntu <wjjwywu hwpgh nddwu gnpdwnpynn swupbiph hwonn wyjwnwnp:

Oudwujwtu Ywyupnigjwu potuwunieiniutbph Ynndhg 1914 . hniuwpp
26-hu Yupywd nnw-pnippwywt hwdwdwjuwgph stnwpynup pnippwlwu
nhywuwghwnyejwiu twfunpn nwutwdjwyubph woluwnmwuph hGunlwupu Ep:
Lwywwwyp <wjjwywu hwpghg b dbd nbpniegyniuutph Ynndhg npw dhongny
(Gnipphwjhtu pwnwpwlwu nt nunbuwlwu 2whwpynwiubph Gupwpybing w-
quuwbu kp: Wu hwpghtu udppdwd ybipindwlwu hnnwdubip sywjhtu «Uqu-
wmwdwpu» nt «dwdwuwYy» opwpebtipebpph 1914-1915 pR. Ubq hwuwd hwyw-
pwoénwutipnud: Gpb Gypnwwlwu dGé nbpnieginiuubphg jnipwpwugnipp, <wj-
Ywlwu hwpgh whwpydwdp, hus-np nbn yunwug Ep untindnud Oudwujwu
Ywyupnigjwu wdpnnowlwunygjwu hwdwn, www, huswbu «Uqunwdwpun» b
«dwdwuwly» ywppbpwlwuubph tobipnud gbinbnywd ujnebpu tu Jywynid,
wpldwnwhw)nypjwu twywwwlyubpp gnun upwiug YEuuwwywhnydwut nt wqg-
quwjhtu nhdwgdh wwhwwudwuu thu yGpwpbpnwd: botunn hprehhwnwlwu
Ynwwygnipjwiu wwonnuwpbtipebpu hptiug htpphu wunnu Ehu, np Upbbgwu
Utwwnnpwnud  (Upldujwu  <wjwuwnwund) wwppbpwpwnp dwagnn  «wwu-
wnwdpwlwu» swpdnwdubpp mwutwdjwyubp gwpniuwy BYypnwwywu J6S nb-
pnypjniuutipht nhwuwghwnwywu fuwntp Jwpbine huwpwynpnientu thu
wwihu, husp Yupnn Ep Junwugb] Oudwujwu Yuwjupniejwu wnwpwdpwihtu wu-
adtnudfubihnieiniup b wuwftuniegyniup: “pwt 4bipg vwint hwdwp Ep uwly, np
pnippwlywu  hofuwunyeniuubpp hpwdwpytight 1914 . hniwujwph 26-hu
Yupdwsd nnw-pnippwlwu  hwdwdwjuwgphg b gunwu <wjwlwu hwpgh'
(nddwu hpbug wwnniyywu hwdwp 2whwybin nwppbpwy:

Pwbwih pwnbp' 1914 p. hnijuph 26-h nnwu-prippwlwt  hwdwéwiiwagpp,
«Uquipwdwpy» opwpelipe, «dwdwbwlp opwpbpp, hwlwlwl pwpbunpngnud-
utinh spwqpp, <wyywlwt hwpg, Lhynjuwy <nd, Lmph dbupblbtbl:
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Abstract

The article examines the art of characterization in the vaudevilles of
Gabriel Sundukyan and beyond. Gabriel Sundukyan is one of the greatest
representatives of Armenian dramaturgy. His vaudevilles constitute an
important and irreplaceable part of Armenian theatrical literature. Sundukyan’s
vaudevilles are distinguished not only by their comedic structure but also by
their deep social subtext and the multilayered development of characters. The
author creates typical yet individualized figures that reflect the social relations,
moral values, and contradictions of the time. The analysis shows that
Sundukyan skillfully combines humor with a critical perspective, revealing
social inequality, false morality, and materialism. It is also noteworthy that his
characters often bear the influence of cultural intersections, such as the
character Yavangul, who represents a fusion of Armenian and Georgian
cultures. Through his characters, Sundukyan frequently raises issues related to
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the moral and social decline of society. His characters often find themselves at
the center of internal and external conflicts, facing the clash between old and
new values, material interests, and ethical principles. Thus, Sundukyan’s
vaudevilles possess not only artistic value but also serve as an important source
of socio-philosophical reflection.

Keywords: Vaudeville, dramaturgy, European culture, Gabriel Sundukyan,
characterization, Values, theatre.

Introduction

The vaudeville genre flourished in the first half of the 19" century. At the
Alexandrinsky Theatre in Saint Petersburg, out of 1606 performances staged
between 1826 and 1855, 850 were vaudevilles.! “Vaudeville is a play in which
dialogue and dramatic action, built on an intriguing plot and an anecdotal
storyline, are combined with music, quartet singing, and dance.””

Comedy in Sundukyan’s vaudevilles is not considered merely for the
purpose of entertainment, but rather as a form of moral critique. In his
vaudevilles, Gabriel Sundukyan expresses the customs and psychology of society
in his time, ranging from individual crises to social inequality. Sundukyan’s
vaudevilles combine serious social issues-such as family relations, romantic
relationships, financial interests, and moral values-with comedic plots and
humorous characters.

Human contradictions hidden behind laughter in the vaudevilles
“Gishervan Sabry Kher e” and “Oskan Petrovichn En Kinkum”

Gabriel Sundukyan’s art of characterization combines emotional intensity,
humor, and profound social observation. Through comedy, Sundukyan presents
not only entertaining situations but also the human flaws hidden beneath them,
revealing the disorders and contradictions of different social classes and moral
values within society. His characters often find themselves in situations that are
both comical and tragic, where personal interests and individual desires come
into conflict with one another. Nevertheless, Sundukyan’s plays would not have
achieved such impact and classical depth if he had not deeply understood the
complex relationships and contradictions among various layers of society,

! Sakhnovsky-Pankeev 1964, 173.
Z Kratkaya Literaturnaya Entsiklopediya 1962, 1003
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thereby creating monumental and memorable characters. For the first time,
Sundukyan tested his literary strength in the play “Gishervan Sabre Kher e”,
one of whose characters was inspired by Artashes Sukiasyants, a prominent
Armenian popular actor of that time.® Although the play is a simple and light
comedy, it simultaneously reflects the life of certain layers of society-in this case,
the conflicts among petty traders and individuals involved in the struggle for
income. The characters are mostly presented with surnames such as Irasatsov,
Chartarov, and Tanakutoghints, which helps to highlight the social strata that
were already “established” in society at that time through their names. Each
character is portrayed as a unique symbol rather than a fully developed
psychological or philosophical individual, as might be found in more complex
dramas. Gabriel Sundukyan emphasizes, through his characters, the mentality
and behavior of certain social groups-particularly petty traders-placing them in
comedic situations. In the play “Gishervan Sabre Kher e,” Sundukyan gives
special importance to the depiction of human character traits. From the very
first vaudeville, the social psychology of the petty trader is presented: Oskan
Petrovich Irasatsov is entirely immersed in vulgar and pragmatic thinking, where
everything is evaluated in terms of money and calculation. For him, every
situation-whether family or social-revolves around financial gain. The power of
money is also felt by Martha. Kekel’s fate is dependent on her father’s will and
money. Through Kekel, Sundukyan raises questions related to the practical
mentality of society, where everything is measured by material value. Oskan is
simply obsessed with money and driven by its desire, while still preserving a
patriarchal worldview. In Sundukyan’s vaudevilles, typical characters are
depicted in vivid colors: on one hand, their social flaws are ridiculed, and on the
other, human weaknesses such as lying, greed, and malice are revealed. By
presenting Oskan Petrovich’s idea of “leasing” the theatre, Sundukyan does not
merely portray “bandits” or “businessmen,” but instead creates a clear
perspective on how the interaction between high society and the world of art can
lead to contradictions. The dramatist, who studied the phenomena of life,
observed that the source of comedy can be the hero’s real-life situation, his
intellectual capacity, and the contradiction between that situation and the

% Sundukyan 1951, vol. 1, 460.
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demands that are incompatible with his abilities.* Gabriel Sundukyan compels
the audience to reflect on the idea that art-especially theatre-can become
unprepared and “mercenary,” and that, despite its comedic and extraordinary
elements, the author also incorporates the fact that a crisis in art cannot fail to
be reflected in a crisis within society. In this sense, Oskan Petrovich, through his
actions, demonstrates the emptiness of life and the tendency in which art turns
into a form of “commerce,” while theatre, as a sacred institution, becomes
merely a source of financial profit. The difficulties of livelihood and the decline
in commercial profitability are explained by Irasatsov as a result of changing
urban morals: everyone has become preoccupied with accumulating money, and
he himself is forced to do the same-thinking about the means by which large
merchants become wealthy.®> And thus, already in the play “Oskan Petrovichn En
Kinkum”, Irasatsov enters the kingdom of hell and tries to gain freedom,
attempting to seduce Satan with lavish gifts, but he is unable to escape. Through
this character, Gabriel Sundukyan seeks to show that people cannot escape their
sins by means of extravagance or personal gain, since they do not yet fully
understand the depth of their guilt. Oskan Petrovich, upon hearing the
confessions of the tormented souls in hell, begins to act as an accuser, as if
trying to free himself from his own sins by separating himself from others. This
character development demonstrates how he, upon entering the world of hell,
attempts to judge others, thereby trying to deny his own guilt. An interesting
character in the vaudeville is the servant Kidesi, who represents one of the
members of “lower” society-a lively, perceptive young man who creates a
distinctive presence on stage. The author introduces his character not through
special narrative devices, but directly from real life, preserving his manner of
speech, the color of his environment, and his linguistic features. The character
of Kidesi represents a part of the “voluntarily integrated” lower social stratum-
active, sharp, and at the same time faithful to the new ideas of his time. In his
movements and speech there is a subtle witty irony hidden between social
classes, showing that he appears not only as a servant but also as someone with
his own social position. Through this character, Sundukyan emphasizes that
representatives of the lower classes possess their own original way of thinking
and sense of dignity. It should be noted that one of the key aspects of

4 Harutyunyan 1934, 6.
5 Abov 1953, 79.
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Sundukyan’s art of characterization is his use of a large number of typical
characters-housewives, liars, greedy individuals, and farcical figures-often
contrasted with honest or virtuous characters. These characters possess clearly
observable and realistic traits drawn from various layers of society. Through his
art and characters, the playwright subtly reveals human inner turmoil, the
inability to overcome mistakes, and the contradictions that consume the essence
of human existence.

Social and moral portraits of characters in the vaudevilles “Evayln or
New Diogenes” and “Baghnsi Bokhcha”.

It must be noted that Gabriel Sundukyan appears not only as a critic of
social phenomena, but also as an author attempting to deeply understand the
real condition of society. A vivid example is the vaudeville “Evayln or New
Diogenes”, where Sundukyan, through each character with its specific traits,
presents a segment of society. The author builds the work on contrast, creating
a unique protagonist Evayln who is the main character of the play and
represents a “false bearer” of European culture, while being completely
detached from the corresponding values and moral principles. He is young,
well-dressed, seemingly refined in European fashion, and stylistically
“decorated” in language, using literary Armenian and imitating European
civilization. At the same time, however, he preserves the manners of his native
environment, acting in a cunning and manipulative way. Through this character,
Sundukyan demonstrates that the “new” does not always mean something better
or more moral. Thus, Evayln is a kind of fashionable young man who outwardly
represents European civilization but does not internally adhere to its ideals and
values. The character is even given no proper personal name; instead, he is
called “Evayln” (“and so on”), because he frequently uses this expression in
speech. The author deliberately does not assign him a conventional name, as
Evayln is not a specific individual but rather a type, an attribute of a certain
social phenomenon. He remains a “phrase” rather than a fully defined identity,
and his essence lies in linguistic play, where “and so on” reflects speech and
thoughtlessness. This expression, often repeated in his speech, conveys
something unstructured, uncontrolled, and at the same time vague and
ambiguous. “And so on” thus symbolizes something that seems to contain
everything but in reality contains nothing. Sundukyan’s attitude toward
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European culture is complex and multilayered. He does not fully cling to
patriarchal customs and traditions, as can be seen, for example, in Kh.
Galfayan’s comedy “Alafranga”.® Gabriel Sundukyan did not aim to create a
completely negative type for the protagonist of his comedy. On the contrary, he
endowed him with certain attractive traits: a fine voice, beautiful singing ability,
and the capacity to perform both national and European music. Sundukyan did
not seek to discredit his character; rather, he shows that although he is
Europeanized, he is not, in essence, a degenerate cosmopolitan. The character
does not renounce his nationality. When Eastern songs are performed during a
feast, Evayln says: “Please leave those Asian songs... take, for example, the
sweet and tender songs of Europeans...” And in response to the question of
where he is from, in one of the manuscripts Evayln answers: “First of all, | am
Armenian, the rest... and so on.” Later, the author crossed out the words “first
of all”.” The question “Where is he from?” and Evayln’s answer-“First of all, |
am Armenian, the rest... and so on”-carry a deeper meaning. Gabriel
Sundukyan may be expressing the character’s inner struggle between
preserving his identity and adapting to the flows of global culture. The phrase
“First of all, | am Armenian,” which the author later removed in the final
version, can also be seen as an element revealing his own complexity and
hesitation. First, he states that his primary and essential identity is Armenian,
and then comes the “rest” part, which may refer to his European aspirations
and his connection to the wider civilized world. Thus, the character reflects not
only a social type but also an individual experiencing an identity crisis,
positioned between the traditional and the modern, the national and the global.
It is also necessary to single out the character of Yavangul, who in
Sundukyan’s drama can be viewed as an example of the artistic transformation
of a real historical figure, reflecting the distinctive features of Gabriel
Sundukyan’s theatrical thinking and aesthetic approach. Yavangul, as a historical
personality, is presented as a singer and tar player who lived in Tiflis. Through
his character, the play highlights the social and cultural dynamics of the period,
showing how artistic figures were embedded in and shaped by the cultural
environment of their time.® However, Gabriel Sundukyan presents him not only

® Terzibashyan 1964, 289-290.
" Terzibashyan 1964, 291-292.
8 Terzibashyan 1964, 295.

113



Melkonyan N.

as a tar player or singer, but also as a character who carries a broader
contextual role as a representative of an entire era and society. This allows
Sundukyan to deepen the character’s function, emphasizing his theatrical
thinking, which is realized across different times and realities. In his works,
Sundukyan often avoids generalization into purely romantic or epic figures.
Instead, he presents characters as individuals acting within specific situations,
performing concrete actions determined by the conditions of their time.
Yavangul makes this concreteness even more tangible. Yavangul is not only a
character but also a form of autonomous musical synthesis, intertwining
Armenian and Georgian cultural and musical traditions. He operates
aesthetically within the cultural frameworks of both peoples, adding diversity to
his character and demonstrating his unique place within the boundaries of world
art. Unlike other characters, Yavangul is distinguished not only by his art but
also by the broader traditions surrounding him. He does not create only moral
conflicts but rather serves as an example of Armenian-Georgian cultural unity.
His character develops smoothly according to the environment of his time,
simultaneously embodying both enslavement and freedom, existing between past
and present cultural conditions. Through Yavangul, Sundukyan conveys values
related to social compromise and cultural reconciliation. Thus, Yavangul is not
only a historical figure but also an artistic character who combines real life and
episodic representation, creating an artistic environment rich in universal
human values.

In the vaudeville “Baghnsis Bokhcha”, the characters form a unified whole-
a model of society in which human morality, or its absence, becomes tangible
and visible. Gabriel Sundukyan gave the well-known plot of marital infidelity in
world literature a local, distinctive, and contemporary coloring, which can be
interpreted not only as a reflection of reality but also as a deep representation
of human relationships. His work stands out for its vividness and realism, where
each character expresses the specific psychology of that society. In Sundukyan’s
interpretation, this becomes a new level of artistic expression, where the
boundaries between past and present are merged into a unique environment,
and the reader encounters situations that speak not only of past times but also
of complex human relations in the present. Sundukyan skillfully constructs
contrasting psychologies in the play, presenting different characters that reveal
the complex and multilayered nature of human temperament. Katarine and
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Samvel serve as standards of morality and humanity, while Talal, Yeghisabet,
and Aghalo symbolize the darker sides of inhumanity and hypocrisy.® This
contrast is not merely episodic between individual characters, but rises to a
theoretical level, where Gabriel Sundukyan attempts to construct an entire world
in which the boundaries between the human and the inhuman become slightly
blurred. Katarine and Samvel embody the values that enable the affirmation of
truth, love, and morality, whereas Talal, Yeghisabet, and Aghalo, in a state of
moral crisis, reveal those aspects where greed, hypocrisy, and soullessness
prevail. The prototype of Zimzimov’s character is Aghalo a wealthy merchant
who has accumulated significant wealth. Through the money he has gained, he
has acquired considerable influence, at times using it to impose his will on
others and secure his material success, thereby strengthening his position in
society.'® In the comedy “Baghnsis Bokhcha”, Gabriel Sundukyan artistically and
remarkably presents the character of Samvel. Through Samvel’s character,
Sundukyan effectively reveals the social injustices and disorder that threaten
every member of society. Particularly interesting are the characters Maton-the
“motsikul”- and Yeghisabet, Talal’s mother. Maton considers her shameful
profession to be completely lawful. Her words are as follows: “Why shouldn’t |
be bold? You just say money, and | can manage everything... Haven’t | given
away a few girls? Half the city are my matches. It all depends on mutual liking.
No, by God, who asks about the girl? It’s just that they like each other...”."
Gabriel Sundukyan fully reveals the character of the “motsikul” in the comedy
“Baghnsis Bokhcha”. He uses this character to create a contrast between old
and new morals, or more precisely, to criticize false Europeanization and the
degradation of moral norms. Maton has her own understanding of honor, and
her profession is her means of survival. In her view, she does not earn her living
through dishonest means; yes, she deceives naive people, but she does not use
force, does not oppress others, and does not exploit the poor and needy-rather,
she takes “payment” from the wealthy. Maton speaks about rich people who,
instead of moral principles and values, prioritize material gain. She criticizes
those who “sell” their honor and dignity for greed or for imitating Europeanized
stereotypes. Going further, Maton believes that society has lost its essential

° Asmaryan 1980, 96-97.
!° History of Modern Armenian Literature 1964, 179.
! Sundukyan 1951, vol. 2, 367.
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human values, and in her opinion, those who live by honest labor are not
considered as “worthy” as those who sell their morality. Maton thus presents a
kind of “justification” for her profession, arguing that she does not exploit
people but simply earns her living, even if society judges her actions negatively.
It is as if she suggests that if she deceives, it is not a crime but a consequence of
the social system in which she lives. Thus, Sundukyan’s artistic evaluation is
achieved through contrast: the human element is preserved through colorful
characters that reveal deep psychological nuances, while inhumanity appears as
a destructive force that undermines all moral foundations. This opposition allows
each character’s complexity and ambiguity to be observed without condemnation
but also without compromise, creating a strong artistic value that reflects the
human struggle within oneself. The dramatist’s rejection of evil and longing for
good form the essence of his entire creative vision.” Among the great masters
of our literature, only very few have succeeded in creating typical characters
through precise and clear depiction of the diverse characteristics of human
nature, as Gabriel Sundukyan did.?

Conclusion

Thus, it should be emphasized that Gabriel Sundukyan created characters
who become not only individual personalities but also symbols of social groups
and broader societal phenomena. These characters are often simple in
appearance, yet simultaneously profound, conveying the problems, conflicts,
and contradictions present in society during a given historical period. It should
also be noted that the characters frequently find themselves in dynamic and
contradictory situations, revealing what it meant to live in the society of that
time. The figures created by Sundukyan essentially reflect the social complexity
and conflicting ways of thinking of that era, attempting to summarize an inner
struggle that also touches upon the uncertainty of the individual living within
that period. It should be emphasized that Sundukyan revealed the true nature of
his characters, particularly through their monologues, which become
expressions of their psychological world and inner impulses. The monologue
serves as a powerful literary device for the author, enabling him to reveal the
inner world of the characters-their contradictions, illusions, or struggles born

2 Mkryan 1982, 215.
3 Gyuli-Kevkhyan 1944, 21-22.
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from the hardships of life. Monologues expose not only the internal complexity
of the characters but also provide a deeper depiction of the surrounding world.
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QUPPPEL UNRLANRY3ULP YNYGYPLLENP
usMMUrLswErsSUuUL Urdsuse

Udthnthnd

Untunnwyyjwup ynnbhjubpp wnwuduwunwd Gu ng dhwju hptug Yuwnwybp-
qulwu Yunnigwdpny, wjl funpp unghwjwwu Gupwwnbpunny b Yepwwp-
ubph pwquwtipn qupqwugdwdp: <Gnhuwyp uwnbindnd £ wnhwywlwu, uw-
wju dpluunyu dwdwuwly wuhwwnwwuwgyws Yepwwpubp, npnup wpnw-
gninud U dwdwuwyh unghwjwlwu hwpwpbpnyeniuubpp, pwpnwywu wp-
dtiputipp W hwlwunigyniuubipp: Ybpindnyeniup gnyg £ wwihu, np Untunniy-
jwup hdwnnpbu hwdwnpnd £ hnudnpp puuwnwwnwlwu dninbgdwu hbn' pw-
gwhwjnbiny unghwjwlwu wuhwywuwpnieyniup, Ytnd pwpnjulwunieiniup
U Wnypwwwownnyeiniup: <wwnlywupwlwu £ uwl, np upw YEpwywpubpp hw-
Quwlu Ypnwd Bu dawynipwiht fuwswdslnudubp, ophuwy' 3wdwugnuyh Yepww-
pp, npp ubpYwjwgunid £ hwjwywu b ypwgwlwu dawynypubph dhwaénynt-
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dp: hp Ypwwpubph dhongny Uniunniyjwup hwéwfu pwpépwgunid £ hwuw-
puwyniejwu pwpnjwlywu W unghwjwlwu wuydwu fjuunhputipp: Lpw hGpnu-
ubipp hwéwfu hwjnuynid Gu ubppht b wpunwphtu hwlwunieiniuubpp Ybuwn-
pnunud® Ywuqubing hhu L unp wpdbipubph, uniewlwu swhbph W pwpnjw-
Ywu uygpniupubtiph pwiudwu wngl:

Pwuwih pwnbp* ynnlbpy, npwdwipmpghw, Gypnwwlwt  DHuwlnype, Fwpphby
Uniannulywts, Yapwwpwlybinippnnd, wndtiptbip, puwppni:
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usrnurutueniunih@3NhLe UNULOU3NLL
lNUNR3MENKRU. UUMMUU3PL ENRE3UL
PLNKNIUS P LERYUAULU2NTNRS3NRLL

Les apparences sont trompeuses
Upipwiphtp fuwpniuply £

Udihnthmd

Unwdéwjht fununypnud Yapwywpwuwihnfunigjwt [tqwbwuwsnnuywu
Ywnwwwpp $pwuubpbu nt h wjbpbu wnwdubiph ophtuwyny Ytiphwund k
dwpnywjht Enyejwu punpnonudu ni hwnwuhoubiph 6wuwsnnniegyniup: 4bu-
nwuwlwu wotuwphh wwwytiph nt hwulwgnypwiht hinfuhwpbipnyeniutbph
oqunipjwdp nhunwnpyynd Gu dwpnywihtu punypu nt Jwppwadh Yunwuwwp-
ubipp, U wju hwdwwnbpunnuw pungdynud £ Ypwywpwuwhnfunigjw pwgw-
uwlwu hwpwuwuwynyeyniup: Ybpnugywih hhdpp quppwagdh nt jwju hdwu-
wnny hupuntjwt thnihnfunipjwu hhduwhwngu k, husp puuynid £ huswbu gn-
Jwpwuwlwu hwppnyeniunwd, wjuwbu £ hwuywgnipwht puyudwu dw-
Yupnwynu' |pubint W pwint uwhdwuwgdhu: Shownwnpyb) £ ywwnbwnw-
hbwnlwupwjunygjwu Jbpindniggniup’ unp hupunypjuu Yunnigdwu hwdw-
inbipunnud:

Cwny £ gk, np wnwdwihu fununypt pungdnd £ dwpnywihtu punyph
hwuwmwwnt |hubip, huy Yepwywpwuwihnfunejwt wpunwphtu npulinpnudp
ubipphu npuk thnthnfunyejwu sh hwugbgunid: Lutuniejwu wnwplw wnwdub-
pnud (Giqwéwuwsnnulwu nu Gqunbwlywu nhunwuyniuhg Jybpinwyt) tu

" <nnywép bbphupwgyty £ 10.03.2026, gpwfunuyly b 26.03.2026, punmibgly b yuyur-
gnniywit 30.04.2026:

© 2026 htinhuwy(ubp): Pwg hwuwubjhnyzjwdp hnnjwd £ Creative Commons |hgbiu-
ghwjh (ns wnlinpwhtu 4.0 dhowqguiht (hgbughw) wwjdwutubpht hwdwwwwnwufuw:
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wpunwpht wgnbgnyjwu dwfunndw, puwdht hwwynyeniutbph, Jwnppw-
goh ypw Enpjwu wpnwwwnybpdwt dwuwsnnuywu Yunwwwnpubpp:

Pwiwih pwnbp' Gbpwwpwbwihnpunyaynit, wnwéuyght fununyp, Jwpnlw-
Jhb Enysyniti, YGtinwbnit, hwuljuwgnyauyhti thnfuwpbipnuygynit, |htby, pyw):

UVbGpwéniypyni

Unwdéubpu ni wuwgywépubpp pwpnwiupwwnwywu  wunypubp bu,
npnup wnbpudnd U Ephlwhu: YGunwuwlwu woluwphp' hpple ny Ephlw-
Ywu wnpnip’ whpnye, wnwdubpnu hhdp  nwnund Yepwwpwuwtnfunie-
Jwu hwdwwnbpunnud pupnjufupwwnwywu hpdwuwnh Yunnigwpydwt hwdwp:
Ubkunwunt wwwnybph oqunipjwdp dwpnwihu Enuejniut nt hwinlwupop Yb-
puwgwpydwu hwppenieiniuhg thnfuwnpynud Gu Ynuypbiwh wppnye, b wnw-
Swihu fununypp ptwywu dhowywiph wwwybph oqunipjudp ytiphwund k
hwuwpwlywlwu ninpunnd pwpnjufupwwnwlywu hdwuwnp Yunnigdwu hw)b-
gwybpwp: Uu nhunwuyniuhg Yeunwunt' npwbu dhounpnh nbipnd wpuw-
hwjnynud £ Engjwu punpnodwtu Ywd Juwppwgdh Yunwwuwp, npp, thnfuwnp-
gtind hwuwpwlywlwu wnppnye, unwund | quwhwunwlwu: <wuwpwlw-
Ywu Yuwupnd dwpnnt Juppwadh thnthnfunyeyniup Ywd Enygjutu wuthnihn-
funieyniup pwgnpnaynud Gu Yeunwunt yphgquwyny, husp eny| £ wwhu dwuw-
snnwlwu-gnpédwpwtwywu nwonnd thnfuwpbpnigjwu dhongny pwnwpw-
Jupnipjwt onwn hwnnpnb]' winwhuny funwwihing ninhn putwnwunnie-
jniuphg: UyYbihu, YGunwunt Jwppwagodh dwuntwugnidp Gupwnpnud £ unipjby-
wh Enppjwu htn wdpnnowlwtu unyuwgnidhg funwwinud: Uu hwdwunbipu-
wnud Yeunwuhtu nwnunw £ hwulwgnipwihtu nwownd hwjbh, npnud dwpnp
wbuund £ hpbu' wpryniupnd guwhwnwlwu wwind ybpohupu Yapwwpws-
Uwihnfunijwut nt uppwagdwiht wju Ywd wju junwwwnpu:

Unyu hbunwgnunnigjutu twywwnwyp VUMY 46U HULPLEN 6L hwu-
Ywgnipwihu hnfuwpbipnipjwiu hwdwwnbipunnu hwdbdwwwywu dbpnnh og-
unpjwdp dpwuubiptiu nu hwybptu wnwdubpnd YEunwupubph YEpwwpwuw-
thnfunypjwu [qwbwuwsnnwywu hwjtigwytipwh gbpinwdnyeniut £ wnwéw-
pwuwywu wnpnipubiph hwunwlwu unyeh hpdwu Jpwt:

" Nwbwpuyw 1960. Uhpgnyuu 2007. Lwquipjuia 1994. Refranero multilingiie
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Ubpwywpwbunhnpuniypyut Gwbwsnnnipwi pnipg

Ppwywunywu pulwdwu hnfuwpbpwlwu hwjbguybpwyu wnusynd
ytpwgwplydwu hwppnyegjwup: Uu nhunwuyntuhg guulwgwsd thnfuwpbpnie-
jniu hug-np wnnwng Yepwh hnthnfungyniu £, wy) YEpwwpwupny nbuubine
dwuwsnnnipniu’ hwulwgniewhu dwlwpnwynud, huy pun 2. Lwyndh L U.
2nuunup wnwownpws hnfuwpbpnejwu wbunyejwu’ nwghnuw| dhupp Lu
Gupwnpnw £ thnfuwpbpwlwu punye:? <bnhuwlubpp wwwnbwnwhbnlwu-
pwjunyeyniup nhnwpynu Gu hpple Shghlwywu nt hwuwpwlywlwu ppwlw-
unupjwit Yuquwlbnudwy dhong. huswtu Shahlwywt unyeh' uh yhéuwlhg
djnwupu wugnudp, wjuwbu £ npuk ppwnwpéniejut pfundp Wwwnbwnw)hu
2nrwjhg thnfuwybipwnuwiubp Gu:®

Legwpwunipjwu ghunwlwnpgh oppwuwynd Ypwywpwuwhnfunygyniup
nhunwpyynd £ pppl néwlwiu huwn' hhdp punniubing wju hwugqwdwupp, np
Ybpwwph thnipnfuniejwu wugnwip nbnh £ niubund «thnfuwpbpwpwp»:* Lp
Qbnup wundwdp' Yepwwpwuwhnfunyeniuu hpwywuwund £ dhwju thnfuw-
pbpnipjwt pwgwlwjnyejwu wwjdwuubpnud, pwuh np, Geb wnwehup Gu-
pwnpnu £ wnwye U htinn dwdwuwlwihu gnighsutiph npubnpnud, www ybp-
ohup wwwdwdwuwlwhu ninnjwdnipniu niup:® Ybpwwpwuwdnfunyeniup
nhunwpyyt| £ twb YEunwuwlwu wofuwphh ywwybph oqunypjwdp Gpluw-
Yuwjnipjwu nhpnyenwd thnfuwlbpwynuiubph ophuwyny:®

SGhwnwlwu hwpwgnygnd dh 2wpp hGwnwgnuineniuubp uyppwé Gu
ghwlywu unbndwgnpdnipniuutpnd  YEpwwpwuwihnfunigjw  wnwuduw-
hwwynigyniuubphu,” wjunwwdbuwjupy wnwdwihu fununypend YEpwywpwuw-
thnfunypjwu [Ggwbwuwsnnwlwu puunigjuwt hwdwynndwuh hwjtiguwlwpgp
pwgwlwinud k, b wju hwdwwbpunnid unyu hwnwgnunnyejwu wpnhwlw-
unipynlul nt unpnyep ugywy Gplnyph' hpple |Bqywdowynpwihu ni |Gqywdw-
Uwsnnwywu hpnnnijwu pnjwunwy YGpndnieiniut k:

2 Lakoff, Johnson 1980, 193.

3 Lakoff, Johnson 1980, 69.

4 Mikkenon 1996.

5 Le Guern 1981.

¢ Bachelard 1939.

" Gymnich, Segdo Costa 2006. Harel 2020.
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Ubpwwpwbunhnpunyayniip (hubnt b pyuwnt uwhdwbwgdht

Uwpnywjpup punpnadwt nhwnwulniuhg ubippnugjw) wnwdubpp Ybp-
wwpwuwhnfunyejwu whpnypend punpnond BU pwenipiniup' skonmwnnbiny
hwwnlwuhoh yphwunwp hwulwgniewihtu nwownnid.

Tout chien est lion dans sa maison

cniuti hplug nnwbp nnswn Yiptp:

Luunpjwt wnwpyw wnwdubpnud Yepwwpwuwtnfunyeyniup® unp Ybp-
wwnph unbnénwp, wnbpuynid £ nmwpwdwywu ninnwdnipjwun, Ywd [Gqyw-
dwuwsnnuwu Yunwwwph hhdpnud LULNKS3NRLL UEPUYULNAISUL
d6ru<vUnhy £ hwulywgnipwihtu thnfuwpbipnieniut : Unwéubipu pung-
dnwd BU wnwpwdnipywu, jwju hdwuwnny' hwdwwnbpuwnh nu hupunigjuu in-
fuwnusnipniup: Mwwnbwnwhbnbwupwjunigjwu spowtwynid YEpwwpwuw-
thnfunypywu dEluwybwp ubthwlywu wnwpwdph YybGpwhuyndu k, pusp |Ggyw-
Ywu dwwpnwynd wnyuwjwunwd £ dans sa maison, pptitig nnwtp Ywnnygub-
nh dhongny: Spwuubtipbu wnwdu pungdénwd £ gnjupwuwlywu Ywngh Yepww-
thnfunwdp, huy hwjtiptu hwdwpdtipnid wnwugpp hwwnwuhoh yepwgpnidu k:

CHIEN (GAPU) »  LION (U8NR0)

»

dans sa maison (hp wwbip)

cnkhvy > nn2uN,
hnkiig nowmbip

huy ytpwpbpnud | Yepwywpwiht wugdwu onpwiht, wjiu pwuubptunid
étre pwjh ubpyw dwdwuwywalh (est) oqunipjwdp wpwnwhwjnnd £ wdpnn-
owlwu Yepwwpwuwhnfunyeinu' oniup Ybpwdynud £ wnndh: <wnljwiugw-
wu E, np wnwdp unbindnwd | «hpwyhtwlwiht wnynid», nph nidp npnawnpy-
o £ Ynuypbinn  mwpwdnieniund’ hwdwwnbipunnd: Uju  inbuwulyjniuhg
hwwlwuhop nhwnwpyynd £ pppl ng Yuyniu Yupg, b Yeunwunu hwulw-
gnypubtph wunphtwuwlwnpgndu wnwjwund £ 2wt b wnnh hwdbdwwnw-
Yuwu obpnwnpdwdp: Uwutwynpuwbu' wnyndu ninnwhwjwg onpwih 4b-
punud £, U owt' wnyndh Ybpwdybp' pwonipjwu npulinpdwt wpnwhwjunnie-
jniup Ywujwsd b rnwpwowlwu pwunwnphshg: <wjtipbu wnwép dwdwuwlyw-
Jhu wmbuwulyniuhg bl pwih wwwnup funuwphdwdp (Yptp) pungdnid k ow-
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up dwpnlyujht hwinbwuhgh' pwonipjw Ybpwgnnudp (nnswn’ Yuphé, puwy,
wnh, fuhqufu):

Ujdd nhwnwnpybiup wnwdubp, npnug hhdpnid fuwpnwuhy wpunwphuh |bg-
qwbwuwshnwlwu unwwwpnwu k, dULL LAUEL 2E L h hwlwnpnie-
jniu gnupwuwlwu wnhpnypenud Yepwwpwuwhnfudwu hwbguwybpwh' wju
wwpwagwjnwd puunyentut ninnnpnnud £ dwuwshnnigjwu nt hdwgwpwunte-
jwlu nwow.

La nuit, tous les chats sont gris

Qhotinp Guipni £y uwdnip Yplw

dwfulniph wspht Yupnits gppbpp nl £ Gplinu:

Jdbpnugjw| wnwdubpnid YEpwwpwuwihnfuniyeniut hpwwuwundd £ inb-
unnuwtu pulupdwt dwuwsnnnigjwt dJwwpnuynud dwdwuwyh hwjbgw-
Ybpwh gBunwnpdwdp, nwwnh CUYULELL SEUULGL £, hUUSNRG3NRLL
LNh3U E, huy UuNrnenhe3nhue wudunr k: Uy Yepwy wuwd' Yepwwph
ybpwlwnnignwit wpwnwpht wgnbignipjwdp inbunnuywtu wwwybph wywwn-
pwuph wpryniupnd Ynpgunud £ pdwuwnwihu Ywnnygh uwhdwuubpp, hush
gnighsp [Gquywu dJwwpnuwynd dpwuubpbt wnwdénd YEunwunu gnyup
Jbpwapnwiu £ (sont gris), huy hwjbptund' Gplw) pwih Yppwnnieiniup |hub-
pYw] hwlwnpnigjwu 2powtuwynud (vwdnip Ybplw, nb £ Gplnid): huswbiu
denieintut  pnnupynid, onwnponid YEunwunt wpunwphup, wjuwbu b dwpn-
Ywihtu npwyubipu nt hwwnwuhoubpu Gu lwppwnynd wunpnonejwu dby:

CHAT (YUSNP) GRIS (UNRCUSNPSL)

\J

nuit (ghpkp)
YUSNk > UuuUnkr
ghokp
YUSNh > 1B
qhotp, quiju

Cwpy £ gk bwl, np dwpnyuwihu Enygyniup bW hwdwwnbpuwnwihu hpwn-
pnieyniup Gpyne |Ggudawynyputpnd wpunwhwjnynd Gu dhuunyu (Gquw-
Ywu Jdhwynpubiph Jhongny: Uwutuwynpwwbu' Yuwnu punpnond £ duip-
nniu, huy ghotpp' wunpng hpwnpnieiniup: Wuniwdbuwuhy, wpunwpht wg-
nbgniejwdp ubippht Enygjwu pinppdpnunwip dhonhpnypwihtu hwuljwgniew-
Jjhu nwownnud Gplwu £ qwihu wwppbp hwpenyeniuutpnud: Spwuubpbu
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wnwop 2tanwnpnud £ wunpnonygjwu wwjdwuubipnd dwpnywjhu jnipophtiw-
Ynypyniuutiph wuwnbiunwip. ghotipp pninp Ywwnwbpp dnfupwgnyu Gu: Snyup
pdpnudwu |Ggwbwuwsnnulwu hwjtguybpwp gnyg £ wwihu, np dnfupw-
gnyup ubh nt uyhwnwyh fuwnunipnp, uwhdwuubph wunpnanyEjwu b wynwh-
uny dwpnywihtu npwyubph nt hwwnwupoubph nwppbpwydwu wuhuwpp-
unipjwt thnfuwpbpwlwu wpunwhwjnnyeinu £: Uhusnbin hwjGpbu wnweoht
wnwoéh wnwugpnud wumhbwuwlywpgiwu nhwnwuyniuhg hwuwpwy Yybp-
wwph (Yuwngh)' hpple wylih pwpép ne wqujwywt (uwdnin) Gplugne hpn-
nnuyntut £, punhwupwywuhg jnipophtuwyh pywgjw) wugdwu hdwuwnwihu
Ywnnygp: b pnudu Jepnugyuih’ hwybpbu Gpypnpn wnwdtu wpnwlw pung-
dnwd | dwpnyuihu hwnwupop' Jwplynyr: SYw) ywpwgwynud Jwfup |nyup
pwgwlwinipjwt  wwpdwuubpnd Yuwwdhu Jbpwgpnd £ gbppuwlwu nd!
nupaubiny pywgjuwy nl:

Uwpnwybuwnpnu hwjtiguybpwh opgwuwynid ubppnugjw) wnwdubipp Wu
ytphwund Gu fuwpnwpy wpunwphuh, pwint ni pubine hwwnpwdhwu-
unipjwu dwuwsnnniejwu wnwugpp, U wpwwpht duh nt ubpphtu pnjwunw-
Ynypjwu hwlwnphp ywunlbpt wnwdubpnd wnuwjwunwd § hwuwpwlwlwu
nhppwynpdwu hwwnnypntd.

Parez un hérisson, il semblera baron

Yninnd shuwp ppwbphypt, Eoht wippht niugpwypt:

Qnjnypjwu dubph wunphbwuwywpgnwip yiphwund £ Yepwywpwuwhn-
funigjuu ybippupwg ninhu, uwlwju ybpohuu dhwju wpwnwpht nwownnud ,
huly ubipphu Enyeyniut wuhwnnpn £ dund dbwlywt Yunwwwppt: Uwutwyn-
pwwbu' $pwtubpbu wnwdnd hérisson L baron gnjulwuubph ogunipjwdp
obpunwnpynud | qupnwpwuph dhongny nqunt’ hppl pwpnt, wqujwlwu Ybp-
wwpn pYwnt wpwnwpht npultnpnudp, hush wpunwhwjnnieginiup sembler pwjh
Yppwnndu £: Uy Yepw wuwd' nquhu pun Engywt, bwwbu unyuu §, huly hw-
uwpwlwlwu pwpép nhpph wwwnbwnp' qupnwpwupp, nipnnpnnd £ unuy
pYwgjwih whpnyp: <wjtptu wnwoénwd £p dwpnwihu Yepwwpwup £ unw-
unud' nwnuwny nwynulpl, huly wwnbwnp yrwtiynhljing pugwlyuwynieyniut k
(gynunnud shwip ppwitippyptr): Nwuinh wnwdnw hpwywu wpdbph pwgwlwjnie-
Jwu wwjdwuubpnd wju npnawpyynud £ hwpwpbpwlywunygjwi wnwugpnid:
Cwdwwwwnwufuwt npwywlwu swihwuhoh pwgwywnieniup unbindnud £ p-
pwyhbwywjhu YEpwwpwuwihnfuniginiu, hhdp nwnunwd wuhwdwwwunwu-
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fuwu ghnfuwphudwu hwdwp, hwunwgh Yunnignd Yepwwn' wpnwpht wg-
nbgniejwu oqunipjwdp (bopti wpht ntuynwyhb):

HERISSON (NQUF) > BARON (RU.LOV)
parer (qupnuipky)
EC » NPRUSUYDL
unwbinhliung puguumipnih

Uhodowynipwihu nhnwulniup gnyg £ wwihu, np dpwuubiptund hw-
gnwnp YGpwsbwybpwynd £ pupunieiniup, huy hwibptund npw pwgwyw-
Jnuggniip - Jepwpwfund £ gnpdwnnyeh punwnphgp: Liqjudawlniypwht
hpnnnigyniutbph hwdwwbpunnd hwjwlwu hpwywunyegyniund Eop dnw-
gnignpnynud £ hhdwpnypjwu, hwdwnnigjwt nt wfuwwwuph htin, huy wnw-
op upwu Ybpwgpnd b hwuwpwlwlwu hbnphuwynyenit: dwuwsnnuywu-
gnpdwpwuwlwu hwppenieiniunid wnwdubipt wpunwhwjnnd Gu dwpnywihu
yGpwwpp dhwju wpunwphuhg nwwnbnt putwnwwunye)niu:

Ltippnugw| hwjtiptu wnwép <UrvurdnuasuuvNhe@3nhuL 46NMu-
rULUPNUNKGE3NAL £ hwuwgnipwihtu thnfuwpbpniejwu nhpptiphg gnt-
gwunw £ wpunwphtu wgnbigniejwu wwjdwuubpnd Jwppwagdh thnihnfunye-
Jwt Yunwwwpp' (Ggugnpdwpwuwlwu nhnwuyniuhg putwnwwnbing thn-
thnfuwlwt Jwppp.

Lnin ipbutih, dniy Yiptup, uppne ipGutih, dniy Yipup:

Unwénd Ybpwwpwuwihnfuniegniut ppwwuwund £ gnupwtwywu
nwownnd' untpjblynp punypeh wdpnnowlwu Yepwwpwuwhnfuniyejwdp, husp
(iqwywu dwlwpnwynd wnwjwunwd £ owpwhjnuwywu qnigwhbnnip)niu
néwlwu huwph dhongny (.... tpplubip, .... Yihtp, .... ppGudh, ... Giptup): <wpy
E pungdty, np quppwaghdp, huy jwju hdwuwnny' hupunieyniup, wnwyb| Ywlu-
qwé Gu wpunwphtu thnthnfuwywuubphg, pwu ubpphtu punyphg: Wu hwdw-
wmbpunnd  YEpwwpwuwihnfunigjwu  ywwdwnp  nbunnuwu  puywdwu
nwowu £, ywd LAUELL SGULLL E: Skunnnieginiup nhunwpyynid E dwuwgn-
nwlwu puywinwihg wunhu b dwnwdwlwu Jwlwpnwynd wnwye pbpnd Jup-
pwgdh Yunwwwn' wynwhuny purquyuting gnpdwnnipwiht opgwuwyp, pw-
uh np wbuubijhu dwpnp ny eE Udwuynid £, wy| hupu £ Yepwywpwuwhnfuynid:
Cwunjwupwywu b Gupwywih gbinsdwu thwuwnp, husu hpnnnigyniuubpp np-
wmwpynud £ ny pb wudh, w) Juppwgdh Yunwwwph dwlwpnwynd: <bug
wjn wwwbwnny k| unpjiyunp hupunyjwu pwgp unnpngdwt oquniejwdp
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(nwgynud £ YEunwupubpph Ynnihg: Muwunbwnwhbunbwupwjunigjuu onpwjnid
YGpwwpwuwihnfunigjwt pupwgpt wnywjwund b pbubty pwh pnéwlwu
wwwnuph b bty pwh ywpdwiwlwtu wwywnup dwdwuwlwdlbpny, huy
wwjdwuh wpunwhwjnnigjwt pwgwlwinieginiup (Geb) dwdwuwlwihu hw)b-
gwybipwh htinn gniquhtindwu hwpeniejniund |Ggulwu futwnnnygjwu dp-
ongny gnigwunud £ YEpwwpubph wugdwu wudhowlwu wpwgnyeniup: YGu-
nwunt wmbuwlubph dhob YGpwwihnfunwubpp Eehlwlwu wnwugph pwugw-
Ywynipjwu npubnpnud Gu: Wu inbuwuyniuhg wnwdp gbounwnpnud kb Gpydw-
Ywpnwly hwpwgnygh hpnnnuggniup. dh ntiwpnud dwpnp Yepuwpwuwdingu-
dnd | aywu (9nip wbuubjhu), djnunad’ dywu (Yuwnne ibuubhu):
Uure » RNhY
omp mbkully

Uurt > Unhu
Yunnm nkubily

Ybunwunw hwulwgnyrubpu wnwdénd punpnonud Gu Juppwadh hdwu-
nwjhu Ywnnygh wugnuubpp: Uwutwynpuwtu' 9nipp dnnwgnignprynud |
huwpwynpnigjwu, huy Ywwnd' Junwugh hbwn: Wuwhund, dnlyy nunuwip
punipwgpnl £ pwpbuywun wwjdwuubpnwd ognun niwbuwniu hwyywsd
wwwnbhwwwownngniup, huy dnly nunuwp' Juwugh wwjdwuubpnud nidh
wnbipbuybihu Gupwywih nhpptiphg hwuntiu qup:

Wdd Jtipindbup wnwdubp, npnup hwuwpwlwlwu dhowdwjpnud U gn-
Jwpwuwywu Ywpgbph Yepwwihnfudwu hwpeniyegniund, W gnpdwnnipwihu
nbph Jbpwpwotudwtu opowtwynd  YhEpwwpwuwihnfuniyeniup  uppwadh
Ywnuwwwph dhongny nhunwplynu Gu ghpwinhg-gnh hwpwptipnygju np-
nwuyniupg, U pun wind' LSUL L 46QMUNrULUPNRUNRGE3NAD L.

Qui se fait brebis/agneau, le loup le mange

A mal berger qui loup aime

Cuiny hwgwts gnilip nsfuwipht gl Yptph

Unwéubipu pungdnd tu Ybpwwpwuwhniunygjwtu pwgwuwywu hb-
wnbiwupubpp' sbownwnpbiny Enypjwtu thnthnfunygywu Ynpdwuwpwp punypu
huswbiu ubppht, wjuwbu £ wpnwphtu wotuwphh hwdwp: Uwpnywhu thnfu-
hwpwpbpnyeniuubph hwulwgniypwjuwgnwit hpwlwuwunwd £ nspuwp/quin,
quy, hnyphy, pnit \Ggqulywu dhwynpubiph dhongny: <wwnwupwlwu L, np
putunyjwu wnwplw wnwdubpnd quyp sh Gupwpyynw npuk Yepwywpwuw-
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thnfunigjwu. dnwgnignpnytiny Junwugh htin' yapohuu h hwywn £ quihu, bpp
wbinh £ niubigh| Yepwwpwpwuwhnfunieniu:

Qui se fait brebis/agneau, le loup le mange wnwénid dwpnp gnjwpwuw-
Ywu wphpnyend YEpwwpwuwihnfunygjwu  wprynitupnd  gnpnujwu dubiph
anrwjnud wunhwuwht Jwjnkep £ wwpnwd® nhppwynpytiny hppl quin’ gn-
hh nt hwwwwyh Yupguyphbwynid, hushu htimunwd £ ybpohupu uwywnniudp
quyh’ ndtinh, poluwunyejwu Ynndhg: Unwsdh |tquwdwuwsnnnipjwu hdwu-
wmwjhu Ywnnygh hhdpp se faire pwjh gnpdwdnieiniut k, husp Gupwnpnud &
wwwnwufuwuwwnyniginiu' ubithwlwu nbph wnnwing, pwuh np ) ywpw-
gujnud gnpdnn wudu hupt £ hpwyniup ybipwwwhnd quyhu gnpdtint hp
punpyuup hwdwwwwnwufuwu: Uy Yepw wuwd' hppl qun ptipbwlwd nhp-
pwynpnudp hwugbgunud £ owhwgnpddwu, W hwpy £ twb pungdb|, np
Juwugt wpunwwwwnybpynw £ htug nhppwynpynnh ypw, Ywd unipjtyunp
ytipwdynud k opjtlwnh (le loup le mange):

hus ybpwpbipnd | A mal berger qui loup aime W Cwip hwswt pnitip ns-
fuwpht gl 4pbph wnwdubiphu, Ybpohuubipu nhunwpynd Gu hnyyp b pwi
YEpwwpwuwihnfunyentup ny RE gnjwpwuwlwu, wy hwulwgnipwihtu wh-
pnypenut’ nbph Yepwwihnfudwu hwdwwnbpunnd: b nwppbipnieniu puunie-
Jwu wnwplw bwfunpn $pwtubpbu wnwsdh' wyju wnwdubipu pungdnwd Bu nb-
pwihtu Yepwwpwuwhnfuniypjwt yunwuqwynp wanbigniejniup ny e Ytpww-
pwuwthnfuynnh, wy 2nowwwinh Yypw: Lokup, np Yapwywpwuwthnfunwip nb-
nh £ nwbund Ephlwywu hupunygwu dwywpnwynid. hndygh, huswbu twl
owu nbipp hnunp wwonwwubu k, huybp, uwlywiu hndyph wwpwqwind quy-
[t upplyp' RPUWUNL hbinn gnpdwlgbp, huy owu wwpwgwinud pwn hwsbyp'
swihhg 2w wwonwwubp' Juwubp, Junwug Gu hwpnignd hnnp hwdwp'
Gpwotuwynpbiny wwonwwuhg pruwdh YEpwwpwuwihnfuniyeniup: Spwu-
ubipbu wnwdp htwpwtu Ywnnygh oguniejwdp pungdnud £ hndydp Eehlwywu
dwfunnnudp (@ mal berger) quwhwwwwu nwny (mal (mauvais)) bW uwhdw-
ubiny Jwppwaqdwiht Yuwnwuwuwpp (qui loup aime), npu wnwy £ pbpnud wyn
quwhwwnwwup: <Gug wju hpnnnipyniuu k] hwugbgund | |Gquéwuwsn-
nnyRjwu dwywpnwynw Angpy hwulywgnyph hdwuwmwihu Ywnnygh ybpwpw-
twdldwu: SYw| wwpwgwind wpnwphtu dwywpnwynd hndhdp ppple hwu-
Ywgnyp hwywhnyhy k, pwuph np Gqyulwu npuunpdwu dhongny unghwiw-
Ywu nbiph ybpwgpnup wnbipu sniuh wyn nbph gnpdwnnipwiht nmpwdwpw-
unpjwu htwn: <wpy £ ugb), np b $pwuubpbu wnwdénd ynwugp ubpwlw
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£, bW wnyw £ dhwju hndyp npwynwdp, wwyw hwibipbu wnwép wywwnbwnwhb-
wnbwupwjunyejwu hwdwwnbpunnd gnigwund £ Junwugquwynp hGinliwupp
(nspuwiphti gl 4pbph): Lwluwwbu pwph dnwnpnieniuttipp wnwtg swihh
qqugnnnijwu nt yGpwhuynnnigjwt Ywpnn tu hnfuwybpwyb) Juwup: -
pwiht YEpwwpwuwihniungjwu wwwbwnp ns RL pnu gnpdnnniginiut |
(hwstyp), wy npw Ywwnwpdwu swhp Quen hwstyp): Cun npnud’ wwwndwnh
fquwywu  wnlwjwugnudp gnpénnnigintup  thnfuwybpwynud £ Jwppwadh
pungddwdp hwwnlwupoh Yunwwwph Quiy hwswb):

ETRE HUMAIN (UUY) > BREBIS/AGNEAU (QULY)
volonté (gubljm pymt)

BERGER : GARDIEN DU TROUPEAU BERGER : ENNEMI DU TROUPEAU
(Z09paC NeNBU 208k MUCSTUL) (ZN4pde NrMEU 2N0Sk ECULUUT)
aimer le loup (quiyhti uhply)

cNhut Nrned MUcsSnuUL > cNiuC NrMeU ECULUUR
sun by

Wuwhuny' Yepwwpwuwnfunyeiniup YEunwuwlwu wofuwphh wwunlyb-
ph oqunipjwdp pwpnwiupwwnwlwu nhnwuyniuhg wnwdubpnud dwpnlw-
JhU Enipjwt wpwnwphtu npubnpdwt ni ubpphtu punyeh thnfuhwpwpbpnyejw,
(hutiint b pwint hwlwnpwdhwuunyRjwu punpnadwt ninh £, W hupunypjwu
thnihnfunigniup’ (hup gnjwpwuwywu whpnyenud, e hwulwgniyewihu nwo-
nnd, hwéwfu pwgwuwwu hwpwuawuwynyejwu Jwuht £ Uu wnnwing w-
nwoéwjhu fununypu pungdénud b dwpnywihu punyeh, puwwnip Enygjut hwu-
wmwwnntu [hubju nt wpnwpht dLwihnfunyeniuubph dwdwuwlywypbwnieniup:

Ubpyuwpwbunhnpunyayutt Junwuwwph wwppnygniat ne panyaywit
hwnpwuwyp

Unwéwjhtu fununyend dwpnluihtu punteginiup npnawplybint jwywagnyu
dhongp htug punipyniutu k, wpfuwphp ptwlwu Ybpwp YGunwuwlywu wy-
fuwphh gniqwhtinny: Uju hwdwwnbpunnd Ypwywpwuwihnfunigjutu wpunw-
phu npulinpnudp ubipphtu punyeh thnthnfunyejwu npuk wpryntuph sh hwugbg-
unud, wy Yepw wuwsd' Yapwwph inthnfuniegniup sh hwonnnid n's hubne, n's
£l pwint dwlwpnwynd, huy Gqubwuwsnnuywu deyuwybinp <USYUTP-
CL PUNKB3NAL E hwulwgnipwihtu thnfuwpbpnieginiuu k:

Cwayh wnubny Jbpnugwip' bwiu nhunwpybup wnwdubp, npnup obio-
wnwnpnud Bu dwpnyuwiht Enypyut wuthnihnfu punyep' h hwwnpnieiniu wp-
wmwphu wqnbgniejwu:
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Le singe est toujours singe, flt-il déguisé en prince

Un singe vétu de pourpre est toujours un singe

Serpent qui change de peau est toujours serpent

Ugnuip htispwits innwitiw, nuiq sh (htup

Eohtr phdwptynd udnyq skt nuipdup

cwb wnsp Yinplng wudbn qun sh nwntw

dpwn qunuwb dnpph Gu wnby, pwlhg ququi Gu

Jdbpnugjw| wnwdubpp ybiphwund Gu dpwtubiptund nu hwjtiptund ubip-
phtu punyeh [Gqwéwuwsnnuywu Yunwwwpdwt wnwppbpnygniuutpp:
Uwutwynpuwbu' $pwuubptiund Ggqulywu Yunnygp Ypluwpwunyeniuu
(le singe est toujours singe, un singe .... est toujours un singe, serpent ... est
toujours serpent), U wju nhunwuyniuhg Yuwwhyp Yuwhy &, huy odp' o0& suw-
Jjwd wpunwphtu duwynpdwup (déguisé en prince, vétu de pourpre, qui change
de peau): Uppwjwquh Ybpwwn unwtiwip Ywd dhpwuh Yptp Gpptip sh thn-
funud YwwhYh, huYy Yuwohu ginfubp’ osph punypep: <wnlwuswlwu k toujours
dwlpwih Yphpwnnidp, husp dwdwuwlwihu gnighsh wpnwhwjnnyeniu k, np
ubpwnnd £ dwdwuwyh bLnwswih hwppenieginiup: Gt hhdp punnwbup
YpYuwpwunipjwu |Gqugnpdwpwuwlywu hwjtguwybpwp®, www Yupbh L
wunb], np wju wwpwgwjnwd hupunyywu Ypluwyh sbonndp vwihu b wyb-
(hu, pwu pwnwgh YpYunieginiup: LEpwlw hdwuwnh 2powtwynid YpYuwpw-
unpyniup dGYwnbnnud £ YGunwunwu punpny pninp hwwinlwuhubipp, huy wp-
wmwpht wgnbgnypjuu gnpdnnnipjwu |Ggulwu npuunpnudp wunhbwuw-
Ywpgqwihtu hwdbdwwnnigjuwt nhunwuyniuhg wnwuduwgunud £ wnwugpw)h-
up: Wuwbu, gnjnigjuu dubph wunpéwuwlwnpgnd Yuwhyp wppwjwqup nt
pwagwynph hwunbpdwuph dhongny' utwwwpdnipjwdp, thnpdnd £ dwpnw-
Jhu YGpwwp unwtw], uwywju ubpphtu Enieyniut wuhwnnpn £ hwuntpéwu-
ph thnihnfungyuup, nwwh Ybpghuu dund £ hp wunhwupu' gwdpwnwu:
Oap, Ywohu thnfubny' funpwdwuybng, dund £ unyu odp, b wyu nbwpnid
Ywoht thnfubp punpnanud £ wnwpptip hwdwwnbpunbpnd Juppwagdh thnthn-
funipyniun:

8 Yule 1996, 31.
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SINGE (YUNPY) < »  SINGE (QUMPY)
étre déguisé en prince (mppumqith hmbnkpd Ypky)
é&tre vétu de pourpre (bhpwmth lply)

SERPENT (OR) < > (SERPENT) OR
changer de peau (ljuoht thnjuk))

huy ybpwptpnud £ hwjbpbu wnwdubiphu, npwup dfundwu dhgngny gnyg
U wwihu YEpwwpwuwihniunyejwu wuhtwphunyeniup b 2tipunwnpnud hw-
Ywnpniejniup: Pwgwuwwu Gpwuqwynpnd niubgnn wqnwiyh, Eh, pwi,
ququwbh ybpwdybiipn hwlwwwwwufuwuwpwn nugh, bdnygh nt qunwi, n-
pnup dunwgnignpnynd Gu npwlwu hwpwuowuwynygjwu hbwn, sh hpwlw-
uwunud wpnwpht wgnbgniejwt wwjdwuubpnud ((nnwbiwy, phdwnty, wnsp
ywnty, Ypwt qunwt dnpph wnbby): <wply b pungodt| widbn wswywuh Yhp-

pwnnijnitup, np punpnonud £ qunwup, huy qunwu dnpeh Ypbip ququuh
wwpwaguwjnw YEndwynpnigjwu npuunpnud k:

><
lmlhﬁmL

EG >-<
phiuiply

UQrrud, nuL

A\ 4

LdNrs8d

v

cnpru SULE

A\ 4

N
umnsp lpnnly

QUQUL >/ > QUL
Jpwub qmmuhnpp]l wnhly

Uwpnywipt  Enygjwu  thnthnfunigjwu wuhuwppuniygjwt  npubunpnudp
dfundwu hwjtigwytipyh wbuwuyniuhg nhunnwpytup hGnbyw| wnwdubpnid.

Le renard change de poil, mais non de naturel

Le loup change de poil, mais non de naturel

Swyip pripnp Yipnfup, ptwdnpniggniip sh thinfup

Oat pp uinyhlyp lipnfuh, ptnipgniiip sh thnfup

Unwdutipnud wnytiuh, quyih pripnp U odh 2wwhyp dwpnluiht Jup-
pwgdh wpuwphu npubnpnudu Gu, npnug thnthnfunigyniup hwywnpynud k&
puniewu nt puwynpnijwtu hwunwwnniuniygjwup: Lojwip |Ggunbwlywu Jw-
Ywpnwynd wnlwjwund £ owpwhjnuuwlwu gniquhbnnigjuu nt hwywn-
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pnRjwl dhongny, pun npnud® $pwuubiptunud hindhnfunigyniu gnigwunn pup'
changer, pwgwlwjnw £ wnwdh' ubipphu punyphu wnbpuynn Bpypnpn pw-
nwnphsnd, npp ubipwnnud £ mais non de naturel |Ggwywu Ywnnygp: 2bn-
snidu hupuht (Gquéwuwsnnulwu nwownnd wpwnwhwjnnd £ thnihnfunie-
jwu wuhuwphuneiniup: <wjbipby wnwoéubpnud bpnugjuih Gquywu wp-
wmwhwyinneyniup .... Ythnfup, .... sh thnfup Yunnygh gnpdwonieiniuu k:

RENARD (UNIEU) < > REANRD (UN<EU)
LOUP (2US8L) changer de poil (Unpph thnjuky) LOUP (@Us3L)
Ok« » 02
2uwhlp thahuly

Unwdwihu fununypenud wnlw £ twb hwlwnwy wwwlbpp, pun npp'
Ywahu wnbpuynid k Engyuup’ hwuwnwwnniu ne wuinginfu:

Dans sa peau mourra le loup

En sa peau mourra le renard

En la peau ou le loup est, il y meurt

“wpdhp Yndp pp Guights sh thnfup

Ul pmutap sh uwghepualih
Luunpjwu wnwplyw $pwuubipbt wnwdubipp YEunwunt Enigynitup nw-

pnpnonud BU tnwpwéniejwu nt dwdwuwyh hwpwpbpwygnyejwu hwdwwnbipu-
wnuwl: Wuwbu, quyh nt wngbup Ywohtu nunund £ wwpwdwlwu inppnye'
hhdp punnwbiny dwpdup Gwuwsnnnieiniup, husp Gquywu dwlwpnwynwd
wnwoéubiph Ywnnigwdph wnweohtu wjwunwd npulnpynud £ dans b en uwtu-
nhputiph dhongny (dans sa peau, en la peau ou): Ywohu pungpynud £ wuthn-
thnfu Engeyniup, hushu hwonpnnud | dwdwuwywihu pwnwnphsh pungdnuip'
dhusle dwh (mourra le loup/le reanrd, il y meurt): Syjw| ntwpnid dwhp nwn-
unuw £ [pubnt ybpguwybivnp, npuintin punyeu hp wuthnihnfu Enygjudp hwu-
wmwwnnud k |hubip: Gpb ubpyw dwdwuwlwdlp (meurt) gnyg £ viwihu thnthn-
funiejwu wuhuwphunyyniup hpple punyp' dwdwuwyh uwhdwuubphg nnipu,
U wyju ywpwaguynd quyp, Ywohtu nt dwhp nhunnwpyynd tu dwdwuwyh dhw-
swith Yunpywdpnd, npuintin uyhqpu ne Yybpop Unyuwywu bu, wwyw wwwnuhu
(mourra) gnpdnnnigjwu 2tignnu nuinnnud | nbwh 4bpe' Yunnigbing unp tnnwpw-
onipyniu: Lwjtiptunwd Enyegniup npnawpyynwd £ gnyup dhongny: Uwutuwyn-
pwwbu' uwpdhp Yndh Yuohtu Enpyniuu |, hwdwnnugyniup, huly ul onup’ pw-
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gwuwlwu hwwywupoubph Ypnnp, b gnitwhu wugnudubpp snwpyynd Gu
dtunduit dhengny (sh yanfuh, sh ughulp):

Enipjwt nmwpwdwlwu ninnjwoénypjwu punypwagpnudp ybpinwdtup uwl
htnlyw| wnwdnid.

Sous la peau est I’ane

Pwnwgh pupbpgdwdp’ Ywodh wwy £ kop: Swpwdwlwu gnighsp sous
uwtunpph Yhpwnnwu £, uwuju h mwppbpnie)niu bwfunpn wnwdubph, npnu-
gnud Ywohu punpnonud £ Enypyniup, wjuntin (wju hdwuwnny hwywnpynud L,
pnnwpynud YEunwunt Enyeyniup® hhdwipnuegyniup, W hwunbu qwihu hpple Jup-
pwqgdh wpwuwphu npuunpnd, huy dwybpbuwihu nbinnpnonudp |Ggulywu
duwlwpnwynd wnwoht wjwund k:

Ujdd nhunnwpybup dwpnywihtu punyph wuthnthnfunyjwu hwpgp puwdhu
hwwnynipjniuutiph nu Ephlwyw Enygjwt thnfuwnusniyjwtu wyphqdw)ny.

Jamais un corbeau n’a fait un canari

L’aigle n’engendre pas la colombe

De mauvais corbeau, mauvais ceuf

Il N’y a pas de méchant liévre ne de petit loup

Unybup 4npynits sh pliph

0dh dupg hundh Gnup nnipu sh qui

Eohg prinwly Yiptp, 2uhg quin sh thup

Eo2h prinwilyp |bpgt £ Ynwntiw
Unwéubipp YEunwuwlwu wofuwphh wwwybph oqunipjwdp thwuwnnwd

Gu' puwdhu hwwnwuhoubpp bwfuwuond Gu Jwpnyughu Enggniup, W wyu
hwdwwnbtipunnud sGonwnpynud £ Yeunwuhubpp YEuuwpwuwlwu snpwu. dh
ytunwuwwnbuwyp sh Yupnn ypwpuwnpb) vy wy inbuwy: Nwnh wuhwwnp
Enipyniu nu pwpnjwywu uywpwghpp uwhdwuwhwyynd Gu puwdhu hwwn-
Ywuhoubipny: Unyu npnyep' dh mbuwlyhg vby wy| nbuwyh wnwowgdwu pw-
gwnnwip, wnwodubph |Ggwbwuwsnnnipjwu oppwtwynd  wnywjwund k
dfundwu dhongny (jamais .... n’a fait, n’engendre pas, il N’y a pas, sh pbph,
nnipu sh qui, sh thup): Kwnjwupwlywu £ dpwuubpbt wnwoénd jamais dwy-
pwjih Yhpwnnudp, pun npnud’ |Gquiwt unnygh wnweoht wjwunwd npwdw-
pwuwlwu 2tiginh pungddwdp: Wu wugjw| Yuwnwpjw| dwdwuwlwésluh hw-
dunpniejwdp thwuwnwagpnd £ wunypu hppl wugjwih thnpdh  hwywuwnp
wpryntup, dhusnbn uwhdwuwywu ubpywu, gnigwubing punhwunip éodwp-
winLejnlu, wnwdubpnw dwdwuwwihu gnighsh pwgwlwniejwu wwjdwuub-
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pnud pungdnud £ htug YGunwunt punyep ns hpple thnpdh wpryniup, wy ubip-
hwwnnwy punywagpnd: <wpy k£ pungdb), np Il N’y a pas de méchant lievre ne
de petit loup wnwdnd Uwwwuwnwlu nL gy unwund Bu punpnohs' hwdw-
wwwnwufuwuwpuwp swp W thnpn, husp, uwfwyu, drundnd &, wy Yoapy wuwd'
Uwwwuwnwyp bwwwuwnwy b, quyp' quy: Unwdubpnd hppwunwyywd wnw-
ohu YGunwuhtu wnwybjwwbu pwgwuwywtu hwpwupwuwynientt niup, huy
Gpypnpnp' hppl gwulwih wpryniup, npwywu: Uhodowynipwiht wnwuduw-
hwwnynipyniuutiph ytiphwunidp gnyg £ vwihu, np $pwuubpbunid wgnwyp sh
Ywpnn nbndwuhpl duby, wpdhyp' wnwyuh, huy hwjtptunud pungdynud £ bpy-
pnpn Yeunwunt dwgp' wnybu W Ynpniu, 06 W hwyh énwn, onu W quin, ko L
pninwl: <wwnlwipwlwu b twb ywwnwubingjuu  Gqubwuwsnnuywu
Ywnnygh nhwnwulniuhg de mauvais corbeau, odp dni, hwyh énup, Eph pni-
nwl Ywnnygubiph Jbpindngeiniup, puwn nph' dwgh Enyggniup ubpnud | dun-
nhg: De mauvais corbeau, mauvais ceuf W Ephg pninwly Yipth, pthg quin sh p-
tp wnwdubipnd Yhpwnynid  néwlywu huwp' gwpwhnuwlwu gniquhbinniye-
jniu, huy Japopund' uwle hwlwnpnuyeiniu (... Yipup, ... sh hbp): <wjbpbu
wnwdh |Gqulwl Yunnygh wnwght punwnnphsn (E2hg prinwly Giptp) thwu-
wwply £ Gpipnpnh Qbhg quin sh (htp) Gadwphun (hubp hhduwdnptine huw-
dwp: dpwuubiptt wnwdnd pwjh gbinsnwip wpunwhwjwnnd £ gnpdnnnipjw
puwgwwnientuu nt dwdwuwwihtu hwjbgwybpwh nhunwuyniuhg wudhow-
Ywunipntup:

Unwéwjhu fununyend puwdhtu hwwnlwuhoubpu wpnwwwunybpynid tu
twl Jwppwqgdwiht Yuwnwwwph ypw, hust wpnwgnwsd b ubippnugjug
wnwdubipnid.

Quiconque est loup agisse en loup

Qui naquit chat court apres les souris

La brebis béle toujours d’une méme sorte

cniuti hp punygyniip Yutih

tunqli pp funqnignitip sh pntip

Suwyih dhinpp nspuwiph hnts £

Hah qifupt wdbypwpwl Yupnwght, wuwg' znip wpbp, nghuwpp uwnpl
wbg Yuguif

Unwéubipnud YEunwupubph Jwppwaghdp wwjdwuwynpyws L puniejudp,
husp hwuwpwlwlwu wnhpnypnd dwpnne Juppwagdh nu punigjwu dwupt :
Uwutwynpwwbu' agir en loup pwnwwuwwlygnigjuu ne Ypluwpwunigjuu
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dhongny gnjwywup’ quyip, |Gqyulwt Yunnygh 2pgwitiwlynud thnfuwnnynud £
dwypwih Jwywpnwy: Cwu nt jungh pwgwuwywu ywppwaghdu wpunwhwjwn-
Jnwd £ ny pb gnpdnnnigjut sbonwnpdwu, wy gnjwywup dhongny' gunipyniu,
fungnipjniu, pun npnd’ puwynpnueyniup nhunwpyynad £ hpple ubthwlwunie-
jniu (hn): Nwwnp YEunwunu gnjuwup dnwgnignpnynud b wdwugjw| gnjw-
Ywuh hbGw, npu pungpynd £ hwwnlwuppubph nt Juppwagdh wdpnnowlwu
Ywnwwwpp, huy ybpohuhu wnbipuynn gnpdnnniginiutt wnlwjwunwd £ hwu-
wmwwndwt Ywd dfundwu dhongny (agisse en loup, Yuwth, sh pnntp): Sywy
wwpwagwinw wnwpyuwjwywu Jwppp Ugw) wowugjw| gnjulwuubph dhon-
gny thnfjuwnpynud | puwquugwlwu whpnyp’ unwuwiny npwywywu punt-
pwagpnud: Guwjh YGpwwpp hwibpbu wnwdubpnud dnwgnignpnynd £ npup
htin: Quyh dhyppp nspuwph hnipt £ wnwoép |Ggudwuwsnnujuu Yunpyws-
pny hwulwgnipwiht thnfuwpbipnyeniu £, dhounhpnypwiht wpunwwwwnyb-
pnud. quiip ns _E dwwdénd £ ngjuwph dwuhu, wj dhinptu wdpnnontgjwdp
Ylwuyws £: Ujnu wwpwagquwind gwjjiu wuhwnnpn £ fupwwnht, ubpphtu punte-
jniup' puwgnp, hwnenu £ wpunwpht wgnbgnigjwup' pupnjwiupwnwywu
pwpnnght: Uprynitupnud qujp wudtuwynpnid nbwlwu huwph dhongny dwpn-
Yuihu Yepwwpwup £ unwund, hpwdwinud (wuwg' pnup wpbp), pwuh np
gwjih dhwpp nsfuwph hnnu E: buy dbpwpbpnud £ $pwtutipbs wnwéubipnud
Ywuwngh nt ngfuwph hwulwgnipwjuwgdwup, wju wnusynid £ dwdwuwlwihu
hwjtigwybpwhu: Qui naquit chat |Ggwywu Ywnnygp hwpwpbpwlywu nb-
pwuywu nt wugjw] Yuwuwnwpjw| dwdwuwlwdsluh oqunigjudp otipunwnpnud k
Ywuwngh Suunywu wuthnihnfu thwuwnp, hushu hbunlund £ ubpyw dwdwuww-
auny wpnwhwjundws Juppwagdh Yunwwwpp' dyubpp Gwnlhg Jugbp (court
aprés les souris): U Ybpwy wuwd' ubipphtu punyep ubphwwnnyy Juppwagdh
wnpwldwpwiwlywu qupgugdwu wwwbwn k, huy toujours dwypwih Yppwnnt-
dp ngfuwph dwjngh wwpwquwjnd gnigwunid £ YpYunyeniut ne dpunmwwu
punyRp:

Lbippht punypp wwjdwuwynpnwd £ bwb hwuwpwlywlwu nbpu ne puyuw-
(nwdubipp.

Ane convié & noces, eau et bois y doit apporter

Eoht ywiisbghti hwpuwtpwpnit, wuwg' fud wnb F wwlwu, Yud dwnp

Unwdubiph ¢ghnfuwpbpwlwunyejwu hhdpnud unyu wwwnybpu £ Eop hwp-
uwuhph wpwpnnnEjwu hwdwwnbpunnid, npnbn hwuwpwwywu nbptpp
wnwouwihu s&U, uwlwju kop dJund £ hp Yupgwyphbwynd' hpwnwpdnigjuut

135



Cuwyniug L.

hp dwutwygniejniup nhwnwnpybin wotuwwnwuph wyphqdwjny b pwgwnbiny
hppl hynip YEpwwpwuwhnfuniyeyniup: Gpynt wnwdubph wnwohtu wjwuntd
Eou k, wjunuwdbuwjupy, ybpohtuhu nbpwihtu YEpwwpwuwihnfunygjwu wuh-
Uwphunigyniup  Gqwéwuwsnnwywu dwywpnwynud putnigjutu  wnwplw
(iqudowynypubpnid mwpptip £: Geb $pwuubpbunid pungdynid £ ywpunw-
Yynpnipjwu hwugqwdwupp devoir pwjh dhongny, www hwjtiptund £ou hupp
ghwh hp wubhpp: Spwuubpbund pugwwind £ hnnp, hush wpryniupnd
yGunwuhu punpnonud £ punhwupwywu Ywpg, huy Ypwynpwywu ubnh gnp-
Sdwénuwp' hpwyppywd hwpuwupph (convié a noces), gpynud £ Ytipohuhu unip-
JEYunwyunieyniupg, husp yGpwywuguynwd £ dhwju wwpwnpp Yunwpbine yw-
pwgwnud (eau et bois y doit apporter): <wjbpGund wuduwynpnd nbwyw
huwph oqunigjwdp Eou hupu £ ghunwlgnd b ghwnwlygwsdhtu funupwihu
npulnpnid hwnnpnnud (wuwg):

Lbippnugju| wnwdu pungdénwd £ YyEunwunt yuwpph ypw wpunwphtu wgnb-
gnipjwu wpryntuph pwgwlywjniginiup hwuwpwlwlwu wnhpnypnd dwpnnt
Jwppwgdh wphqdwjny.

On ne peut pas empécher les chiens d’aboyer et les menteurs de mentir

Unwénid swpwhjniuwwu gniquhbnnygjuu nu gbinsdwu dhongny 2wt
hwsbiu nt unwfunuh unbip thunwpyynd BU unyu hwpenyenunud, wy Yepw'
ybunwunt puwqnwiht quppp dnwgnignpnynid £ dwpnnt hwuwpwlwywu
punpnywu  hbn: UWu wywpwguynud wnwsdh Gpypnpn pwnwnphsh (les
menteurs de mentir) hwjwuwhnigjut unniqdwtu dhongp wnwoht punwn-
nhsu &, npp YGunwunt puwgnwiht Juwpph junwwwpu £: Lwju pdwuwnny hw-
uwpwywlwu nhpnypn unwfunuph unbnlu fuwuqupbp huwpwynp £, uw-
Ywju wnwdép wju nhwnwpynd £ puwgnh wyphqdwjny, nunh wpunwpht wg-
nbgniejwdp fuwugqupbip dfunynid L (on ne peut pas empécher), U wunyu
wnwyt| hhduwynp nt wwwnlbpwynp £ nwnund hwwnwuhoh' hpple Yuyniu
Ywpgh punpn2dwt wnnwiny:

Gqpwlwgnipynit
Wuwhuny, Yepwywpwuwihnfuniginiup dpwubpbu n hwjbipbu wnwéw-

Jhu fununypn dwpnyuwiht Engjwu punpnadwtu dhong b, nph [Gquwéwuwsn-
nwlwu puuniginiup Ybphwunw £ dwpnluihu hwunfwuppubiph, |hubine W

pyuwint, Ubpphtu punyph nt wpunwphtu npuunpndubph hnfuwnusnijwu pwg-
dwotipun hwdwlwngp: <wnywuowlwu b Yepwywpwuwthnfunygjwu wnywjw-
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gnudp YGunwuntu hwuywgnyrubph dhongny, U wju wywpwgwnd YEunwuw-
Ywu wotuwphh ywwybipp pwgnpnond £ hwuwpwwywu hwdwwnbpunnd
dwpnwipu  Engywu nu Juppwadh  Yunwwwpubpp, wy Ybpy wuwd'
uurthy 46L'HULPLEN 6U hwulwgnipwiht thnfuwpbpnyeniup hpdp k
YGpwwph uwnbinddwu ni ybpunbinddwu hwdwp: <woyh wnubiny htwnwgn-
nnuejwu wpryniupubipp' hwpy £ pungdty, np Yepwwpwuwinfunyeyniup' hup-
unpjwu thnthnfunieyniup, wnwybjwwbtiu nhnwpyynwd  puguwuwywu Gpwu-
gwynpdwu 2npowtwynud: Snjwpwuwlwu whpnypnd Ywd hwulwgnipwihu
puywwu dwlwpnwynw wywundbwnwhbnbwupwjunypjwu pungddwdp Ybp-
wwpwuwhnfunyeyniup hwlwnpynud £ ubpphtu Enygywup b wnbpugnd fuw-
pnwihy wpunwphuhu: Uybihu, pungdynd £ vwl Gplnyeh uwuguynp wg-
nbgnieiniup huswbtiu ubipphtu, wjuwbu b wpwnwpht woluwphnd: Uu np-
wmwulyniuhg wju Gupwnpnuw £ pwpnjwupwunwlwu ninnjwénipiniu b qgnt-
onypjwu hnpnnp hnnud: Nwnh wnwdubpu pungoénd Gu dwpnywjhtu puwwnip
Enigjwt hwuwmwnniu [hubju nu wpnwpht duwthnfunwubph wywpungeyniup:
Wu hwdwuwnbipunnud 2tigunwnpynud Gu wpwnwpht wgnbgnigjwt wwywpnyniu
(hubiip, puwdhu hwwnynyeyniuubph wplnpnieyniup, huswbu twl Enygjuit nu

Jwppwadh thnfuwnusniejniup:
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METAMORPHOSIS IN PROVERBIAL DISCOURSE:
A LINGUOCOGNITIVE CHARACTERIZATION OF HUMAN
NATURE

Summary

Within proverbial discourse, the linguocognitive model of metamorphosis
reveals how French and Armenian proverbs portray human nature and the
cognition of human traits. In this context, human nature and behavioral patterns
are analyzed through the prism of animal imagery and conceptual metaphors,
and the negative connotations associated with metamorphosis are highlighted. At
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the core of this analysis lies the issue of behavioral and, more broadly, identity
shifts, analyzed both on an ontological plane and at the level of conceptual
perception, at the intersection of being and seeming. Furthermore, the analysis
emphasizes the role of causality in the construction of a new identity.

It should be noted that proverbial discourse highlights the immutability of
human nature: the external manifestations of metamorphosis do not result in
any substantive internal change. From a linguocognitive and linguostylistic
perspective, the proverbs under study reveal cognitive models that illustrate the
failure of external influence to alter innate attributes, as well as the mapping of
human nature onto behavioral patterns.

Keywords: metamorphosis, proverbial discourse, human nature, zoonym,
conceptual metaphor, being, seeming.
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<uune murnu3uvk Uk LULL cuoHUULNRLLENP
CNhrR

Udihnthmd

Swppbp dwdwuwlyubpnd gpnnubpp bwfupunplp Gu - unbindwgnpdt
Sdwdywuniuny Ywd wuunnpwghp: husn’s | wnhwuwpwy gpnnp ubipluywunid
owolwuniuny Ywd Ybindwuniund: Mwwbwnubpp swwn U nu jnipupwitgnip
gpnnp hwdwp nibgbp W Ywpnn Bu niubuw) hptiug nipnyu hhdptipp” tplwp w-
uniup Ywpébng thnfuwphubp, tdwu Ywd unyt wuniup Ypnn deY wy gpnnhg
wmwpptnpdbp, wgqwihtu dwgnwp pwpgubip, wybh fununts wuntuny hwywnuh
nwnuwip, qunuupnieiniup, htnhuwyh hwuwpwlywywu nhppp, gpwplunie-
jnuup b wyu:

Ubdwuntu tipghdwpwu <wynp Mwpnywup Wu hp unbindwgnpdnye)niu-
ubiph, hnnwdubipph Jté dwup unnpwanb £ dwoélwuniuny Ywd hpuwwpuyb)
npwup wuunnpwghp: <nnywénud dwutiwynpwwbu wunpunwné £ Juwnwp-
Ynuw «Utinnw» b «(Gwwnpnu» Gpghdwebpetipnd gpnnh wju Gpytph npwundu-
owolwuniuubppu W dh pwuh wy dwdywuniuubiph, npnup wwphubip gwpnt-
uwy sbu Jbpwapybp Mwpnyywupu: Luunypjwu Gu wnuynd < Mwpnujwup
Ynnuhg wjn dwdwunwuubiph gnpdwdnipjwu 2wndwnhpubipp, ubplywjwgyntd
E dwdlwunwiutiph Yppwnnigjwt pwuwywywu yhéwlwgpnyeynitt, U pungd-

" <nnywidp bbplugugyly £ 08.03.2026, gpuwpunudby £ 27.03.2026, punniiyly £ yuyur
gnnipywit 30.04.2026:

© 2026 htnhuwy(ubp): Pwg hwuwubjhnyzjwdp hnnjwd £ Creative Commons |hgbu-
ghwjh (ns wnlinpwhtu 4.0 dhowqguiht (hgbughw) wwjdwutubpht hwdwwwwnwufuw:
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Cwlynp Mwpnuywuh dh pwuph Swéwunuubph anipg

Ynuw Gu npwug gnpéwddwt wuhwdwwwwnwufuwunygniuubp nt huwpwynp
wwwnbwnubnp:

Pwuwih pwnbtp' <wlnp Mwpntywl, Swélwinit, Yandwhnt, «Ubnnw
Gnahéwrebipp, «fGwppnnt» tpghdwyatnpe, nbpwunit-swswuntt, wiuyn-
pwahp:

ULbpwoénipynit

Pwuwuppniejwu Yuplnpwgnyu fuunhputiphg dbyp tnb W dunud | wuw-
uniu, Swoélwuniuny Ywd Ybndwuniuny gpjwd wnbpunbiph htnpuwyh L
untinddwu dwdwuwyh pwgwhwjnnup (wwnphpnighw): Wuwhuh wnbpunbipu
h hwywn Gu YL gpwynp funuph dLwynpdwup gniquhbin. nwppbip bwwwnwy-
ubiphg, npnwwwwnbwnubiphg Giubiny' wbpunh htnhuwyp bwfupuwnpt) £ hpw-
wwpwyb] gpwép wuuwmnpwaghn, dwoélwuntuny Ywd Ybndwunwuny: Spwlw-
uwgbwn, gpnn, pwpgdwuhs YwjGunpu Hhwnpphup gpnud £ «SGpwlwu dhunp-
$hlwghwih Swuwwwphhu wnweohtu pwyp Yendwunuu &, wiu £ dunwgwdhu
wuntup. hinhuwyp dninpigunud | pupbpgnnubpht’ hpbu Ynstiny ns b hp, wy
niphoh wununy:

([bwbwn Gppbdu upwt nw b pwjwywu k. bw hp unbndwagnpdnieiniup
Jbpwapnud £ JGY niphoht' owin hwdwfu hnpphudwd, pun npnud, thnpénud | od-
wnb| upwu  hwwnlwupgubpnd' pupbipgnnubphtu  hwdngbin upw  huynipjwu
dbg»:t Fpwlwuwgbnp Yuplunpnd £ Yendwundiubph nwnwluwuppnyeyniup!
npwbu pninp dwdwuwyubph b dnnnynipnubiph gpwywu Ywuph Yuplnpw-
gnyu gnpdnu: Cun YWhuphuh' wiu hwjwuwpwwbu hwpnd £ dwnbuwgh-
winyejwiun, Ggwpwunyzyuup b gpulwuwghnnyejwun:?

Unyu hnnwénwd Yhpwnbijne Gup «dwdlwuniu» tgpnyep, W, pwuh np wju
hwulwgnipjwup qniqwhbn mwppbp gppbipnd W ghrnwlywu nwnwuwuhpnt-
pIntuubpn gnpdwdynid Gu twlb Ybndwuniu, dwywuniu, gpswuniu, gpwlwu
wunw Ggpbipp, hwpy Gup hwdwpnd pungdt, np dwoélwuniu hdwuwnny W
gnpdwdniejwu opowtwlyny dnwn £ Yndwudwup: ®. Ubjphjuwujwup thwunnwd
£, np Ybndwunwiu nu dwoywuntup, suwjwd npwug pwnwnphs wpdwwnubiph
Ytind W dwdnwy) wmwpptpnyjwun, niutu sthdwu tGgpbip W Ywpnn Gu thnfuwph-

! Omutpues 1973, 6.
2 Dmutpues 1977, 4.
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ubp dayp gnwhpu:® Swdywuniup Ywd Ybndwuniuu wuhwwp Ynndhg (gpnn,
uywphs, pwunwywagnpd b wyu) punpjwsd wunuubp Gu, npnugny tw ubplw-
jwunw k hwupnipjwup' npng nbwpbpnud pwpgubin hp wudu wyn wudwu
ubippn, npn2 nbiwpbpnud £ wwpquwbu uwiupunpbing hwunbu qu wjn wu-
Jwdp' wnwug qunuuhnigjut bwywunwlwnpdwu:

Wu hnnywdnud Yuwunpwnwnuwup <wynp Mwpnujwuh wju gnpdtiph dwo-
Ywunwuubiphu, npnup s6u pungpyytip henhuwyh Gpytiph dnnnywéniubipnud W
wmwphubip 2wpniuwy s6u Yyepwagpyby ipghdwpwupu: huswbu hwjnup £, Mw-
pnujwup dwdnynud hwunbu £ BYG dh pwup vnwutjwly wnwppbp gpuywu dwo-
ywunwubpny: Uhwju Pwfunhwp <nquyhdjwup «Cwjng dwdlwuniuubph pw-
nwpwunw» pYupyynud £ upw onpg 54 Swdwunu' U, Ubwbnt, Utwpuwp-
upu, Ubplw, Uwpwly, 9nn, Fnwbbbq, Hap, “tb, Gu, Gwypnt, (Gdpnd,
Lnwwpuwp, Ywydwly, Ywpynup, Ny £ b, Uyptipu, Puwjwly, Psnn, Lwd L
wyu:* b nbw, updwd pwnwpwunwd pungpyws sku Ubtp, Ndt, dwnwpwip,
[Gwnbigh ndt Swdywuniuubpp: Wu pninp dwéwunuubipny unnpugpywd
wnbpuwntiph htwnlnwd, wuwulws, hwubwnbin Gpghdwpwuu t, nd niwh hp hup-
Uwwnhy dtnwghpp: <pwuwn Uuwwnnipp gpnd . «bp nép ehte dhophuwy sk
pGpwywuwlywu nbuwybnny, vwywiu nwh Ggnuwwu npn npnad dp npny,
Ywnbph £ wnwug Jwpwudwtu pwgwjwin YEpwny gnjg wnnwy /[Gwwnpnu/p jonn-
twdubipku wunup gnpu dwdywuntuny uinnpwgpwsd Ywd wuunnpwaghp gpwd b
Muwpnubwu, b wunup gnpu gpwsd Gu hp wotuwnwyhgubipp»:®

Lwynp Mwpnuywuh wyju Gpybpp henhuwlwihu wwunywubnyejwu hwp-
ghtu wuwpptp dwdwuwyubpnud gpwlwuwgbwubph Ynndhg wnwpwywpdhp
wunpwnwpdubp Gu nb;: Mwpnywuwgbn Ywnuply Unbhwujwuu wyu gnp-
otipnud wbuund Ep Mwpnujwuh fudpwgpwywu dhowdwnniginiup, pwjg ny hb-
nhuwywihtu &Gnwaghpp: wywd gpnnh tpybph  [hwlwwwp  dnnnjwdnth
fudpwaph wyn Yupdhpht' dnnnjwdniu Yuqunn Ujhu Uwundywup nbpwundu-
Sdwodlwunwubpp Ybpwgpnud £ Nwpnuywuh gpshu:® pwlwuwgbn unpg
Uwnnwuu punniund £, np Mwpnujwup htnpuwynygjwdp hwjwinwn pnippb-
pbu owwn gnpdbp Ywu, npnug qquih dwup Jduwgtb £ dwdnyh Eobipnd U nbin
pwgwhwjnywsd k. «Hpwug dEdwgnyu Jwut wnwydd sh hwynuwpbpjwd, W

% St'u Ubjphluwiywi 2020, 216:
4 Endwlhdjwt 2005, 702:

5 Cpwitin Wuwwnnip 1921, 186:

& St'u Uwiuntljyu 1953, N2 6:
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dhwju dp dwup' 2nipg 50 Yunp, wwhwwuyb) £ < Mwpnuywuh hpunwpwyws
wwppbpwywuubph' dbq hwuwd Yndwbywnubpnid, win pynd dhwju «Utinnih»
1872-1874 pp. hwdwpubipnud' 40 Yuinp»:” Uju inbuwtyniuhg punwpdwl ws-
fuwwnwup £ Ywwnwnpb] Uwpguphwn Cpnwppwjwup' dwutwynpuwbu nnnw-
wnwyh pwpgdwunyeniuutipny hpwwnwpwybing «<htu wotuwphptu fuwshyp,
unp wotuwphhtu Qwphyp» Gpghdwybwp:® dhtbh hwpghu hwdnghy hhduwyn-
pnuwd £ wndb] dwdwuwlwyhg gpuywuwgbn wypndbunp Upbpun Uwlwpwup'
ghunwlwu thwuwinbpny Ytipg nubind wnyw pninp wuhwdwdwjunygyniuubphu:®

h"usu E npnby Gpghdwpwuhu gpby wy] wudwu ubppn, s np wpnwpwdhun
Mwpnuywuu hpwlwund ng dtyhg skp quiubund, dhwju hpbu punpny [Ggyny
dwnynw b dbplugund Ep dwdwuwyh wpwinwynp Gpunypubipu nu Gplbh
wudwug: <pwuwn Uuwwnipp hpond k. «Ninquuppniginit b pwpbhwdpnyn
puwynpnieiniu: «Uybih Yp uppbd funun nunb| W ninpn dwpn duw] pwu wuwy
(hgtiy W pwppp Jwitibp, Y’ pubip»»:*° Mwpnujwupu punpng skhu onnnpnpenye-
jniup, 2whnyeh nhdwg npuk dGyhu gnwpwubip, nppwt £ $puwtvwlwu dp-
ongubinp unin |hubhu:

huswtiu hwjnuh £, «Utinn» W «(Gwwnpnu» Gpghdwebpetph fudpwagpp
wwunnup Mwpnujwup unwudutg pwjwlwuptu dwup dwdwuwlwhwwnyw-
onud, Unypwlwu gplwupubip Ypbind hpwwnwpwlybg hwunbuubpp, npnup sni-
ubhu pwjwpwp pYny wotuwwmnwyhgubin: Wu wwjdwuubpnd fudpwghpp dhw-
dwdwuwy unwudunw £ uwl pghdwpbpptiph pnrwyhgutiph ntpp: Udtuwju
hwjwuwywunyejwdp, Muwpnuywup sh gwulwgb] Gpghdwebpebph pninp
Eobipu hp wuntuny unnpwgnb, wn huy wwwbwnny npnab £ wywppbpwpwn
hwunbu qu| dwdywunuubpny:

Uu wbuwuyniupg, thwunnpbu, dwdywuniutubpp wbluuhyulwu fuunhp
Gu (ndt] dhwdwdwuwy hGwnwppppnipinitu wnwywgubiny huswbu htnhuwyh
dwdwuwywyhgubiph, wjuwbu k| htnwgw nwunwduwuhpnnubph 2powuntd:

Gpghdwpwuh hwdwp dhon wnwouwihu k Gnb pbipeh tobpnd hpwww-
pwlynn Ynyeh pnwunwynieiniup, wubihpp, wy ns pE hbnhuwyh wuntup
Ywd upw hwupwhnswynp: «Utnnw» tipghdwebtpeh 1873 pwlywuh 164-pn

" Uwnnju 1954, 49:

8 Sb'u CpnwpEpwwl 2017:

° St'u Uwiuipywi 2018, 219-240:

0 Cwlynp Mwpnuyywup dwdwuwlywlhgubph hnpbpnd W JYugniggniuubipnud 2004, 71
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hwdwpnuw «N°Y E ub» dwdlwuniuny hpwwwpwyjws «Uniphwunwy Ubnnih»
owppntd wpnnd Gup.

«— Ubinn"t, uw «N4. £ Lk»u n°Y E uk' hush ¢'pub” u:

— busni wkwnp»: *

Wuwhuny, hwpgh ywwnwufuwut wybh pwt fununttu £ Mwpnujwup Yup-
unpnw £ wnbipunp pnwunwynieginiup, gpwséh hdwuwntu puebpgnnht hwug-
ubp b wuhpwdbtigunnieiniu sh nbiuunwd wwpqupwubint, G ny £ npw htinhtuw-
Up:

Npwpdwu E, np nnw hpwlwunypywu dby <wynp Mwpnujwup dwdwuw-
Ywyhg wnbwn-tpghdwpwu, pwnpgdwuhs, putwnww Hhunph Uhtwbp Wu 2wwn
swolwunwubp £ nubigh; Lpw Jwuht gpwlywuwgbn YWhunppup gpnud .
«lwbwfu Uhuwlp dwélwuniuubp untindtint hwdwp ogwnynid Ep gpwlwt nb-
dhuhugbughwubiphg: Lpw swwn hnwinpbulubp unnpugpywd bGu bnk|' «Lbq
hts pd wumtip»: Lw Ybpgpt £ Mnwyhup win wnnp' gwulwuwiny wub|’ wpn-
jn’p Jdphlunyu sk, pE ny £ gpnnp: Sjfuwdnpp pnwunwynyeniut k, wy) ns b
uinnpwgpnyejniup, Ywpunp k, b hus W huswtiu Gu gpdwd, wy ns eh nd Ynn-
uhg»:

Yuwuph Ybpohu nmwphubphu wugwd' 1890 pywlywuhu, Mwpnujwup hw-
quwwphd duwg Sdwélwunwuny gpbint hp puwnpnugjwup. «Swpwa» Rehpeh
fudpwghp Shgpwu Lwqupuwupt gpwé twdwynwd funubiny hp EnRwWYgNLE-
Jwu wwydwuubph dwupt' bw obonnud k. «dnnuwd hwynuby pE hnnuwdub-
pnw ubippl' gnpu wwwgqwihu, beb ngbd, dwutuwynp wbnpwyny hpwunwpw-
ytint phpwynwupu hud Yp YyGpwwwhbd, wuntuu snubnyg, ununwuntt whwnh
gnpdwdtid»:*

Ugtiih dwupwdwutu wunpwnwnuwup <wynp Mwpnujwuh dh pwuh dwo-
Ywunwuubpp:

«Utnn> Gpghdwpbpph dh pwth swolwumbubph JEpwpbpjuw

Y. Mnuh «Utinnw» tipghdwebtpend hpwunwpwyywsd, uwywiu Gpghdwpw-
uh dnnnwsénwutipnid spungpyywsd Gplybipp unnpugpywd Gu hbnlyw) dwoyw-

1 «Ukinnw», 1873, Ne 164, 18.08.1873 (hpwwnwplyby £ «N°Y | ub» dwslwuniuny):

2 Nmutpues 1986, 165.

B Zwhnp Mwpnujwup dwdwuwluwyhgubph hnpbpnd b Jyuyniegniuubipnud 2004,
209:

* Quwlwqgdtinnid tpdwéd £ swdhuwbniiiph gnpéwénipywt puwtiwlyp:
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unwubpny' Gu (6),* el (19), Uttp (1), Ndb (1), Ubphuw (3), NY E bk (10): <b-
nwppppwywu E, np «Ubnnw Gpghdwebpeh 1873 pywlwup Gpynd' 149-pn L
150-pn. hwdwpubpnd [nyu nbuwd «4potwlwu dnnny b NMwqup Jupnwwb-
wht fuwpwiup» hpwwwpwywunuwywu wyuwnpyh dhwju Gpypnpn dwuu |
uinnpugpjwd «Intuy» dwoélwuniuny, huly 1873 pywlwuh 149-pn hwdwpnid
nwwagpjwd wnwoht dwutu wuunnpwghp b Puwywuwpwp, Gupwnpynud L,
np wyu bu Yupnn Ep niubuwg unyu dwdywuniup: Uw Yw'd nuywgpwywu Yphp-
wwy k (phs hwjwuwywu £, pwth np hpwp wudhowwtiu hwonpnnn hwdwpub-
pnud BU nwwapyb) ujnyebipp, Mwpnujwup hwghy eE dnnwuwp W dhwju ow-
pniiwynyeyniup dwolwuniuny hpwwnwpwybip), Yw d b bu d&Yy thwuwn, np
Muwpnujwut ninnuyh hGnbinnuywunpbu sh gwuywgb] gnpdwét) dwdywunt-
up' wnweuwhu hwdwpbiny nwwagnynn unyeh pnjuiunwynuegyniup:

«Ubnnw» tipghdwpbtpph 1873 pywlwuh dwjhup 19-h 139-pn. hwdwpnid
«Otthnnwlwunyehtt Ywd onnnpnpeniehiu»  wluwpynd Yupnnd Gup ndu
whlung W upw uphpwu hp 2nnnpnpeniERjwdp Ujwénn nnwdwpnnt hbnbyw]
GpYyrununyeniup.

«— <w”h, hw”h hw”h hw”h, wuswih wnn'p By

— Swpwynyu sp Ywy wquht, 2w wninp Lp:

— Zw’h, hw”h, hw”h hwwwwh....

AU
—w’, hw’, hw, hw™, hw”:
GU
—w’, hw’, hw™, hw’, hw’:
uuhyus3
—<ph7, hp™, hp™, hp™, hp™, hp™:
UbNh»t:

huswbiu wbuunwd Gup, wju GpYytununyeywu dbe h dph Gu pipdwéd updwéd tip-
ghdwpbtippnd Mwpnujwuh gnpdwdwd nbpwuniu-dwdlywunuubpp, huswbu
uwl hp wpnbu hwynup «Ubnnw dwélwuniup: Y. Mnuph «Uwdny» hwunbup
fudpwaghp Yunpg WJwgquiup hbquwupny dbgpbpnid £ wyju wninntipp' uyubing
wjuwbiu. «Cbinlbw| mnnbipu wi dbp wkh Bopdhku Yp pwnbup»:* Lw, hubiny
wughonud wwjpwph dbg Mwpnujwup hbw, «wnkih Bopbhk» (inkjh - ghd) punpn-
onwiu | wnwihu Gpghdwpwupt: Wuybpwy Mwpnujwuh dwdwuwlwygh Ynndhg

“ «Utinnw», Ne 139, 19.05. 1873:
5 «Uwdnip, Ne 285, 23.05.1873 (Uynpugnywé £ Gunyp Stdppétwit whnting):
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hwuinwwnynw £ twl wju nbpwuniu-swdlwuntuubph’ upw gpsht wwwnlwub-
[n: Ybpp dbopbpdwd tpYyfununieyniup bu dbYy thwuwn k, np pninp wyn dwoéljw-
uniuubipp JdbYy dwpnnt Ynndhg Gu Yppwndws:

Q. Wywqyuup «Uwdnyp» 1873 pywlwuh 340-pn hwdwph «Un ononpnuw-
pwy» dwupwwwwnnund pniunn uwpubpu ninnbind Mwpnujwuh nbd* gpnd
k. «lwww n"ip panniup wulk Gpynt swpwp wnwy unju huly pnu pbpehn Jky
owpwd Gu, i, Uu, Gnghupu, Hhdwghupn G wjiu dhdnuwlwu uinnpwgpnt-
phiuutippn, npnugdny Ywuwnwpbw| jhdwpwungh dp thnfuniwd tp Ubnnt hwunt-
up»:'® 2 pwgwnynd twl, np, h hGnilyu wyu punpnadwt, Gpghdwpwup npn-
obi £ dwoélwunuubpp fuwnp U ng hwdwlywpgywsd Yhpwnb:

Lwdwotuwphwiht wwppbpwwu dwdnynd puwjwlywuht lnwpwddwsd tu
Gntp «N.» b «NN.» unnpwgnpniejniuuinp, npnup jwwnhubiniu «Nemo» (ns np) L
«Nomen nescio» (wuniup sghnbd, wy Ybpwy wuwd' huge-np dbyp) pwnbiph
Ypbwwn nwppbipwyubpu Gu: Mwpnuywuh Ynndhg «Mdt» dwdljwuywu gnpdw-
onieinlut k) wyu pwpphg Ywpth £ hwdwpb): Shpwwbwbing dh swnp |Ggniub-
nh" tinghdwpwup Ywpnn tp hwnnpnuwlhg (bt dhowqguiht dwdnynud Yh-
pwnynn U nmwpwdnud gunwd huwppubpht' wuhpwdbounpjwu nbwpnid gnp-
swokiny npwup:

Puwy wwwmwhwlwu & twlb Mwpnuywuh Ynndhg nbGpwuniuubpu hppl
swoéljwunwu gnpdwdtin. wujwu nbp Ywwwpnn wju funuph dwubpny gpnnp
hwuunu £ wubihph punhwupwgdwu, npwugny wybih pungénwd hd, pn, upw,
dbup-h wuntihg wpnwhwjnynn pnjuunwynygjuwu Yupunpnyegyniup: Lowtw-
gbitn 3n. Lnindwup «Cwwnniy wuntubiph wtuwphp»  («Mup  cobcTBeHHbIX
umeH») Ybpunwnnigjwdp wluwnpynd gpnd £ «Udpnng punwnpdwly, dhlunyu
dwdwuwy wyniupubipny huwagnyu 2Gpnbph hwutunn dowynyeh ninpunutip Gu
Yuwwywd wnwehu nbdph htwn U ubpluywgund Bu «ich-Erzahlung»' wwuwnnwd
wnwoht ntdpny: Uwlwju win «Gu»-p dhlunyu dwdwuwly «pninpp «Guy» Yup-
quyptwyny» hdwuwnh Ypnnu k»:*

Muwpnujwuh «Gu»-p, «Fnwbm-p, «Ubtp»-p, «Ndbs-p, «Ubpyu»-t, «NY £
bb»-b Ywpnn Ep |huby hp dwdwuwlwlhgubinhg jnipwpwtignipp, ny Ypwnpdpw-
Guwjubp wyn onptiph hpwywunyejwuu wnusynn, huy npno gpwdpubpny uwl'
hwdwdwpnywjhu gwynwn hwnpgbpu nt fuunhpubpp:

16 «deml», Ne 340, 01.12.1873:
7 Nlorman 2000, 40.
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«funppnty» Gpghdwplpph Jh pwth swoywumtubph Jepwpbpuy

Y. Mnjuh «[Gwuwnpnu» tipghdwebpenid |nyu wbuwd, uwlwiu Mwpnujwuh
dnnnjwdniubipnud spungpyywsd tplybph dwslwunuubpu BU' Gu (35), b (5),
Gwnbgh ndu (1), <tnwnkwy ndt (1), Ywnwpwip (1), Ywplynup (2), NY Eak (2):
Pwuwnnnptit, wjuntin «Utnnw» tpghdwpebtipeh dwélwunuubppu wybjwgt) Gu
«fdwnbgh ndu», «lknwnkn nduy, «dwnwpwupy», «Ywpyniny» dwdlwuniuub-
pp, npnup Yunbh £ wyuwignupdubp Ynsk: Gpwlywuwgbn 4. HWhwphup gpnud
k. «6pghdwpwuutipp dhoin dqunb| Gu wjuwbu unnpwgpb), np hwuubu tpghp-
swlwu wpryniuph: “w Ep upwug dwolwunwiubph hpduwlywt uwwwnwyp.
wunwup pwpgubint gwuyniegyniut wjuwnbn Gpypnpn wwu Ep dnynud: Uy huy
wwwnbwnny udwu dwoywuntuubipp Ywpbih £ pungdét| hwwny fudpp dbg W Yn-
sb| wuwygnuhdubip (hnwu.' paizen - uunwlbp)»:2

«fFwwnpnu» tipghdwebtpeh Ybpp updwd dwdywuniuubph gnpdwodnie)niut
nwunwiuwuhpbihu dph 2wpp npwgpwy thwuwnbph Gup pwtuynid. «<hu wpfuwp-
hhu fuwshlyp, unp watuwphpt: Swphlyp> Jhwwlyp Nwpntywtp unnpugnt £
«Gu» dwolwunwuny, uwlwju ptipph 1874 pwlywuh 53-pn, 54-pn, 55-pn, 56-
pn, 58-pn, 75-pn, 77-pn, 79-pn, 1875 pqwlwuh 81-pn, 82-nn, 84-pn, 88-pn,
89-nn, 92-pn, 94-pn, 97-pn, 101-pn hwdwpubpnud Jhwwyh dwubipp hpwww-
pwyyb] Gu wuunnpwaghp: «nw» dwoélwuniup gnpdwdywsd k hhug wugqud:
«Lwulw Moupwuhu. wwhupbh wwuwnibh dp» dwupwwywnnwp hwngwdw-
pwp |nyu £ wbub 1874 pwlywuh 73-pn, 74-pn, 75-pn, 77-pn, 79-pn hwdwp-
ubipnud wuunnpwghp, uwywiu 1875 pYwlwuh 84-pn hwdwpnw' quipdwuw-
(hnptiu «Intu» Swdwuniuny: Rwpdwup Gup wwpnud twl, Gpp 1875 pwlw-
up 105-pn hwdwpnu hpwwwpwywd «<phu wofuwphhtu fuwshyp, unp wo-
fuwphht Quphyp» Jhywyh gbipgnd upnnud Gup «Fniu» uinnpwgpnie)niup.
st” np Mwpnuyywut wyu Jhwwyp unnpugpnud bp «Gus dwdywuniuny Yuwd &y
ninnwyh wuunnpwaghp bp pnnunwd:

«Llwpwgpnyehiu nhdwg Gt puwinpnebwiug dwjpwpwnwphu quuwquu
pwnbpnt wqgwjung» wyuwpywownp nyu £ nbub) «Gu» dwljwuniuny b wuu-
wnpwahp, pwgwnnieniu tu Yuagdnwd dhwju 1875 pwywuh 122-pn U 131-pn
hwdwpubpnw, hwdwwywunwufuwuwpwp, hpwwwpwyjwsd «Mnwdkih hhuwp» W
«Mojwbdh pkop» wluwnpyubipp, npnughg wnweohtu niup «Ywnwpwup», huy
Bpypnpnp’ «“wpynin» Swdlwuntup:

8 Nmutpues 1977, 228.
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husn"y pwgwupb] wju wuhwdwwwwnwuluwunyejniuubpp. Yapwgpbiup uw
Muwpnujwuh wunpwnpnywup, pE Uwywwnwlwnpjwsd fuwnp gnpdwdniejw-
up: Gpynt mwppbpwyubpu £ hwjwuwywu Gu: <pwun Uuwwnnipp hhond £
«hp hpwwnwpwyws pblppbpniu quiny, ytpoht wwhnu, Gpp ubnu Yp nubu
Gnbn, wju wwnbu Yp bunh Yp gpb: Pwyg wpwag Y'wofuwnh Gnbp W pp gpwod-
ubipp unpbiu uppwgnbnt unynpnueintup sniuh tintip: UGY gpsny gpwé £ hp gnp-
otipbu JbGd Jwup: £Lndu qunuynn dtnwghpubipp wwwgnyg Gu wju dwuht. 2wwn
phs rature (ninnnwl) Yw wunug dbo: Pwjg Mwpnujwu méthodigue (Udtipnnh)
dwpn bnwé 'L opu ophtu gpwd k£ Jdhown, huswbiu opu ophtu wwpwd b»:*°
<pwuwn Uuwwnniph wyu funupbipp uwnp niubuwing hwunbpd' wbinp & thwu-
wb], np, unbndwagnpdwlwu wuhpwdbonnyeniuhg Glubiny, Gpghdwpwup
npn2 nbiwpbipnud «dby gpsny» sh pwdwpwnyby, hnyb £ wmbpuwnp, dwppb] wyb-
(npnnuejniuubiphg, pnipbinuigpt] wju: Pwywlywu £ hpob, pt «Munnyun dp Mng-
un pwnbpnt dbg» wluwplwowpp nppwt wwppbpwyubp b nubgh] «Rwnu-
pwywu wotuwphwgnpnipniu»-hg dhush «LHwpwgpnyentu nhdwg U puwyn-
pniejwug Jwjpwpwnwphu quuwqwu pwnbpnt wqgqwjung»: Mwpnujwuh hw-
dwp pnjwunwynyeyniut bp wnweotwihu, huly dwélwujwu fuwnp gnpdwodnipe-
jniup, pbplw, wbuuhywywu fuunpp £ tinkl, nphtu bw Ywplnpnyeyniu sh ingby:

Gapwlwgnipyniiip

Cunhwupwgubiny Mwpnujwuh Jdh pwup Swoélwuntuubiph YGpwpbnjwg
wuywdp' hwugnud Gup hbnlyw| Ggpulwgnieyniuubph.

1. htinhuwyh Ynndhg huswtu 2nipg 54 dwdywuywu, wjuwbu k| hnnywdnid
putwpywsd dwoélwunwuubph gnpdwodnypjwu wwwnbwnutiphg dbyp, pbtiplu,
wju k, np [hubiny fupuin hwdbun wuduwynpnieintu, Mwpnujwut wuhwpdwn
E qqugb] hp wun-wgqwuniuny hwunbu qw hp huy fudpwgpwsd pbipptiph
Eobipnud,

2. dwolwunwubph Yppwnnyeyniup Gpghdwpwuph nbwpnud hp wudp npuk
dtYyhg, gpwplunieintuhg Ywd wy gnpdnuubiphg pwpgubint uywwwy tippbip
sh hGlnwwunb|, wjjwwbu npwup winpwu hupuwpwgwhwjwnnn skhu |hup: Pw-
gh wyn, Mwpnuywup npuk dYhg sh Julubtigh) LW dhonn hwdwpdwynpbu putiw-
nwwb| £ pninp bpwug, ndpbip wpdwuh Gu tnb| wn ptuwnwwniejwup: Lpw

9 Cwlynp Mwpnuywup dwdwuwlwyhgubiph hnpbpnd W Jyuniegniuubipnud 2004,
68:
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yGuuwagpnejwu npukt npjwag dbq sh hnpnd dwoénwy hwunbu quint dwuhu
hus-hus hwuguwdwuputp,

3. npn2 dwoywuntuubip Gpghdwywu wpryniuph hwutubint bywwnwy Gu he-
nwwunt’ dhlunyu dwdwuwy Bupwnbpun wwpniuwlybny,

4. nbpwunw-dwdywunubiph Yphpwnnyeniut  punhwupwgunn  tpwuw-
Yniejniu niup, pungoénud £ jnipwpwugniph Ynndhg pwpdpwéwjudwi Gupwyw
ujnyeh Ywplinpnyeyniup,

5. <wynp Mwpnujwup hwdwp plwbun dwdlwuniubph Yhpwnnyeniut
hupuwuwwuwwy sh bnb, wnnthwunbpd wju Gpghdwpwuh unbindwgnpdw-
Ywu Ywupnwd sh niubigh] bwl fupun d6d wnweuwhbppnyeyniu: Un dwuhu k
Jywynwt hwéwfu dwdlwunwuubph fuwnp, wulwunu gnpdwoényejniun:

Mwpnujwup dhon wnwouwywpgnyeginiup tnwihu tp hpwwwpwyynn ujne-
eh hdwuwinhu, pnjwunwynyjwup. Yuwpunpp wubhpp 6hon twywwnwywytinphu
hwugubju tp, huy duwgwdp wubwywu, wbuuphlwywu W, wn, «dGY gpsny»
(ndynn hwngbip Gu tinki| upw hwdwp:

uustuLughSNh@3NkL

Cpnwppwwu U. 2017, Unpwhwjun tobip <wynp Mwpnujwih gpwlwt dwnwugnt-
pinpg. («Utinn» W «(Gwwpn» bpghdwpebpebph hwjwnwn wwdlbptu tpytipp), Gplwu-
Lnu Uugkitiu, 325 te: (Erghat‘bashyan M. 2017, Norahayt ger Hakob Paronyani grakan
zharangut‘yunits‘. (“Meghu” yev “T‘atron” yergitsat‘ert‘eri hayatar tachkeren vyerkeré),
Yerevan-Los Anjeles, 325 e’j). Krgatbashian M. 2017, Newly discovered pages from Hakob
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Summary

Throughout various historical periods, authors have often opted to use
pseudonyms or remain anonymous when creating their works. This prompts the
guestion of why an author would generally choose to present themselves under a
pseudonym or a nickname. The reasons behind the adoption of a pseudonym are
multifaceted and vary according to the individual writer’s circumstances:
simplification of a lenghty name, the need to differentiate oneself from a writer
with a similar or identical name, the concealment of ethnic identity, the desire for
becoming famous with a more evocative name, concerns regarding privacy, the
author’s public status, the constraints of censorship, etc.

The renowned satirist Hakob Paronyan also signed the majority of his works
and articles under pseudonyms or published them unsigned. This article
specifically examines pronoun-pseudonyms and several other pseudonyms of
newly found works in the satirical newspapers “Meghu” (“Bee”) and “Tatron”
(“Theatre”) that remained unattributed to Paronyan for years. The study analyzes
the motivations behind Paronyan’s use of these newly identified pseudonyms,
provides quantitative statistics on their application, and highlights inconsistencies
and potential reasons for their usage.

Keywords: Hakob Paronyan, pseudonym, nickname, satirical newspaper “Meghu”
(“Bee™), satirical newspaper “Tatron” (“Theatre”), pronoun-pseudonym, unsigned.
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THE FIGURE OF PARUYR SEVAK IN THE WORKS OF
SARGIS MURADYAN

Abstract

Paruyr Sevak’s figure as a symbol of the Armenian intellectual — perpetually
engaged in the quest for truth-has been repeatedly reflected in the works of
Sargis Muradyan (1927-2007), People’s Artist of the Republic of Armenia. An
examination of the series of portraits that Muradyan dedicated to Sevak over the
years, along with the thematic compositions and frescoes, reveals their artistic
role and significance within the broader development of Armenian national fine
arts in the 1960s and 80s. During that period, a novel vision, characterized by
psychological depth and a symbolic, multilayered nature, was being formed,
according to which Sevak’s portraits were consistent with contemporary artists’
interpretations of the intellectual’s figure. We’ve drawn parallels among the
portraits by Hovhannes Zardaryan, Eduard Isabekyan, Ara Bekaryan, which —
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similar to Muradyan’s work - reflect inner tension, spiritual quest, and national
CONSCiousness.

Keywords: Sargis Muradyan, Paruyr Sevak, Armenian fine arts, portrait, fresco,
drawing, sketch.

Introduction

Paruyr Sevak (1924-1971) is one of the most prominent representatives of
Armenian contemporary literature. His works encompass the ideology of sublime
national self-consciousness and historical memory that align with modern reality.
His poetic legacy is not only literary but also a socio-cultural phenomenon. It has
had a significant impact on the actualization of self-consciousness across different
generations. Sevak’s figure in the Armenian reality is that of an intellectual with
integrity, an insightful poet, and a symbol of national voice, which has been
reflected in the fine arts, particularly in Sargis Muradyan’s works. In Muradyan’s
art, Sevak is represented as a contemplative, introspective, at times suffering but
always unflinching and resolute character. The research aims to analyze the
interpretations of Paruyr Sevak’s figure in Sargis Muradyan’s works, revealing
their artistic specifics.

Methodology

The research was conducted using both theoretical and practical methods.
The painter’s works dedicated to Paruyr Sevak-including oil paintings, frescoes,
and sketches preserved at the Paruyr Sevak House Museum, at the Jermuk
branch of the Armenian National Gallery, at the funds of the Moscow Fine Arts
Academy, as well as in family and private collections—were examined in the course
of this study. The analysis of literature in art history, literary criticism, and
culturology has enriched the research. Descriptive, analytical, and comparative
methods were employed to shed light on the reflection of Sevak’s figure in
Muradyan’s works, revealing their ideological and aesthetic foundations.

Discussion/Analysis

Beginning in the 1950s, Sargis Muradyan devoted himself to painting
portraits of his contemporaries. The artist was always drawn to creative people,
i.e., writers, composers, actors, and artists, with many of whom he cooperated,
forging honest friendships and creative rapport. One such exceptional friend was
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Paruyr Sevak.' In Sevak, Muradyan perceived the conscience of the era and the
echo of the people’s suffering; for his part, Sevak recognized in Muradyan’s
works the artistic counterpart to his own poetic vision. “Sevak’s poetry resonates
with Muradyan’s artistic vision in many respects. The poet and the artist were
united by shared ideas and a common worldview, and their intellectual affinity
developed into a strong friendship.””? Muradyan, with touching sincerity, depicted
this bond in the article “In Memory of My Friend,” expressing the depth of this
exceptional closeness that had developed over the years. “It has been a year since
Paruyr passed away. It is both unbelievable and heartbreaking that a year has
passed since we last saw him. It’s terrible for those who were close to the poet.
Many were fortunate to be close to him, yet only a few shared a particularly
special bond. With them, he shared his daily bread, his thoughts, and the essence
of his being. | was both fortunate and unfortunate to belong to that small circle. |
was fortunate to be with him for more than 20 years, sharing joy and sorrow, and
listening to his wisdom. | was unfortunate because his close confidants feel they
have been orphaned”.?

In Muradyan’s heartfelt speech, one perceives his deep affection for his
friend, the pride he took in having stood beside Paruyr, and the shared
experience of profound human and creative moments.

At various stages of his creative development, Muradyan produced his
renowned series of portraits of Sevak. In these works, the artist succeeded in
uniting spiritual tension, the sublimity of the poetic word, and the collective
radiance of national memory, thereby shaping a monumental image of Sevak that
remains, to this day, one of the most sensitive and sincere expressions of
Armenian fine arts.

The genesis of Sevak’s poetic word, with its mysterious unfolding, was of
special interest to the painter. It was through this almost invisible process that
Muradyan portrayed Paruyr Sevak in his 1964 and 1996 portraits. In the first
portrait (1964, oil on canvas, 100x80 cm, Armenian National Gallery, Jermuk
Branch; see Fig. 1), where Muradyan rejects external pathos, the poet is depicted
seated on the floor of his home, his legs crossed, with open books and notebooks
before him. This simple, unassuming posture symbolizes the poet’s spiritual

! Hetg.am
2 Urazova 1970.
% Muradyan 1972.
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concentration and the unfolding of his creative thought. The poet’s bluish sport
jacket, combining greyish and greenish tones, creates a cool, restrained
atmosphere marked with mental tension. Sevak is portrayed in deep silence, his
head tilted, and his gaze focused. The serious expression on his face and the
sharp line of his brows attest to a contemplative mind and the tension of inner
thought and spirit. The burning cigarette held between his fingers appears to
symbolize creative urgency and the nervous drive that often accompanied his
work. “When he was working, he became so self-absorbed that this cordial and
open person turned impenetrable. He would neither eat nor drink for days on
end, his only inseparable companion being his cigarettes.”® The composition of
the painting is defined by balance and harmony. Light falls from above, softly
lighting the poet’s face and hands and bringing out the severity yet serenity of his
features. The clay vessels and pomegranate in the background symbolize soil,
memory, life, blood, and fertility. In this way, Muradyan brings together the
individual and national ideologies, encapsulating the force of collective memory
within the poet’s silence. The choice of colors and the harmonious interaction of
blue, grey, and soft green create an atmosphere of intellectual silence and inner
concentration. Muradyan’s later portrait of Paruyr Sevak (1996, oil on canvas
100x80 cm, Armenian National Gallery, Jermuk Branch; see Fig. 2) itself attests to
the painter’s mature thinking. Here, Muradyan does not strive for external
representation; instead, he concentrates on the genesis of thought and the inner
state of creative inspiration. If in the 1964 portrait the poet is depicted as a
perceptive intellectual in an atmosphere of silence and concentration, then in this
later portrait Sevak becomes a figure of spiritual struggle, a symbol emanating
from inner creative energy. The poet is depicted seated in the corner, his legs
crossed, his thoughts recorded by tense gestures. We witness a state of inner self-
absorption and spiritual concentration, conveyed not through a dark, heavy
atmosphere but through a warm luminosity marked by inner silence. The bright
orange in the background plays a significant role in the composition's structure;
through it, an emotional tension is generated, highlighting the poet’s inner energy
and creative drive. This color stands in stark contrast to the cold blue of the poet’s
clothing, creating a psychological opposition: coldness as an expression of lucidity
of thought, and warmth as a source of inspiration.

4 Muradyan 1972.
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Muradyan focuses on the poet’s creative essence, highlighting the genesis of
the poem, which arises from the depths of silence and sensation. His posture, with
legs hanging loosely and movements seemingly spontaneous and free,
underscores an inner balance and harmony between body and mind. Also
noteworthy is the close compositional format and the framing angle that encloses
the image. It appears to define the poet’s inner world as a self-contained domain
in which silence becomes a dimension of thought. Moreover, the saturation of the
principal hue contributes to the image's plastic integrity. Sevak’s face is dimly
illuminated, his features conveying the intensity of thought. The depiction of
creative concentration as a spiritual process is the painting's conceptual core. In
this psychologically charged portrait, Sevak’s figure transcends the boundaries of
reality, entering a symbolic and ideological domain. By skillfully employing color,
light, and form, Muradyan succeeds in expressing the inner tension from which
speech emerges; he renders the silences that give birth to thought. Here,
Muradyan achieves artistic laconism, presenting the creation of thought as a
spiritual mode of action.

In “Paruyr Sevak in Chanakhchi” (1965, oil on canvas, 65x80 cm, family
collection; see Fig. 3), Sevak is depicted in an open field under the sun, imbued
with the breath of nature. His bowed head, downcast gaze, and tense facial
expression attest to inner reflection and spiritual concentration. Sevak’s figure
blends into the sunburnt hills of Vayots Dzor, becoming an integral part of the
landscape.

In Armenian fine arts, portraits of writers and intellectuals have often been
depicted against a landscape background. In the works of Martiros Saryan,
Eduard lIsabekyan, and Ara Bekaryan depicting Armenian intellectuals, nature
functions as a spiritual and cultural setting. This approach shaped an artistic
tradition in which the portrayed figure transcended the limits of the image,
becoming a symbol of collective memory.

Sargis Muradyan continued this tradition; however, his style is distinguished
by a more psychological and symbolic interpretation: “Whereas for other artists
the human figure and nature form a harmonious unity, for Muradyan this
relationship develops into an ideological symbolism. The human being embodies
the memory of the earth, while nature becomes his spiritual voice. Artistic
generalization is the core of Muradyan’s art. In this and other works, the
landscape participates actively in the construction of the thematic image,
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transforming the portrait into a monumental painting characterized by complex
compositional solutions.™®

The color tonality of the painting is grounded in a warm, sunlit palette,
defined by a harmonious combination of yellowish, golden, and earthy hues. The
landscape abounds in subtle gradations of shade, producing a sense of tonal
harmony. The warm landscape contrasts with the figure’s bluish attire, creating
not only a tonal but also a psychological opposition. The external world is radiant
and open, whereas the figure’s inner world remains restrained, taciturn, and
deeply contemplative.

In the background of the portrait, within the depth of the landscape, we can
also see the figures of Sevak’s parents. The painter renders their presence as a
powerful symbol of the poet’s inseparable bond with the roots of his ancestral
soil.® This work still retains the simplicity of its drawing and the openness of its
composition, where the figure and the surrounding environment engage in a
dialogue. Through his inner silence, Sevak becomes the voice of nature, while
nature, in turn, resonates as the reverberation of the poet’s deepest thoughts.

In the poet’s 1974 portrait (oil on canvas, 65x82 cm, Armenian National
Gallery, Jermuk Branch, fig. 4), Muradyan employs a similar compositional
solution while significantly transforming the figure’s inner nuances. Here, the
poet is portrayed not merely as an individual preoccupied but as an intellectual
who embodies the convergence of personal and universal drama. The portrait’s
setting is an interior space before a window, where the illumination acquires a
spiritual resonance. The poet is depicted at the threshold of light and shadow,
embodying contemplation and spiritual stillness. Muradyan deliberately rejects
external action, directing his attention instead toward the expression of inner
tension and introspective self-contemplation. Sevak leans his hands against the
window edge, as if seeking support, while his averted gaze conveys a sense of
intellectual isolation and solitude. According to art critic Ararat Aghasyan, this
portrait acts as an autonomous canvas within Muradyan’s oeuvre, distinguished by
its expressive hues.” Here, the shades of the face are more pronounced, and the
chromatic tonality more intensified: deep blues intertwine with the warm pinks of
the skin, generating an intensified emotional contrast.

® Ghazaryan 1981.
¢ Urazova 1970.
 Aghasyan 2009.
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The canvas resonates with the chromatic — and at times imagistic — systems
characteristic of the works of Hovhannes Zardaryan and Minas Avetisyan, while
preserving the simplicity of the object in the drawing.®

In this work, Sevak’s figure embodies both the historical experience of the
people and their inner emotional world. The light entering through the window no
longer serves merely as an external source of illumination; rather, it is a symbolic,
spiritual essence that signifies memory, justice, and the eternity of the soul.
Despite their external similarities, these two portraits ideologically represent two
distinct stages in the evolution of Sevak’s figure. In the first one, the human being
in nature, in the second one, the human in the world of light and contemplation.
In the 1965 painting, Sevak merges with the living breath of his native land; in the
1974 work, he transcends everyday reality, ascending into a symbol of eternity.
The artistic and psychological trajectory between the two works attests to the fact
that, for Muradyan, Sevak embodies contemplation, intellectual depth, and the
national spirit — an image that evolves over time yet stays true to its essence.
Sargis Muradyan, in portraying Sevak’s creative image, frequently adopts a
compositional format characterized by a seated, closely framed, and contemplative
posture. The poet is depicted seated cross-legged amid books and notebooks,
wholly immersed in the flow of his thoughts. This posture is far from incidental; it
reflects the poet’s inner tension, spiritual concentration, and his almost mystical
attitude towards work. These works, created with the painter’s admiration and
heartfelt sympathy, recall Muradyan’s own lines dedicated to Sevak: “He was
sitting on the ancient ottoman with his legs crossed or leaning against the cushion,
his small body seeming to shrink even further. Only his prominent head stood
out, crowned with its fine mane of hair; his shoulders appeared to bend beneath
an invisible burden. Each time | saw him working in this manner, | was reminded
of his lines — one would carry the world upon his shoulders.” Art critic Lilit
Sargsyan, discussing Sargis Muradyan’s work Restless Night, emphasizes that “the
looming anxiety'® of the 1980s is powerfully conveyed in P. Sevak’s posthumous

8 Aghasyan 2009.

° Muradyan 1972.

12 The “anxiety” referred to a series of major historical and social processes: the nascent
Karabakh movement, which had begun to emerge in the internal political arena prior to 1988
and filled public consciousness with both uncertainty and heightened expectation; as well as
the ongoing political and economic crises of the USSR, framed within the context of pere-
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portrait, whose title — Restless Night — speaks for itself.” In the darkness of the
night, the poet ascends like a ghostly figure, rising from the curved line of the
horizon as though emerging from the earth itself. Distressed and shrunken, his
head turned away, the poet gazes downward as if looking upon the earth. Was it
the anxiety of the 1980s that summoned this memory of Paruyr to the painter’s
mind?”* Here, Sevak’s image surpasses the boundaries of the individual
intellectual, evolving into a universal symbol of spiritual suffering and the
enlightenment of thought. While earlier portraits depict the poet as a
contemplative figure immersed in his inner world, here Muradyan captures him in
the silent solitude of the night — a space where creative thought becomes a liminal
struggle between life and death. The poet sits absorbed in intense contemplation,
burdened by a spiritual heftiness. His posture is closed: head resting on his
hands, body turned inward. The plasticity of that movement expresses spiritual
oppression and a drama of inner struggle. The entire work is structured around
the dramatic tension between light and darkness. The dark blue of the night sky,
with its coldness and infinite expanse, underscores the loneliness of man within
the universe. The moon, as a symbol of supreme light, is distant and inaccessible;
yet, it remains the sole ray of hope linking humanity to eternity. The viscous light
cast upon the figure suggests a faint lunar radiance; this motif of spiritual
illumination strikes the poet’s head as if its trajectory were directed toward the
intellect rather than the physical form. In this manner, Muradyan transmutes
material light into an ideological construct, reconfiguring it as a unified symbol
that represents both inspiration and suffering.

The small house appearing in the distance, identified by its red window, is
perceived as a symbol of memory, vitality, and human warmth, standing in stark
contrast to the void of the night. That minute light seems to preserve Sevak’s

stroika, which exposed long-standing systemic problems, the erosion of the ideological order,
and growing public insecurity. These developments were accompanied by acute social chal-
lenges and geopolitical blockades, generating a dangerous loss of faith in the future. All of
these developments shaped a complex psychological climate which, by the end of the 1980s,
emerged as one of the central internal tensions in art, including in Muradyan’s works. At that
time, Restless Night functioned not simply as a reflection of the individual’s inner world, but
as an expression of the broader psychological atmosphere of the period. It reflects the com-
mon feeling of a society experiencing anticipation, anxiety, and deep transformation as it
confronts an uncertain future.

 Muradyan 2008, 152.
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memory, serving as a symbolic reminder of human presence. The work is
distinguished by a carefully constructed artistic composition and marked by the
laconic simplicity of its palette, yet it is imbued with a profound and compelling
expressiveness. The chromatic scheme, defined by the contrast between black,
deep blue, and muted gold, conveys sensual tension and inner dynamism. The
golden sand, symbolizing the earth, simultaneously evokes a return to origins—to
land and memory-while alluding to the transience of life and the world's physical
fragility. Here, the poet’s figure transforms into a symbolic image of solitude,
which may be interpreted as a spiritual testament to life, love, and loss. His closed
posture in the light embodies the creative suffering as an integral part of human
existence. Although the formation of Muradyan’s artistic style is more distinctly
manifested in his thematic paintings, the portrait likewise testifies to his artistic
evolution. “A comparison between the portraits of the 1950s and those of the
early 1960s reveals that the painter gradually moved away from the literal
imitation of nature, freeing his work from excessive detail. He redirects his
attention to the character's psychological essence. Across both thematic
compositions and portraiture, Muradyan pursues a synthetic approach to
depiction.”*? Restless Night may be interpreted as a poetic requiem in which the
night becomes a liminal symbol, mediating between the poet’s life and death.
Within this symbolic space, light and darkness, the individual and ideology,
converge into a unified image that embodies the enduring essence of Armenian
thought and the universal human spirit.

Sargis Muradyan’s Mother’s Hands (oil on canvas, 110x90 cm, Chelyabinsk
Gallery, fig. 6) is a psychologically profound work in which the poetic word,
maternal love, and the expressive force of artistic symbolism converge. The
painting depicts Paruyr Sevak and his mother in a luminous moment when life
and memory-past and present-intersect. The mother stands at the center,
absorbed in her silent and serene routine, while next to her, the son appears
contemplative, immersed in his thoughts. It is this silent dialogue that appears as
the thematic core of the work. Paruyr Sevak’s poem Mother’s Hands and
Muradyan’s painting of the same title represent two artistic manifestations of the
same psychological dimension. Both works are devoted to the sublimation of
maternity into the profound roots of human existence, where love, suffering, and

2 Urazova 1970, 17.

160



The Figure of Paruyr Sevak in the Works of Sargis Muradyan

time amalgamate into a single, powerful symbol-the depiction of the mother’s
hands.

The structure of the painting is simple yet strongly profound. The mother
occupies the center, absorbed in her daily labor, while next to her the son stands
in silence, his gaze contemplative. A tree positioned between them functions as a
symbolic focal point within the composition. The red doors in the depth of the
painting evoke the thresholds of memory-borders that remain open, even in the
mother’s absence. The light falling on the mother’s hands is divine, seen as a
blessing. This light seems to emanate from the gentle movement of the mother’s
hands—a radiance that resonates with the poet’s lines: “Come, let us today kiss
with a son’s devotion.

those who birthed and nourished us,

those who gained and sustained us in this world...”

“Mother, | am Leaving” (oil on canvas, 125%150 cm, fig. 7 Collection of the
Ministry of Education, Science, Culture, and Sport of the Republic of Armenia)
may be interpreted as a spiritual extension of the themes examined in Mother’s
Hands. If in the previous canvas the mother’s presence embodied the home's
guardian light, in this painting that light recedes into a vague, distant memory,
subtly conveying the pang of separation. In the painting, Paruyr Sevak is
portrayed positioned at the threshold of an open door. The door symbolizes
departure and separation, yet it also embodies the enduring expectation of return.
Sevak’s mother, Azi, is not fully portrayed; nevertheless, her presence remains
perceptible in the composition. She stands in the background, in the courtyard of
the house, holding white garments reminiscent of nightgowns, which seem to
diffuse a delicate illumination. The painting is constructed upon a system of
contrasts: the cool bluish hue of the open door stands in opposition to the warm
brown tones of the background. Blue functions as the chromatic sign of
departure, symbolizing journey and uncertainty, while simultaneously evoking a
feeling of inner peace. In the depiction of the soil and the maternal dwelling, the
earth becomes a symbol for the eternal, representing the profound roots. This
chromatic opposition intensifies the central drama of the composition—the son’s
departure from the family home. Sevak stands in silence, his hand resting on the
door, his gaze directed inward. Silent but laden with tension, his expression
reflects the spirit of Sevak’s verse, where pride and nuance coalesce. In this work,
Muradyan once again affirms his artistic approach, according to which form and
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color are never ends in themselves™. Mother, | am Leaving is one of the most
subtle and lyrical works in Muradyan’s thematic cycle dedicated to the life and
legacy of Paruyr Sevak. Here, the painter’s brush becomes an instrument of
memory, reenacting the son’s final gaze directed toward his mother. The
chromatic restraint of the painting and its compositional simplicity possess a
profound poetic quality; together, they appear to constitute the culminating
expression of Muradyan’s interpretation of motherhood, memory, and separation.

The graphic portraits of Paruyr Sevak (1965)

The two drawings from 1965 are clear testaments to the creative friendship
between Sargis Muradyan and Paruyr Sevak. These works possess great artistic
value, imbued with psychological depth and a precise rendering of the image. The
drawings (1965, pencil on paper, 22x15 cm, family collection, fig. 9) are executed
with spontaneous, fluid lines, yet grounded by deliberate, well-defined strokes.
The painter’s steady hand and inner restraint are visible on the paper; Muradyan
simultaneously observes and analyzes the sitter—prioritizing the revelation of their
inner nature over purely physical resemblance. Sevak’s sharp features, thick
brows, and pursed lips immediately evoke a sense of intellectual tension and inner
bitterness.

In the first drawing, the profile view is transformed into an expressive
structure, bringing out the commanding power of the forehead and the intensity
of thought.

In the second drawing, the three-quarter figure is more relaxed, as the poet
appears immersed in his thoughts. Through these two distinct postures, Muradyan
creates a psychological opposition between the poet’s fiery thought and his inner
silence. The linearity of the work suggests the stark accuracy of a metal
engraving. Through profound modulation and a dynamic interplay of light and
shade, Muradyan achieves volume and tactility entirely through the graphic
medium, eschewing the need for color. The painter’s interest in the deep layers of
the human essence is more pronounced than his focus on external details. In
these drawings, the features that will later become the core of the monumental
interpretation of Sevak’s figure are already perceptible, i.e., emotional tension,
plastic simplicity, inner dignity, and poetic spirit.

3 Khalatyan 1976.
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Paruyr Sevak: Key Milestones of His Life

Sargis Muradyan possessed extensive experience in monumental painting, as
evidenced by the magnificent fresco created for the Paruyr Sevak House-Museum
between 1981 and 1986 (tempera, 200-300x2200 cm, Fig. 8). Erected across the
full breadth of the wall, this composition offers a visual chronicle of the poet's life
and creative path. The collection of images illustrates Sevak’s childhood and
education, his evolving worldview, and his entrance into Armenian literature. It
further captures his encounters with prominent writers of the era, as well as the
depth of his love and devotion to the motherland. The emotive undertones of the
fresco are rooted in memories of the past; here, suffering and melancholy
converge, forming an essential dimension of the poet’s spiritual journey. The
creation of the fresco is structured on the principle of portrait-narrative. Paruyr
Sevak’s figure is represented through a multi-layered fusion of his biography,
memory, and national culture. At the heart of the composition is the poet,
encircled by his family, his peers, and the eminent figures of Armenian culture:
Mesrop Mashtots, Grigor Narekatsi, Komitas, Avetik Isahakyan, Aram
Khachatryan, and Martiros Saryan. Arranged horizontally, the composition moves
visibly from left to right. Here, the flow of time ascends from the depths of pain
and memory into a luminous presence: the realm of the poetic word.

In the upper part, the poet’s parents are depicted against the remote
background of the horizon. His sons, holding seedlings, symbolize the
continuation of life and legacy, while the figure of his wife, Nelly Menagharishvili,
underscores family warmth and dedication. Muradyan portrays Sevak alongside
his friends—including Silva Kaputikyan, Hovhannes Shiraz, Hrant Matevosyan,
Razmik Davoyan, Jim Torosyan, Hamo Sahyan, and Sero Khanzandyan. This
group represents an entire generation, united by a commitment to creative
freedom and independent thought.

The chromatic structure is defined by gentle, clear tonal transitions. Bluish
and gray tones are juxtaposed with a yellowish, golden light, creating a sense of
spiritual luminosity at the work’s center. The figures’ plasticity is clear and
harmonious; their movements are quiet, their gestures persuasive, and their facial
expressions deeply contemplative. The poet’s open palms, directed toward the
viewer, convey a sense of communication and involvement; it is as if Sevak himself
is telling his nation’s story. This fresco can be seen as a symphony of time and
memory. It unites the individual and the collective, history and the present, pain
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and hope-transforming them into a single, holistic dimension where Sevak serves
as a spiritual guide. The ideological and artistic commonalities between the works
of Sargis Muradyan and those of his contemporary painters are evident,
particularly in the oeuvres of Hovhannes Zardaryan (portraits of Viktor
Hambardzumyan, William Saroyan, Ghukas Chubaryan, Ruben Drambyan),
Eduard Isabekyan (portraits of Khachatur Abovyan, Axel Bakunts, Derenik
Demirchyan), and Ara Bekaryan (portraits of Yeghishe Charents, Vahan Teryan,
Hakob Kojoyan). These parallels are especially pronounced in their respective
series of portraits dedicated to intellectuals.

Each of these artists addresses the era’s most decisive topics through the
figures of their heroes. The intellectual is represented as a spiritual embodiment
of the era-a figure in whom social changes, creative pursuits, and new definitions
of national identity resonate. It is this holistic perception that unites Sargis
Muradyan with the portraiture legacy of his contemporaries, establishing it as an
essential layer of 20"-century Armenian art. Here, the human figure transforms
into a precise ideological and spiritual representation of the era, confirming
Muradyan’s significant contribution to this cultural evolution.

Conclusion

Within the creative legacy of Sargis Muradyan, the figure of Paruyr Sevak
functions as an artistic and philosophical pivot, where the painter’s thematic,
chromatic, and compositional endeavors intertwine. Muradyan’s portrayal of
Sevak evolves through various stages, ranging from the depiction of a man
merged with nature to that of a thinker filled with inner luminosity. This
progression represents an artistic and ideological evolution, indicating the poet’s
transformation from a physical presence transitioning into a symbolic eternity.
Thus, in Muradyan’s works, Paruyr Sevak embodies the collective spirit of the
Armenian intellectual-a figure of deeply national yet universal resonance. Within
this portrayal, the profound bond between man and land, memory and silence,
and suffering and spiritual tenacity is revealed. Muradyan’s artistic cycle dedicated
to Sevak stands as a testament to human intellect and the eternal nature of the
spirit.
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1964, oil on canvas, 100x80 cm, Armenian 1996, oil on canvas 100x80 cm, Armenian
National Gallery, Jermuk Branch; see Fig. 1 National Gallery, Jermuk Branch; see Fig. 2
Photographed by the author of the article Photographed by the author of the article

1965, oil on canvas, 65x80 cm, family collection; Paruyr Sevak, 1974 oil on canvas, 6582 cm,
see Fig. 3 Armenian National Gallery, Jermuk Branch, fig. 4.
Photographed by the author of the article

Restless Night, 1988, oil on canvaé, 120;130 cm, Mother’s Hands (oil on canvas, 110x90 cm,
The Fine Arts Academy Fund, family collection Chelyabinsk Gallery, fig. 6, provided by the family
of the painter)
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Mother, | am Leaving” (oil on canvas, 125x150 cm, 1965, pencil on paper, 22x15 cm,
Collection of the Ministry of Education, Science, family collection, fig. 9
fig. 7 Culture, and Sport of the Republic of
Armenia, provided by the family of the painter)

Paruyr Sevak: Key Milestones of His Life
(tempera, 200-300x2200 cm, Fig. 8 Paruyr Sevak House-Museum 1981-1986/ 1982-1985)
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Abstract

Mural painting is one of the most significant forms of monumental art,
characterized by its organic and conceptual relationship with the architectural
environment and its capacity to shape the artistic integrity of space. Executed
through techniques such as fresco, tempera, glue-based paint, encaustic
painting, and oil, mural painting is inherently intended for long-term existence
and functions as a bearer of historical and cultural memory. The origins of this
art form date back to prehistoric rock paintings and later developed extensively
within ancient Near Eastern and Greco-Roman civilizations, where it acquired
religious, ideological, and symbolic meanings.

This article is devoted to the study of murals created in public spaces by
Hovhannes Minassian. Although the majority of these works have not survived
over time, they occupy an important place in the history of Armenian
monumental painting, reflecting the artistic thinking and spatial-decorative
explorations of the 1960s. The research is based on preserved photographs,
archival materials, and contemporary testimonies, aiming to reconstruct the
artistic and historical-cultural significance of the lost murals. This approach
makes it possible to reassess Minassian’s contribution and to emphasize the
crucial role of monumental art created in public environments in shaping the
cultural life of the period.
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Monumental Painting by Hovhannes Minassian in Public Spaces

Introduction

Mural painting, as an independent and multifaceted field of monumental
art, is distinguished not only by the diversity of its techniques but also by its
profound integration with the architectural environment. It functions as a
medium for shaping space and conveying ideas, uniting painting and
architecture into a coherent artistic system. Murals executed in public settings
have played a particularly significant role in expressing the aesthetic ideals,
social perceptions, and cultural priorities of their respective periods.

Within the context of Armenian art of the second half of the twentieth
century, the development of monumental painting is closely linked to the artistic
articulation of public spaces. From this perspective, the murals created for
public venues by Hovhannes Minassian, primarily during the 1960s, are of
special scholarly interest. Although the majority of these works have not
survived, they constitute important evidence of the artistic thinking, ideological
orientations, and the formation of a monumental visual language characteristic
of the period.

The aim of this article is to examine and critically interpret Minassian’s
murals created in public spaces by identifying their artistic features, technical
solutions, and historical-cultural significance. The study is based on preserved
photographs, archival materials, and contemporary testimonies, seeking to
reconstruct the place of these lost works within the broader framework of the
development of Armenian monumental art.

Mural painting is one of the most significant forms of monumental art,
representing a branch of painting executed on walls, plastered surfaces,
ceilings, and various architectural planes, and occasionally on canvas, paper, or
other materials. It is defined not only by its technical characteristics but also by
its organic and conceptual relationship with architecture, often shaping the
artistic integrity of space and embodying a synthesis of architecture and fine art.
Predominantly realized through fresco, glue-based techniques, encaustic
painting, tempera, and oil, mural painting is inherently intended for long-term
existence. These techniques ensure both artistic expressiveness and durability,
allowing mural painting to function as an enduring carrier of historical and
cultural memory. Its origins trace back to the earliest stages of human
civilization, with early manifestations found in Paleolithic rock art, later
developing extensively in ancient Egyptian, Assyro-Babylonian, and Greco-
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Roman cultures, where mural painting acquired religious, ideological, and
symbolic significance, reflecting prevailing beliefs, social structures, and
aesthetic ideals.

Historical Foundations and Contemporary Relevance of Mural
Painting

Mural painting achieved particularly wide dissemination in Byzantine art,
where it became one of the principal expressive means of Christian
iconography. Byzantine murals, distinguished by their symbolic visual language,
stylistic rigor, and profound theological content, exerted a significant influence
on the formation of medieval Armenian art. Within Armenian ecclesiastical
architecture and painting, Byzantine traditions were reinterpreted and
transformed, giving rise to a distinctive national style manifested in the murals
of medieval monasteries and churches. In this sense, mural painting may be
regarded as one of the most important expressions of Armenian culture,
reflecting not only artistic thinking but also the spiritual and ideological
worldview of a given era.

To this day, monumental mural painting has not lost its relevance. In
contemporary art, it continues to evolve, assuming new forms and ideological
emphases. Worldwide, pictorial interventions on the walls of buildings in urban
environments have become widespread, often aiming to reinterpret public space
and endow it with new aesthetic and cultural meanings. In recent decades,
numerous examples of newly created murals can also be found on the streets
and building facades of several Armenian cities, attesting to a contemporary
revival of monumental painting. This phenomenon is frequently associated with
the Street Art movement, whose practitioners seek to express their ideas within
public space through various mural techniques. However, so-called “Street
artists” often do not fully recognize that the expressive medium they employ
possesses a centuries-old history, rich traditions, and a well-developed technical
system.

Nevertheless, regardless of creative approaches, mural painting continues
to preserve its significant artistic and cultural value. It not only shapes the
aesthetic image of the urban or architectural environment but also contributes
to the organization of public space, endowing it with a distinctive identity and
cultural memory. Thus, mural painting may be understood as an art form that
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simultaneously fulfills aesthetic, social, and cultural functions, serving as an
important means of creative dialogue between space and the individual.

In the twentieth century, a renewed interest in monumental painting
emerged, particularly in Mexico, where muralists such as Diego Rivera, David
Alfaro Siqueiros, and José Clemente Orozco created large-scale works with non-
ecclesiastical themes.! The Soviet Union likewise accorded special importance to
monumental art, viewing it as an effective means of demonstrating the power
and grandeur of the newly established state. The walls of new public and
residential buildings were adorned with colorful murals and mosaics intended to
glorify the ideal of the Soviet “New Man”.

From the mid-1940s onward, monumental-decorative art in the Soviet
Union entered a period of active development, despite less than ideal conditions.
This growth was largely driven by the necessity of reconstructing buildings
destroyed during the war and by the opportunity to articulate new artistic
statements. Buildings of public significance occupied a central place in this
process. Artists began working with diverse media murals, mosaics, stained
glass whose development varied across Soviet republics, including Ukraine, the
Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania) and the Caucasus.? In these regions, the
evolution of monumental-decorative art was shaped not only by Soviet
ideological demands but also by local artistic traditions. Each republic sought to
combine state commissioned themes with its own national cultural heritage,
producing distinctive artistic solutions.

Monumental Art in the Soviet Postwar Context and its Development in
Armenia

Naturally, one of the dominant themes of monumental painting during this
period was victory in the Great Patriotic War, a focus dictated by historical
necessity. This accounts for the triumphant character, form, and visual rhetoric
of many works, which aimed to emphasize the resilience and courage of a
people who had defeated Nazism. Monumental artists were entrusted with
influential public spaces metro stations, concert halls, theaters, markets,
hospitals, cultural centers where mural imagery contributed to the broader
democratization of art. At the same time, monumental art was expected to

! http://mww.vltramarine.ru/mag/art/public/862
2 Weimarn 1981, 88-93.
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solemnly underscore the strength of the victorious nation, the power of
communist ideology, and the unity and friendship of the Soviet peoples. National
motifs were frequently incorporated into compositions, color schemes, and
decorative forms. While in Ukraine and the Baltic republics monumental art
often aligned with minimalist modern architecture, producing restrained yet
expressive compositions, in the Caucasus richer color palettes, traditional
ornamental motifs, and historical-cultural themes were more prevalent.

In Armenia, monumental-decorative art likewise experienced a significant
phase of development, particularly in the second half of the twentieth century.
Newly constructed public buildings-cultural centers, theaters, educational
institutions, and administrative complexes-provided artists with opportunities to
employ murals, mosaics, fresco and stained glass. These works frequently
combined socialist ideological themes with imagery drawn from Armenian
history, culture, and nature. By the mid-1950s, monumentalism also penetrated
cafés and clubs, integrating historical themes and expanding its technical
repertoire to include metalwork, ceramics and glass.

Conceptually, monumental art is generally understood as a form of large-
scale, spatial art that defines the visual and architectonic composition of a
specific architectural environment and whose coloristic and formal structure
corresponds to that purpose. Thus, during the Soviet period, monumental-
decorative art became not only a crucial component of architectural design but
also a powerful means of ideological and artistic communication, synthesizing
various art forms into a unified artistic space in which architecture and fine art
functioned as an integrated whole.

Minassian as a Monumentalist

The works created during Hovhannes Minassian’s student years were
modest in scale and ambition. However, his earliest paintings produced in
Armenia already stood out for their vivid color palette and carefully structured
planar compositions, reflecting at least in part-a sense of continuity with earlier
masters who had depicted Armenia before him. This initial phase was followed
by an unexpected and decisive shift marked by sharp contrasts and an
inclination toward abstraction. A tension emerged between two artistic principles
in which the artist had not yet fully found himself. Yet it was precisely through
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this confrontation that a new artistic world was formed the world of Minassian’s
the monumental artist.®

Within the Armenian artistic context, Hovhannes Minassian was among
those masters who boldly sought to integrate their individual artistic identity into
the demands and imperatives of a new era. Of particular significance is the fact
that he was the first in Armenia to revive several classical techniques that had
been forgotten for centuries. This achievement was crucial not only for
Minassian’s own artistic development but also for the broader evolution of
Armenian monumental painting. By reactivating ancient technological methods,
he reopened a path toward artistic principles long established in medieval
Armenian art, especially in the traditions of ecclesiastical fresco painting, such
as the frescos of the St. Mesrop Mashtots Church of Oshakan.

The application of classical techniques required meticulous study of
materials and technological processes.* Minassian employed natural pigments,
specially prepared layers of plaster, and phased working methods characteristic
of medieval mural painting. This approach enabled the creation of works that
were not only artistically expressive but also technically durable and resistant to
the passage of time. At the same time, these revived techniques were not limited
to the mechanical reproduction of historical methods; they were reinterpreted
within the framework of contemporary artistic thinking, combining traditional
technologies with new compositional and ideological solutions. As a result, a
distinctive creative approach emerged in which the experience of the past
served as a foundation for modern artistic expression.

This process also served as an important stimulus for younger artists, who
began to show increased interest in the technical and conceptual possibilities of
monumental painting. Consequently, a professional milieu was formed in which
the study of classical traditions and their creative application became one of the
key factors in the development of Armenian monumental art.

Minassian’s murals may be divided into two main groups: works created for
public spaces and ecclesiastical murals. This article focuses on the murals
executed in public environments, which, unfortunately, have not survived.
Despite their physical loss, these works occupy an important place in the history
of Armenian monumental painting as testimonies to the artistic thinking,

® Tatikyan 1975, 88-91.
4 Interview with Hovhannes Minassian’s son.
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ideological orientation, and spatial-decorative solutions of their time. The study
seeks to reconstruct the artistic and historical-cultural significance of these
murals on the basis of preserved photographs, archival materials, documentary
evidence, and contemporary accounts. Such an approach allows not only for a
reassessment of their place within the overall development of Armenian
monumental art but also for highlighting the important role played by artistic
interventions in public spaces in shaping the cultural life of the period.

Minassian’s preferred technical media were oil paint and tempera.
Beginning in 1960, he increasingly devoted himself to monumental works
intended for practical application within architectural settings. One of his
earliest and most notable realizations was the mural “Round Dance” (fig. 1),
executed in the lobby of the Palace of Culture of the Kirov Chemical Combine in
Yerevan. This work represented a distinctive synthesis of painting and
architecture and posed a new artistic proposition that attracted considerable
public attention.

In “Round Dance”, the simplification and generalization of the dancers’
bodily volumes create a smooth, rhythmic composition; expressive linear
elements convey a sense of movement, while the luminous color palette evokes
joy and vitality. The Palace of Culture itself was a typical public institution of the
Soviet period, designed to organize the cultural and social life of workers. Its
spacious lobby functioned not merely as a transitional area but as a site of
cultural communication. Minassian’s monumental mural was conceived to enrich
this interior environment artistically and to underscore the building’s social
significance.®

The composition of “Round Dance” conveys a spring-like mood
concentrated at the center and expanding into the surrounding space. The
dance unfolding within the image seems to generate an audible rhythm, as if
music itself emanates from the movement. Against a light green and blue
background, vivid colors: red, yellow, and violet accentuate the emotional
outbursts of young dancers. Through linear rhythms and a sequence of blue,
yellow, and white tones, the artist achieved a harmonious and life affirming
scene. This work corresponds closely to the cultural atmosphere of the
Khrushchev era “Thaw” characterized by a retreat from ideological rigidity

5 Yoronova 4, 1976, 23.
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toward everyday life, nature, and emotional sincerity. Youth and innocence here
are liberated from disciplinary control and the heroic idealization typical of
Stalinist cultural propaganda.

In terms of simplified forms and flat color treatment, “Round Dance” may
be cautiously compared to Henri Matisse’s ““ La Dance  (fig. 2), which likewise
employs a circular composition of dancing figures united by rhythmic
movement. In both works, dance functions as a symbol of life and energy;
however, while Matisse’s forms are more abstract, Minassian preserves a
distinctly national and ethnographic character.®

In this context, “Round Dance” can be viewed not only as a decorative
monumental mural but also as an expression of the artistic mentality of its time.
Minassian consciously abandons heroic and idealized representations in favor of
natural human movement, immediate emotion, and the simple joys of life
gualities that became especially prominent in the cultural climate of the 1960s.
Unfortunately, the mural has not survived and is known today only through
archival documentation and recollections.’

Another significant example of Minassian’s monumental work was realized
at the Grinding Machine Factory in Leninakan (Gyumri), one of the important
industrial enterprises of the Soviet period. The factory complex included
infrastructure serving the social needs of workers, among which the workers’
canteen occupied a special place as a space for rest and communication. The
artistic design of this interior was regarded as a means of cultural enrichment,
and it was within this context that the fresco “Flute” (fig. 3) was created in
1963-1964 by H. Minassian. The aforementioned structure formed an
integrated complex, the overall composition of which was developed in
collaboration by A. Melkonyan and R. Petrosyan.®

Minassian’s “Flute” in certain respects recalls “La Musique” (Fig. 4). In
both works, the musical theme is presented through simplified and decorative
forms. The figures are harmoniously integrated with nature, while chromatic
and formal solutions serve to establish an overall sense of rhythm and harmony.
In Henri Matisse, the color planes are considerably more intense, whereas in

5 Aleksei Bobrikov, http://xz.gif.ru/numbers/51-52/surovo
’ See the same source.
8 Catalogue, 1974. Compiled by Gohar Khostikyan and Martin Minassian.
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Minassian’s work the forms are associated with monumental decorative thinking
and an architectural conception of space.

The industrial frieze “Builders, Miners, Welders” (Fig. 5), created by
Minassian in 1968 and formerly located in the workers’ workwear store in
Yerevan, has unfortunately not been preserved. Judging from photographic
documentation, these works clearly embody the characteristics of the “Severe
Style” of the 1960s.

This refers to a realist tendency within Soviet art that was characteristic of
the 1950s-1960s. In defining their creative orientation, the masters of this
movement turned to the pre-Stalinist period of Soviet visual art, encompassing
the entirety of the 1920s and the early 1930s. The term “Severe Style” was
introduced into art discourse by the art historian Aleksandr Kamensky. This
style is marked by artists’ depictions of the lives of their contemporaries,
emphasizing their willpower and capacity for labor. Its underlying premise was
that the everyday diligence of the Soviet individual constituted heroism in itself-
heroism rooted in simplicity yet marked by hardship. The art of the Severe Style
is generalized and laconic, characterized by the use of flat color planes and a
canonized approach to figuration. Ultimately, the Severe Style represented an
intellectual shift in Soviet visual art, brought about by a new generation of
artists.®

For a comprehensive scholarly understanding of the full essence of the
“Severe Style” it is essential to examine the movement that preceded it, namely
the Soviet “Thaw.” These two successive currents stand in clear opposition to
one another. The “Thaw” marked the end of the Stalinist era in the sphere of
culture. It continued to reproduce the subjects and objects, evaluative criteria,
and thematic priorities established during the Stalinist period, yet did so in a
markedly freer manner-as if breathing and living more fully-allowing for repose
and a renewed focus on ordinary, everyday situations.

The principal confrontation between the “Thaw” and the “Severe Style”
occurred primarily within the domain of painting. For the painters of the
“Thaw” such as Zardaryan, Levitan, Yablonsky, Gavrilov, Bogaevsky, and
Zagonek the revival of themes related to nature, rather than everyday life, was
of primary importance.

9 Aleksei Bobrikov, https://ithaca-66.livejournal.com/35704.html
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By contrast, the “Severe Style” is devoid of all forms of illusion and,
without leaving room for compromise, relentlessly offers what it presents as a
“truthful” interpretation of the human being, history, and nature. Stripped of
ideals, it is austere, bleak, and desolate in character.

It excludes miracles and recognizes only the primacy of labor. The concept
of heroism within this framework is devoid of explicit exaltation and instead
presupposes inward concentration, restraint, and physical as well as moral
exhaustion. Life, as articulated here, is stripped of vivid coloration and emphatic
expressions of joy. The central figure of the “Severe Style” is the individual who
rejects philistine formalism-an ordinary human being, detached from social
classification, outwardly indistinguishable, for whom neither age nor gender is
of significance. This figure may be understood as the naked human standing
upon bare ground, whose weariness derives from the realization that the world
must be constructed anew, from the very beginning, and exclusively through
one’s own labor.*°

Workers, welders, and miners appear, as if through an evolutionary
process, to have gradually transformed from primitive laborers into cultivated
agents of civilization. This bearer of immense willpower is characterized by a
muscular and formidable physique, the emphasized scale of the hands, and
abrupt transitions of volume and color. These heroes more precisely, builder-
workers are recast as fearless titans confronting a formidable nature. They
emerge as figures soaring within the domains of civilization. Their labor is
grounded not in physical convulsion but in inner tension, one that arises from
moral disposition rather than corporeal strain. The emphasis thus shifts from
brute strength to will.

Synthesizing the essence of these three works by Hovhannes Minassian, it
may be asserted that they do not constitute a single stylistic formula, but rather
articulate a unified field of artistic problems: a shared philosophy of nature and
a common anthropology, which, through an evolutionary and professionally
grounded process, brings to culmination all the ideas concentrated within it.

Hovhannes Minassian demonstrably possessed a multifaceted mastery of his
craft, underpinned by refined artistic sensibility, whether working in painting,
self-portraiture, sculpture, mosaic, fresco or historical mural composition.

10 See the same source.
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It should be noted that a portion of Minassian’s monumental legacy has
unfortunately not been preserved. One such example is the fresco “Fish”
(1962), which was installed on the facade of the bathhouse building of the
Yerevan Polytechnic Institute and created in collaboration with A. Aleksanyan.
This work, like many other examples of public art, has not survived the passage
of time.

It is also noteworthy that the artist developed a number of sketches
intended for a monumental decorative program for the Cinema House of
Yerevan. However, due to various circumstances, these projects were never
realized and did not reach their final execution (Fig. 6, Fig. 7)

Conclusion

In conclusion, it may be stated that the murals created by Hovhannes
Minassian in various public spaces during the 1960s represent not only the
artist’s individual creative explorations but also a comprehensive reflection of
the aesthetic and ideological transformations of the period. In the murals Round
Dance, Fish and Flute (1961-1964), the simplification and generalization of
volumes, a luminous, almost idyllic color palette, and a clearly articulated
rhythmic structure give rise to harmonious and fluid compositions. Here, the
relationship between human beings and nature is presented as an integrated
whole: bodies in motion, rendered through softly expressive contours, convey a
sense of joyful dynamism and freedom. This approach may be interpreted as an
artistic manifestation characteristic of the Khrushchev “Thaw” marked by a turn
toward nature, primordial purity, and a metaphorical return to a “Lost
paradise” where humanity does not yet stand in opposition to its environment
but rather coexists with it.

At the same time, the industrial frieze Builders, Miners, Welders (1968)
signifies a new phase in Minassian’s artistic thinking. Here, the visual language
aligns with the principles of the “Severe Style,” characterized by rigid geometric
forms, heavy monumental rhythms, and an emphasized material weight of the
physical world. The forces of nature and the man-made environment quarries,
metal pipes, reinforced concrete volumes are transformed into a unified vortex,
within which the human figure appears not as a passive observer but as an active
agent. Minassian’s heroes the builder-workers merge with the industrial
environment, becoming both an integral part of it and the force that overcomes it.
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The juxtaposition of these two phases demonstrates that Minassian’s
monumental art evolves between harmonious idyll and tense industrial heroism,
responding sensitively to the social, ideological, and artistic challenges of its
time. Consequently, his murals emerge as significant testimonies of Armenian
visual art of the 1960s, while simultaneously preserving a lasting relevance and
a profound humanistic dimension.

It is important to note that a comprehensive study of the ecclesiastical-
themed murals of Hovhannes Minassian is currently ongoing and will be
presented in a separate article.
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Fig. 1 “Round Dance”, (“Shurjpar”) 1961-1962, tempera, mural painting, 270 x 940 cm,
foyer of the Palace of Culture of the S. Kirov Chemical Combine, Yerevan

Fig. 2 Henri Matisse’s ““ La Dance”, 1910,
The Hermitage, St. Petersburg

Fig 3. “Flute” (*“Sring™), 1964, 520 x 940 cm,
workers’ canteen of the Grinding Machine Tools
Factory, Leninakan (not preserved).

Fig. 4. Henri Matiss’s “La Musique”,
1910, The Hermitage, St. Petersburg
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Fig. 5. Industrial frieze “Builders, Miners,
Welders”, 1968, mural painting, workers’
workwear store, Yerevan, oil on canvas
(the work has not been preserved; only
photographic documentation survives).

Fig. 6

Fig. 7 1971-1972

Fig. 6. 7. Sketches intended for a monumental decorative program
for the Cinema House of Yerevan, 1972
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CREATIVE ACTIVITY
(THE PERSIAN MURALS)

Abstract

This article examines the second period of the creative activity of the
prominent representative of the Armenian Diaspora, artist Sarkis Katchadourian
(1886-1947). The study presents an analysis of his extensive work on the copying
and reconstruction of the murals of the Safavid palatial complexes in Isfahan,
including Ali Qapu Palace and Chehel Sotoun Palace, undertaken during his
residence in Persia between 1929 and 1933. The research analyzes
Katchadourian’s exceptional contribution to the preservation of Iranian cultural
heritage and the popularization of Oriental art in Europe and America. Based on
archival and documentary evidence, the author proposes a new thesis regarding
the identification of an anonymous work held in the Musée du Quai Branly in
Paris, identifying it as Katchadourian’s reconstruction of the fresco “Khoja
Petros’s Feast in the Presence of Shah Abbas.”

Keywords: Sarkis Katchadourian, Oriental art, Ali Qapu Palace, Chehel Sotoun
Palace, New Julfa, reconstructions, Shah Abbas period.
Introduction

In this article, we address the second period of the creative activity of Sarkis
Katchadourian, a prominent representative of the Armenian Diaspora and a
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distinguished artist. The study presents an analysis of his extensive work on the
copying and reconstruction of the murals of the Safavid palatial complexes in
Isfahan, including Ali Qapu Palace and Chehel Sotoun Palace, undertaken during
his residence in Persia between 1929 and 1933.

Our focus is on the artist’s exceptional contribution to the preservation of
Iranian cultural heritage and the popularization of Oriental art in Europe and
America. The article examines the circumstances of Sarkis Katchadourian’s
journey to Persia, his activities in establishing a museum and an art school in New
Julfa, as well as his efforts to identify the “Armenian trace” in seventeenth-century
murals within the broader context of Oriental art, including works associated with
Ali Qapu Palace and Chehel Sotoun Palace, particularly in relation to
reconstructions of artworks from the Shah Abbas | period. Based on the archival
and documentary research we have conducted, a thesis is proposed regarding the
attribution of an anonymous work from the collection of the museum on Quai
Branly to Katchadourian’s brush. We identify this work as Katchadourian’s
reconstruction of the fresco “Khoja Petros’s Feast in the Presence of Shah
Abbas.”

At different historical periods, a large number of Armenians lived in Persia
(now the Islamic Republic of Iran). Perhaps the connection between the Armenian
and Persian peoples has been very deep, and the Armenians settled here have
created one of the oldest Armenian settlements. In the 17" century, a new
Armenian colony was formed in New Julfa. This was during the reign of Shah
Abbas |, the latter forcibly populated the area with Armenians, expecting that they
would develop both culture and trade there. As a result of all this, a number of
Armenian artists lived and worked in Persia.

In the early twentieth century, the prominent diasporan Armenian painter
Sarkis Katchadourian was active in Persia. Although he resided and worked there
only for a relatively brief period (1929-1933), he nonetheless carried out
significant work in the preservation of Persian murals. The artist’s contribution
was substantial not only to the development of twentieth-century diasporan
Armenian fine arts, but also within the broader context of world art, particularly in
advancing the recognition and preservation of the artistic heritage of Persia, one
of the world’s most ancient civilizations.
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The Master of Persian Murals: Reconstruction and Style

The second period of Sarkis Katchadourian's creative activity was also
prolific, encompassing the restoration and copying of the wall paintings of the
royal palaces of the Safavid dynasty in Persia.

Katchadourian was an incomparable master of Persian murals. The artist,
who even before that had gained great fame in Europe with his compositions of
the “Armenian Cycle” series, this time appeared with a new series of paintings
that rediscovered Katchadourian as an artist. The remarkable reproductions of
the murals of the palaces of Shah Abbas are unigque masterpieces of art that were
highly appreciated by art theorists. It may be asserted with confidence that the
artist succeeded in penetrating the essence of seventeenth-century lranian
culture, internalizing the Persian spirit, and mastering the artistic traditions and
distinctive style of that ancient country. These works reflect not only the traditions
of Persian painting but also elements of European art.

Katchadourian himself, being from the East, was interested in the art of
Persia and desired to bring these copies of murals out of oblivion and present
them to the people of the West. He was also close to the philosophical thought of
Persian poets Saadi, Ferdowsi, and Omar Khayyam. According to the testimony of
his contemporaries, he loved Khayyam and even recited his contemplative
guatrains. He even illustrated a book of Omar Khayyam’s quatrains with an
English translation.!

The circumstances of Katchadourian’s departure for Persia are also
interesting; some sources mention that he received an invitation from the Persian
authorities of the time and Arthur Pope, who lived in Persia at that time, and
arrived in 1929.? The artist’s wife, Vava, notes that the idea was given to him by
the famous diplomat Hovhannes Khan Masehyan,® who was the Persian
ambassador in London at the time: “At the end of 1930, | remember, at the
suggestion of Hovhannes Khan Masehyan, my husband left for Julfa, Persia and

! Zakaryan 1981, 39.

2 Pope 1939. Arthur Upham Pope (1881-1969) was an American scholar, historian of
art and architecture, and archaeologist. He was an expert on historical Persian art and the
editor of A Survey of Persian Art (1939).

% Khan-Masehyan 1864-1931. Iranian-Armenian translator, state and public figure, dip-
lomat, journalist, educator, and editor.
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thanks to his intellect, he was able to penetrate the spirit of old Persian
paintings.”*

We are more inclined to assume that Katchadourian received an invitation,
which coincided with the advice of Hovhannes Khan Masehyan. The artist himself,
in an interview given in Tehran in 1931, noted: “At the suggestion of Hovhannes
Khan Masehyan, | came to Persia; the dull scenes of Tehran and Mashhad did not
inspire my soul and | could not produce any painting, for which my coming to
Persia seemed very difficult. | moved to Isfahan, about which | had heard and
read much. For the first time, | went to Chehel Sotoun.”®

It is also important to note that different sources provide conflicting dates for
the first arrival in Persia. Some mention the end of 1929, while others state the
end of 1930.°

During the study, a page dedicated to the artist’s student, Smbat Ter-
Kyureghyan, was examined. According to his biography, Ter-Kyureghyan’s
significant meeting with his teacher, Katchadourian, took place in Isfahan in the
autumn of 1929.” Along with all that, it is necessary to take into account the
circumstance that the Persian calendar is different; there the year begins from
Nowruz, March 21, until March of the next year. In a number of Persian sources,
it is mentioned that Katchadourian arrived in Isfahan in 1928-1934.2 Taking the
above information into account, it can be assumed that Katchadourian’s first visit
to Persia took place in the autumn of 1929.

In fact, in 1929, the artist traveled to Persia for the first time, to the city of
Shiraz, where he visited the graves of his favorite poets Hafez and Saadi. In
Nishapur, he visited the tomb of Omar Khayyam, then to the Armenian-centered
Julfa, then to New lJulfa. Here, in November 1930, Sarkis Katchadourian founded
an art school, where more than two dozen students of both sexes studied. Among
them were later famous Iranian-Armenian painters Smbat Ter-Kyureghyan and
Yervand Nahapetyan.

Katchadourian also undertook the cleaning of the paintings on the walls of
the Holy Savior Monastery, St. Bethlehem, and St. Mary churches in New Julfa,

4 Museum of Literature and Art, Fund Khachatryan 313.
5V.A. 193] 4.

® Toranyan 1983, 10; see also Stepanyan 1982, 261.

7 https://www.sumbat.com/index2.html, accessed: 27.04.2025.
8 Akbarzadeh 2013, 145-155.
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which had faded over many years from incense and candle smoke. By collecting
various ethnographic items, such as old manuscripts, paintings, and items of
decorative applied art, he founded the Museum of the Holy Savior Monastery of
New Julfa. He also donated 17 of his works to the museum, including “The Feast
of Shah Abbas the Great,” “St. Mary,” “Shahanshah Reza Pahlavi,” and others.°
Katchadourian also prepared mannequins of historical costumes of New Julfa
residents for the museum.’® The artist donated the etching “Father Abraham” by
the world-famous painter Rembrandt van Rijn to the museum, and for the Joseph
of Arimathea church of the Holy Savior Monastery, he painted the portrait of
Khoja Avetik,"* who was the patron of the church decorations, and the portrait of
Khoja Petros, the latter being the builder of the Bethlehem church.'

Katchadourian’s Journey to Persia and Influences

Parallel to these extensive works for the Armenian community of New Julfa,
Katchadourian constantly visited the palaces. The murals here were mostly
decomposed, but the artist nevertheless copied them; some parts that were
completely erased, he filled in himself, based on his knowledge of Persian art. It is
significant to note that the provenance of several of Katchadourian's
reproductions remains undocumented, with no definitive records specifying their
original palatial sources. Comparative analysis is limited to the data found in
theoretical sources and catalog reproductions alongside the original murals. It
should be noted that the murals in these palaces have undergone restoration over
the last 50-60 years.

During the study, an interesting fact was identified. As previously mentioned,
Katchadourian was engaged in copying murals in Persia. Notably, he produced
copies of the “Young Woman with a Cup” and “Young Woman with a Hat” murals
from the Ali Qapu Palace.

They carry some small changes from the originals preserved today. For
example, in the “Young Woman with a Cup” mural (fig. 1)** of the Ali Qapu
Palace, a figure of a Persian woman is seen, who appears to be dancing with her

¢ Achemyan 1933, (July 8).

10 Stepanyan 1982, 267.

! Martirosyan-Stepanosyan, Khoja Avetik.

2 Velijanyan, Petros (1580-1649). New Julfa merchant and benefactor; built St. Beth-
lehem Church in 1627.

B https://www. flickr.com/photos/mytripsmypics/24644837196, accessed: 27.04.2025.
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gentle movement, a scene that was accepted in Persian fresco art. In the image,
the woman is depicted in the lap of nature. There, in the foreground, is a wine jug
next to a small table, then delicate leaves of plants and flowers are seen, in the
back part are the spiral mountains, which with their fairy-tale shapes remind of
clouds.

In the copy made by Katchadourian (fig. 2),"* we meet partial changes. If in
the original, the gaze of the Persian woman in red clothes is dreamy and looks
towards the bottom part, then in Katchadourian’s version, the beautiful Persian
woman is in light pink clothes and looks at the viewer. There are changes in the
patterns on the clothes, botanical elements, structures of mountains and trees,
shapes of the table and wine jug. The wine cup depicted in the woman’s hand in
the original differs from the shape of the cup appearing in Katchadourian's copy.

Overall, the theme of the image evokes the famous lines from the poem The
Capture of Fort Temuk:

“Who in the world a hero could crush

If not for women

And wine?’*®

In Ferdowsi's epic “Shahnameh”, wine and women appear together; in
Persian poetry, the woman symbolizes ideal beauty and the poet’s source of
inspiration, while wine represents joy, worldly pleasure, and the heroic spirit.

Given the aforementioned variations, it can be inferred that Katchadourian
produced inspired interpretations rather than direct copies of the originals.
However, an image found on the lIranian website arzhangihoma.ir (Fig. 3)'®
reveals another reproduction of the same scene by an anonymous author. In
terms of draftsmanship and color palette, this version is significantly closer to
Katchadourian’s work.

Deeply studying the existing problem, we conclude that in the 1964-1970s,
then in the 2000-2010s, the renovation of the murals of the Ali Qapu palace was
carried out not so successfully, bearing obvious deviations. Evidence of all this is
also an article found in the Iranian Journal of Persian Archaeological Studies, in
which the authors mention that the murals of the Ali Qapu palace have been

4 https://www.mutualart.com/Artwork/Jeune-femme-a-la-coupe---Palais-dAli-Kap/B318
3C32B4E4349B, accessed: 20.03.2020.

5 Tumanyan 1991, 50.

18 https://arzhangihoma.ir/miniatures/108, accessed: 03.03.2026.
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unsuccessfully restored.'” At the end of the material, the authors of the article also
present three reproductions from the murals of the Chehel Sotoun palace,
drawing parallels with the reproductions of Sarkis Katchadourian’s copies,
proving the differences between the current murals of the palace after
renovations and Katchadourian’s works.'®

Minor discrepancies are observed between the current state of the mural
Young Woman with a Hat (Fig. 5)*° and Sarkis Katchadourian’s reproduction (Fig.
6).2° Specific variations in color and line suggest that alterations occurred during
the various restorations of the palace murals (Fig. 4).%

In fact, the copies made by Sarkis Katchadourian are more faithful to the
initial originals and represent not only artistic but also documentary value.

It is also noteworthy that Katchadourian conducted extensive work in the
Chehel Sotoun (Palace of Forty Columns) Palace. In executing the decorations, he
was assisted by his student, Smbat Der-Kiureghian.?? Furthermore, he produced
reproductions of the murals found on the walls of Talar Ashraf (Ashraf Hall), the
Qeysarieh Bazaar (Imperial Bazaar), and the Allahverdi Khan Bridge (also known
as Siosepol or the Julfa Bridge).?®

The primary documentary sources for this study consist of Katchadourian’s
correspondence, in which the artist details the specific projects and decorative
programs he was commissioned to execute within the palaces. In one of them, the
artist writes: “...The murals found this time are so difficult and incomprehensible
that they force me to think for long days and search to find lines faithful to the
real and contemporary spirit. The merciless hammer has been struck left and
right, without ever paying attention to the composition of divine colors and lines.”

In another letter, Katchadourian says: “...I have undertaken all the difficulties
simply to save the whole art of the Safavid era, so that international art is not

7 Zamani, Ahmadi 2022, 237-263.

'8 Katchadourian 1932.

19 https://www.alamy.com/stock-photo-fresco-at-ali-qapu-palace-depicting-persian-
woman-isfahan-province-94202564.html, accessed: 04.03.2020.

20 https://www.artnet.com/artists/sarkis-katchadourian/jeune-femme-a-la-coupe-palais-
dali-kapu-W4HBmpa3gLUfv44mLvpBWA?2, accessed: 04.03.2020.

2 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zpdnc2Crrlc, accessed: 04.03.2026.

2 Ter-Kureghyan, Sumbat (1913-1999). Iranian-Armenian master of watercolor paint-
ing.

% Sj-o-se-pol. (From Persian si-o-se meaning “thirty-three” and pol meaning “bridge”).
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deprived of that glory. Numerous European artists have come and gone without
ever paying attention to these murals, which keep the scent of eternity. Perhaps
they did not feel or they did not speak with their soul and the luck reserved for
me the honor of reading that face of art.” “In two small rooms of the Allahverdi
bridge, | have found more than thirty murals of pleasure and love; these differ
from other palaces and must shed new light on Persian murals.”?*

For his extensive work, Reza Shah Pahlavi grants him the title of Khan,
honors him with gifts.?® André Godard,”® who was in Iran during that same
period, said: “At the heights of Ali Qapu, | saw a wizard who worked diligently and
with his own imagination completed what time had long corrupted. And it seemed
that he was one of the Safavid artists who continued to skillfully realize their
unfinished work.”?” “Sarkis Katchadourian with his miracle brush was able to give
to the canvas what was not on the walls.”?®

Art critic Camille Mauclair,?® addressing the 17"-century murals of the royal
palaces, notes that most of these murals were decayed, on the verge of
disappearing, and an Armenian artist was found who “...was disturbed by that
destruction. Already in 1932, in the Guimet Museum, he had exhibited several of
his paintings where he had tried to re-establish those testimonies of Safavid art
with a watercolor mixed with gouache.”® Mauclair considers these works
excellently executed and adds that Katchadourian’s works represent not only
archaeological and ethnographic value, but also artistic value, then continues:
“...the first impression we get is thinking that we have a ‘very contemporary’
exhibition before us.”*

The murals of the palaces built by Shah Abbas differ significantly from
Islamic art, because the depiction of people was not characteristic of Islam. In
these Safavid murals, the opposite tendency is observed, as greater importance is

2 Achemyan 1933 (July 7).

% Pahlavi, Reza Shah (1878-1944). Shah of Iran (1925-1941), founder of the Pahlavi
dynasty.

% Godard, André (1881-1965). French architect, archaeologist, and art historian; Di-
rector of the Archaeological Service of Iran (IAS).

71 Zakaryan 1981, 40; see also Godard 1934.

8 National Gallery of Armenia, Fund 70, Inv. 14246.

2 Mauclair, Camille (1872-1945). French author, novelist, and art critic.

%0 Mauclair, Bonnat 1935, 65.

3! Ibid., 65.
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given to human figures. Individuals dressed in rich garments are depicted at rest,
enjoying wine, or engaged in quiet conversation, presented in calm and static
states. The murals also include figures in European clothing; an example is the
“While the Rose Blows Along the River Bank mural of the Ali Qapu Palace, which
was copied by the artist.3

On February 25, 1932, in the Guimet Museum in France, the copies made
during Katchadourian’s first trip were exhibited, which numbered 132. The
exhibition had great success. Thousands of people had gathered to see this
exhibition, which had given them the opportunity to get acquainted with the rich
civilization of Isfahan of the Safavid period and remember the elegant poems of
poets Hafez, Ferdowsi, and Omar Khayyam.

After the grey atmosphere of a Parisian winter, viewers were enchanted by
the elegant, linear patterns of these watercolor works and the delicate harmonies
of pink, red, golden yellow, dull gold, and powdery blue.** Even more encouraged
by this success, the artist decided to complete the works he had started. Arriving
in Isfahan, from the autumn of 1932 until the spring of 1933, Katchadourian again
gets to work in the most magnificent palaces built by Shah Abbas. After some
time, he sees that there is almost nothing left to do; besides, he felt great physical
and mental fatigue. Katchadourian writes about this once again to Haig Adjemyan:
“I am completely tired both in mind and body; the studies | carried out completely
broke me and my mind does not work. Today | decided to finish, especially since
no new thing remained. | have almost the entire period of Safavid art. A few
insignificant pieces remained unfinished, whose being or not being have no
meaning and especially cannot diminish the value of my collection or lessen it.”

In the early summer of 1933, Katchadourian returns to Paris, bringing with
him a new series of paintings that are exhibited in different countries.

Katchadourian’s copies were not just a reflection on Persian culture. A large
number of Armenians lived in Persia. Shah Abbas grants privileges to the local
Armenian Khojas so that they, in their turn, develop the country’s economy,
because the Khojas created large trading companies, the silk trade in Persia was
in their hands.

It should be noted that Sarkis Katchadourian was responsible for copying the
murals found in the mansions of Armenian merchants Khoja Avetik and Khoja

32 Met Museum 2024; see also Katchadourian 1932, 8, 19.
33 Katchadourian 1932, 14.
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Petros. According to the artist’s wife, Vava Katchadourian, in an interview
conducted in 1967 on the occasion of the 20™ anniversary of her husband’s
death,3* one of these copies is the composition entitled “Khoja Petros’s Feast in
the Presence of Shah Abbas.”*

Research has identified a specific work (Fig. 8) currently held in the Musée
du quai Branly in Paris.*® Although scholarly literature has not previously
documented this connection, a detailed archival examination supports the thesis
that the anonymous work in the Musée du quai Branly collection (preliminary
inventory number: X376834) is a reproduction of the mural The Feast of Khoja
Petros in the Presence of Shah Abbas executed by Sarkis Katchadourian (Fig. 8).
Furthermore, according to the museum’s official records, the donor is identified
as “Mrs. S. Katchadourian.” Based on this evidence, it is hypothesized that the
work currently held at the Musée du quai Branly is the same piece mentioned by
the artist's widow during her 1967 interview in New York.

Addressing the Armenian fine arts of the Shah Abbas period, let us
specifically mention the works of the painter Minas.[36] None of these are signed
by Minas and we cannot say for sure which of the works Katchadourian copied
here are the works of the famous painter Minas of that period. Katchadourian
himself considered it logical that the rich Khojas would have invited the most
famous master of the time. In a letter addressed to Arshag Chobanian,
Katchadourian notes with regret that in the Armenian murals “l found no trace of
the Armenian masters of the same time, | read all the inscriptions, no mention of
master Minas.”*’

In another letter, addressed to the ethnographer-philologist Haig Adjemyan,
who lived in Tabriz at the time, Katchadourian assumes that in all probability they
are the works of the painter Minas: “I am happy to report that the Armenian
name will remain forever linked to Safavid art, because the murals of Khoja
Petros’s house, as well as the murals of Khoja Avetik’s or Khoja Nazar’s house,
are largely linked with the art of that era with their skillful arrangement of colors

3 Archival recording, Interview with artist Vava Katchadourian, 1967, (July 12). See al-
so: National Gallery of Armenia, Fund 70, Inv. 19620.

% Musée du Quai Branly 2006. Note: Since 1937, the Trocadéro Museum has been
known as the Musée de I'Homme. In 2006, the ethnographic collection was moved to the
Musée du Quai Branly, where “Khodja Petros’ Feast” (Fig. 8) is currently held.

38 https://collections.quaibranly.fr/, accessed: 08.08.2025.

37 Minas (17" Century). Armenian artist born in New Julfa.
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and lines and especially composition. Is our Master Minas’s finger there or not, it
is very difficult to say, but as a European artist, there is definitely a link between
European paintings and Master Minas. Our patriotic Khojas would not have
allowed a foreign painter to work in their house, since they had a master like
Minas.”38

Katchadourian, undoubtedly, had a great contribution to the preservation of
Persian culture. With his brush, he was able to revitalize the old Persian art. As a
result of the study of Persian art, he was also able to be a participant in the events
of an important part of the life of the local Armenian community. The Persian
copies painted by Katchadourian have been repeatedly covered by the diaspora
Armenian, domestic, and foreign press. Of course, a valuable part of Oriental
culture would have disappeared if the artist had not undertaken the copying and
restoration works of the Persian palace murals.

Conclusion

Summarizing the results of this study, the following conclusions can be
drawn:

1. The research demonstrates that Sarkis Katchadourian can be considered
a “new type of artist-restorer.” His works are not mere mechanical copies, but
rather creative reinterpretations of the Safavid artistic style. This approach helped
preserve the aesthetic value of the murals, which in many cases have become
difficult to read due to damage.

2. The study also shows that Katchadourian’s stay in Iran was highly signifi-
cant for the Armenian community. The establishment of a museum in the Holy
Savior Monastery and the discovery of works by 17"-century Armenian masters,
especially Minas, contributed to strengthening the historical and cultural presence
of Armenians in Iran.

3. This research supports the identification of the painting “Khoja Petros’s
Feast in the Presence of Shah Abbas” preserved in Paris. Based on documentary
evidence, including testimonies from the artist’s widow and museum records, it is
highly probable that this work forms part of Katchadourian’s Persian series.

4. Finally, the international success of Katchadourian’s exhibitions in the
1930s, particularly at the Guimet Museum and other institutions, increased West-

% Stepanyan 1982, 265; see also Achemyan 1933, (July 7).
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ern scholarly interest in the art of the Shah Abbas period and helped bring wider
recognition to these cultural monuments.
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Fig. 1. “Young Woman with a Cup”,  Fig. 2 S. Katchadourian, ~ Fig. 3. Unknown Author.
fresco from the Ali Qapu Palace. “Young Woman with a
Cup” (Reconstruction).

Fig. 4. Frescoes of the Ali Qapu Palace.
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Fig. 5. “Young Woman with a Hat”, fresco Fig. 6. Sarkis Katchadourian, “Young
from the Ali Qapu Palace. Woman with a Hat” (Reconstruction).

Fig. 7. Sarkis Katchadourian, “While the Rose Fig. 8. “Khoja Petros’s Feast in the Pres-
Blows Along the River Bank™. ence of Shah Abbas”.
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Ywph htw:
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201


mailto:torikyanarpine-5@aspu.am

rubnuubydvve?
BOOK REVIEWS

A VALUABLE CONTRIBUTION TO THE ANCIENT
HISTORY AND CULTURE OF SYUNIK

The monograph Sacred Landscapes of
Syunik during the Bronze and Iron Ages:

S?gred I_?(ndscapes Archaeological Survey (H. Avetisyan, A. Gnuni,
of Syuni

during the Bronze G. Sargsyan, A. Bobokhyan, Yerevan, IAE
and Iron Ages Publishing, 2025, 221 p.) represents a
Hen i substantial contribution to the archaeology of

the Armenian Highland and, more broadly, to
the interdisciplinary study of sacred landscapes.
Produced under the auspices of the Institute of
Archaeology and Ethnography and Yerevan
State University, and funded by the All
Armenian Foundation Financing Armenological
Studies, the volume synthesizes more than a
decade of intensive archaeological fieldwork
and museum research. Its declared aim is to reconstruct and interpret the sacred
landscape of historical Syunik during the Bronze and Iron Ages (ca. 3500-500
BC), situating the region within local, regional, and supraregional cultural

processes.

Historical Syunik is a pivotal area of the Armenian Highland, distinguished by
its exceptional density of archaeological sites. Systematic investigations of these
sites have been conducted since the late 19" and early 20" centuries (Lalayan Y.,
Lisitsyan S., Yesayan S., Barseghyan L., Xnkikyan O., Avetisyan P., Gasparyan B.,
Hovhannisyan V., Piliposyan A., Zardaryan M., et al.), demonstrating the
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considerable potential of the region for advancing our understanding of early
historical developments in the Armenian Highland.

Since 2013, systematic research on the archaeological sites of Syunik has
been significantly reinforced through expeditions conducted by the Department of
Archaeology and Ethnography of Yerevan State University. These investigations
were realized within the framework of the project entitled “Historical Syunik in
the Bronze and Iron Ages (according to the latest archaeological data),”
supported by the Higher Education and Science Committee of the Republic of
Armenia.

The research under consideration integrates data obtained from systematic
excavations, field surveys, and analyses of museum collections, encompassing sites
located in the Syunik, Vayots Dzor, and Gegharkunik provinces of the Republic of
Armenia, as well as in the Kashatagh region and the Karvachar district of the
Shahumyan region within the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic.

The study is framed by contemporary debates on sacred space, landscape
archaeology, and cultic geography. By explicitly adopting the concept of the
“sacred landscape” as an analytical category, the authors move beyond traditional
site-based or typological approaches, instead emphasizing spatial relationships,
environmental settings, and long-term continuity in ritual practices. In this
respect, the book aligns with international scholarship on landscape archaeology
while remaining firmly grounded in the empirical traditions of Armenian
archaeology.

The monograph consists of an Introduction, three substantive chapters,
Conclusions, and extensive supplementary materials, including References,
Abbreviations, Tables, and Appendices. This structure allows the main argument
to be supported by detailed case studies without overburdening the central
narrative.

Chapter | addresses research issues, including the natural environment,
historical context, historiography of research, and theoretical foundations.
Chapter Il proposes a classification of sacred places, while Chapter Il (not fully
reproduced in the excerpt) focuses on topography and spatial organization. The
internal logic of the book progresses from contextualization to conceptualization
and finally to analytical synthesis, reflecting a coherent research design.

A major strength of the work lies in its detailed reconstruction of Syunik’s
natural and historical environment. The authors convincingly demonstrate that
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Syunik’s mountainous terrain, climatic diversity, water resources, and mineral
wealth were decisive factors in shaping patterns of settlement, economy, and
ritual behavior. The region’s role as a corridor connecting the Armenian Highland
with the Caucasus and Iran is emphasized through the reconstruction of ancient
road networks and transit routes.

By integrating environmental data with historical geography, the authors
show that Syunik was not a marginal periphery but a structurally significant zone
within the central-northeastern cultural subregion of the Armenian Highland. This
positioning underpins their later argument that Syunik functioned as a “gateway”
mediating cultural influences between the Highland and the Caucasian world.

The historiographical survey presented in Chapter | is comprehensive and
critically informed. The authors divide the history of research into three stages:
pre-Soviet (1870-1920), Soviet (1920-1990), and post-Soviet (since 1990). This
periodization allows them to contextualize changing research agendas,
methodologies, and institutional frameworks.

Particularly valuable is the discussion of early discoveries and the descriptive
nature of nineteenth-century investigations, followed by the systematic excavations
and syntheses of the Soviet period. The authors do not shy away from addressing
the intellectual and political ruptures caused by Stalinist repressions, which led to
the loss of data and scholarly continuity. The post-Soviet stage is characterized by
renewed international collaboration, intensive surveys, and the reexamination of
legacy collections.

One of the theoretical pillars of the book is the nuanced definition of the
sacred landscape. Drawing on interdisciplinary literature, the authors distinguish
three analytical levels: sacred area (landscape), sacred place, and sacred object.
This tripartite model provides a flexible yet structured framework for interpreting
archaeological evidence.

The use of concepts such as hierotopy and hierophany demonstrates
engagement with broader theoretical discourse, particularly the works of Mircea
Eliade. Importantly, the authors adapt these concepts to the specific realities of
the Armenian Highland, avoiding uncritical transplantation of theoretical models.
The sacred landscape is thus understood as a dynamic system shaped by natural
features, human agency, and long-term cultural memory.

The book identifies a series of factors contributing to the formation and
persistence of sacred landscapes: topographic prominence, spatial separation
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from profane areas, accessibility via road networks, proximity to settlements, and
associations with subsistence strategies such as pastoralism and agriculture. The
inclusion of natural resources and craft activities as cult-forming factors broadens
the analytical scope and highlights the economic dimensions of ritual behavior.

This multifactorial approach allows the authors to explain why certain
locations retained their sacred significance across millennia, even as specific ritual
forms and material expressions changed.

Chapter Il offers a detailed classification of sacred places, focusing primarily
on platforms and monumental stelae. Platforms are further subdivided into
structural platforms and those situated on natural rock outcrops. The authors
provide an impressive array of archaeological examples from settlements,
cemeteries, and isolated contexts, demonstrating the versatility of platforms as
ritual installations.

The discussion of platforms associated with burials is particularly insightful,
revealing complex ritual sequences involving construction, deposition, and reuse.
Comparative references to sites in Armenia, the Caucasus, and the Near East
situate Syunik within a broader cultural horizon.

The treatment of vishap (dragon stone) stelae constitutes one of the
significant contributions of the volume. Syunik is presented as a core area in the
distribution of vishaps, and the authors provide a thorough historiography of their
study, from early documentation to recent systematic investigations.

By embedding vishaps within their archaeological and landscape contexts, the
authors move beyond earlier typological or mythological interpretations. The
discussion highlights issues of reuse, relocation, and reinterpretation, particularly
during the medieval period, underscoring the longue durée of sacred meanings
attached to these monuments.

A notable methodological strength of the book is the integration of data from
surveys, excavations, and museum collections. Newly discovered sites, such as
Yelpin and Aghavnadzor, are discussed alongside reexamined legacy collections
from regional museums. This holistic approach allows for a more nuanced
chronological and functional interpretation of material culture.

The detailed presentation of pottery, among others also ritual vessels, and
animal-shaped objects enriches the discussion of cult practices and symbolic
expression, particularly for the Middle and Late Bronze Age.
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The authors consistently situate Syunik within wider cultural networks. By
identifying three major cultural subregions of the Armenian Highland, they
convincingly argue that Syunik belonged to the central-northeastern sphere, with
particularly strong ties to Utik and Paytakaran. At the same time, the region’s
openness to Caucasian and Iranian influences is emphasized.

This balanced perspective avoids both isolationist and diffusionist extremes,
presenting Syunik as an active participant in regional cultural dynamics.

While the monograph is rich in empirical data and theoretical reflection,
certain limitations can be noted. The density of archaeological detail may at times
challenge non-specialist readers, and clearer syntheses at the end of some
sections would enhance accessibility. Additionally, while the theoretical framework
is sound, further engagement with recent international landscape archaeology
case studies could strengthen comparative perspectives. Nevertheless, these
points do not detract significantly from the overall scholarly value of the work.

Along with the main investigation also four reports are incorporated into the
text. One of the most substantial contributions is the detailed presentation of the
Joj Dar cemetery near Yeghegnadzor (V. Hovhannisyan). Based on excavations
conducted in the 1980s, the study offers a careful reconstruction of Late Bronze
and Early Iron Age burial practices. The tombs, surface-built stone structures
arranged in small groups across hills and watersheds, demonstrate a funerary
tradition characterized by collective burial, animal sacrifice, and rich assemblages
of weapons, tools, ornaments, and pottery. Particularly valuable is the author’s
nuanced discussion of disturbance and looting, which avoids simplistic ritual
explanations and instead convincingly attributes the fragmented condition of the
assemblages to ancient robbery and later reuse. The comparative analysis situates
Joj Dar within wider cultural networks linking the Ararat Valley, Syunik,
Nakhchivan, and northwestern Iran, reinforcing the site’s importance for
understanding Early Iron Age interaction spheres.

The chapter on anthropomorphic stone stelae of the Artsakh steppe provides
a theoretically informed examination of symbolic monuments within a broader
Eurasian context (N. Yeranyan). The author convincingly demonstrates that these
stelae, rectangular slabs depicting stylized human figures with folded arms and
raised hands, belong to a tradition closely related to Scythian anthropomorphic
tomb markers known from the North Caucasus and Black Sea regions. The
discussion of iconography, particularly the presence of swords or daggers and the
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ritualized hand gestures, is enriched by references to earlier Bronze Age
traditions and Near Eastern ideological influences. By engaging with classic
interpretations of Scythian stelae as representations of heroized ancestors or
warrior elites, the chapter situates the Artsakh material within debates on ancestor
cults, social hierarchy, and cosmological symbolism. The documentation of later
reuse of these monuments in medieval and Christian contexts adds an important
diachronic dimension, illustrating how ancient sacred objects retained ritual
potency even as their meanings shifted.

Equally significant is the treatment of the Sotk region of historical Syunik,
presented as a coherent sacred landscape shaped by metallurgy, mobility, and
long-term occupation (M. Amiryan, et al.). The excavations at the fortified
settlement of Sotk 2 reveal a complex, multi-layered site spanning from the
Chalcolithic to the Early Iron Age. The authors’ identification of three architectural
traditions, clay structures, stone buildings, and rock-cut features, allows for a
nuanced understanding of changing economic and ritual practices. Of particular
interest is the interpretation of rock-cut pits, some of which appear to have served
not only as storage or workshops but also as loci of cultic activity. The
presentation of nearby sanctuaries and cemeteries further reinforces the regional
perspective. The Sotk 15 sanctuary, marked by cromlechs and cup-marked
stones, and the Sotk 10 cemetery, with evidence for decarnation and possible
sacrificial practices, are interpreted within broader Middle Bronze Age ritual
traditions. The Norabak 1 cemetery, with its long sequence of use from the Late
Bronze to the Middle Iron Age, provides an especially compelling case study. The
discussion of group burials, excarnation, and the early appearance of iron
contributes meaningfully to debates on social structure and ritual practice in the
Sevan Basin.

The final section, devoted to sacred sites of Syunik preserved in state
repositories, adds an important documentary and historiographic dimension to
the volume (L. Mkrtchyan). By systematizing archival records of rock platforms,
menhirs, vishaps, dolmens, cromlech cemeteries, and monumental stelae, the
author highlights the exceptional density and diversity of cultic monuments in the
region. Although many of these sites remain insufficiently studied, the catalog
underscores their potential for future research, particularly in addressing
guestions of dating, function, and landscape organization. The emphasis on the
sacralization of natural stone formations, often continuing into the Christian
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period and even the present, offers a compelling illustration of cultural continuity
in ritual attitudes toward the landscape.

Overall, the volume makes a significant contribution to the archaeology of the
Armenian Highland by foregrounding the concept of sacred landscape as an
analytical framework. Its principal merit lies in demonstrating that cemeteries,
settlements, sanctuaries, and monuments formed interconnected systems of
meaning, deeply embedded in social memory and regional identity. While some
chapters remain primarily descriptive and would benefit from more explicit
theoretical engagement, the richness of the empirical data and the breadth of
regional comparison more than compensate for this limitation. The book will be of
particular value to scholars of Bronze and Iron Age archaeology, landscape
archaeology, and ritual studies in the South Caucasus and adjacent regions.
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A 65-YEAR-OLD SCIENTIST AT
THE CROSSROADS OF HISTORY

A prominent representative of modern
Armenian historiography, Doctor of Historical
Sciences, Professor, and academician of NAS
RA, Ashot Melkonyan, is celebrating a jubilee
year, marking the 65" anniversary of his birth.

The scholar was born on February 16,
1961, in the city of Akhalkalaki, Georgia, into
the family of Aghasi Melkonyan, a well-known
intellectual, journalist, and publicist within Armenian circles. He completed
secondary school in 1977 and entered the Faculty of History at Yerevan State
University, graduating in 1982. He began his academic career in 1982-1985
by completing postgraduate studies (aspirantura) at the same institution. In
1989, under the supervision of academician Suren Yeremyan, he defended his
Candidate dissertation entitled “The Armenian Population of the Erzurum
Province of Western Armenia in the First Third of the 19" Century,” for which
he was awarded the degree of Candidate of Historical Sciences. In subsequent
years, his research expanded significantly, encompassing broader aspects of
this field and leading to fundamental contributions to Armenian
historiography. His doctoral dissertation, titled “Javakhk in the 19" Century
and the First Quarter of the 20" Century,” was defended in April 2002. His
achievements in the field of academic and pedagogical activity earned him the
title of Professor in 2005, followed by wide recognition in scholarly and
intellectual circles. In December 2006, he was elected a Corresponding
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Member of NAS RA, and in December 2014, he was elected a full
Academician.

A. Melkonyan began his professional career at the Institute of History of
NAS RA, starting as a laboratory assistant and, by 2002, rising to the position
of Director of the same institute, a post he held until February of this year. He
currently continues his academic and organizational work as Head of a
Department at the Institute.

A. Melkonyan has followed a distinguished professional path, to which he
has devoted, and continues to devote, his full energy, enriching Armenian
studies with the fruitful results of his work. It should also be noted that today
the scholar transmits his decades of experience and knowledge to university
students with remarkable enthusiasm and dedication.

A. Melkonyan’s works are characterized by a broad and multifaceted
historical scope, addressing the demography of Western Armenia, historical-
political and cultural issues, national liberation movements and their leaders, the
socio-economic condition of Armenians in Ottoman Turkey, as well as aspects of
national life in the homeland and the diaspora, among others. As a rule, the
historian relies on analyses grounded in contemporary theoretical approaches,
facts, and realities — thereby valuing Armenian history both as a distinct field of
scholarly inquiry, with its own characteristics, identity markers, and specific
realities, and as an integral part of world history. He approaches these two
fields of research as mutually interconnected domains, grounded in shared
patterns and interrelations, through which his studies acquire a distinct degree
of objectivity. From this perspective, his substantial scholarly contribution is
often manifested in the formation and definition of new directions. Particularly
noteworthy is A. Melkonyan’s significant contribution to the establishment of
the field of historical demography within Armenian scholarship.

Prior to his conceptualization of this new direction, it had appeared in the
academic environment primarily within economic studies, framed in terms of
purely economic issues and the identification of patterns, and therefore
presented with an insufficiently developed historical dimension.

In A. Melkonyan’s works, this boundary is overcome, and the
methodological treatment of the issue is brought into the domain of historical
scholarship, placing it on solid foundations. Its contemporary significance
becomes even more pronounced in the context of Turkish-Azerbaijani

210



Kharatyan A.

distortions of the issue, where nationalistic and pan-Turkic interpretations of
demographic questions tend to dominate.

By exposing these distortions, A. Melkonyan has entered Armenian
historiography through the main gate, leaving his distinctive mark on the study
and reinterpretation of the modern and contemporary periods of Armenian
history.

Such is his first, yet, in both conception and execution, undeniably
impressive, work: the revised and expanded version of his Candidate
dissertation, titled “The Armenian Population of the Erzurum Province in the
First Third of the 19" Century (A Historical-Demographic Study)” (Yerevan,
1994, “Gitutyun” Publishing House, 179 pp.).

The study is devoted to the distribution of the Armenian population of the
province, ethnic movements, and other related issues. The author pays
particular attention to clarifying his concluding arguments, noting that new
political conditions emerged for the Armenians, who constituted the majority
of the province’s population-conditions that had negative consequences for
their numbers and the dynamics of their movements.

In the province, the influx of Turkic-speaking and Iranian-speaking
populations gradually intensified, emerging as a general phenomenon and
constituting an important characteristic of the demographic transformations in
Western Armenia.

The result of the historian’s many years of research was his published
lecture manual “History of the Armenians” (Yerevan, “Hayagitak” Publishing
House, 1998, 277 pp.), which, alongside the relevance of the issues it
addressed, testified not only to the internal coherence of his research but also
to the importance of transmitting new perspectives to a new generation of
historians — driven by the practical necessity of his own approaches and
solutions. In terms of its chronological scope, the manual covers an outline of
Armenian history from ancient times to the present day. It also incorporates
the achievements of Armenian historiography, particularly with regard to a
number of controversial issues.

Special attention is given to the assessment of new realities that have
become historical facts, such as the new phase of the Artsakh movement and
the proclamation of the independent statehood of Armenia, including an
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analysis of the legal and political foundations of the Declaration of
Independence.

A. Melkonyan’s studies are closely intertwined with his personal
inclinations and biographical background, often serving as fertile ground for
his scholarly vigor. Being genealogically connected to his ancestors and to the
historical homeland of the Karin (Erzurum) region, he, as it were, responds to
the call of blood by giving due attention to the demographic history of the
Armenian population of the Erzurum province.

The relevance of this issue required further elaboration, prompting the
need for new scholarly contributions. Such an intermediate link became the
work prepared by him: the biography “Archbishop Karapet” by Senior Priest
E. Geghamyants, presented with his introduction and annotations (this work
had originally been published in the 1870s in the journal “Pordz”). The
subject concerns Archbishop Karapet, the spiritual leader of Karin, whose
name is associated with the organization of the migration of Armenians from
Karin to Javakhk in Transcaucasia.

Finally, two subsequent works by A. Melkonyan are devoted to the same
issue. The first of these, “Outlines of the History of Javakhk™ (Yerevan, 1999,
“Gitutyun” Publishing House, 104 pp.), is dedicated to the history of the
Javakhk district of the Gugark province of Greater Armenia, as well as to the
histories of the Akhalkalaki district and the adjacent regions of Akhaltsikhe and
Tsalka, up to the Soviet period.

Particular attention is devoted to the history of the period spanning 1918-
1921. This work is enriched with newly discovered documents and archival
materials, which substantiate a renewed interpretation of the issue from a
demographic perspective.

Finally, the issue reached a distinctive level of development with the
publication of A. Melkonyan’s work “Javakhk in the 19" Century and the First
Quarter of the 20" Century” (Yerevan, 2003, Institute of History of NAS RA,
542 pp.). Here, the research material is employed within an expanded
chronological framework, including the ancient and medieval periods of
Javakhk’s history, as well as new findings at various historical stages,
particularly in those thematic areas that address the Turkish invasion of
Akhalkalaki in 1918, the tragic condition of the local Armenian population, the
far from benevolent policy pursued toward them by the Georgian authorities,
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and Armenian—-Georgian interstate relations, among others. The work
addresses a number of issues that have been scarcely or almost never
examined in historiographical literature, such as the Armenian-Georgian war
that began in early 1918 over Akhalkalaki and Lori, as well as the internal and
external factors associated with it, which ultimately concluded with British
intervention and its ensuing political consequences. Through convincing
analyses, the author demonstrates the isolated position and underlying logic of
Soviet Armenia in this matter, where nationalism appeared under the guise of
internationalism. The historian calls things by their proper names in showing
that the Georgian-Azerbaijani Bolshevik majority, acting in a coordinated and
unified manner, achieved in July 1921 the annexation of Akhalkalaki and other
Armenian territories to Georgia and Azerbaijan.

On November 6 of the same year, the author concludes, an Armenian—
Georgian treaty was signed, which, with certain modifications, remains in
effect to this day. Also noteworthy are the analyses of its repercussions, such
as the demands raised in 1925 by the Armenians of Akhalkalaki for the
incorporation of Akhalkalaki into Armenia, demands that were rejected by the
Soviet authorities. Closely related to this is the documentary collection
published by A. Melkonyan and Professor V. Ghazakhyantsyan, “Armenia in
State Secret Documents, 1922-1929” (in Russian; Yerevan, 2008, “Gitutyun”
Publishing House, 352 pp.), which addresses the activities of secret services
that remained largely concealed in the background of Soviet history. The
materials of this collection provide invaluable factual information about the
attitude and policies of the Soviet authorities toward Armenia during that
period.

Further deepening his research in the field of historical demography, A.
Melkonyan published his next work, “Issues of Armenian History and
Demography” (Yerevan, 2011, “Mitk” Analytical Center, 455 pp.). In this
volume, familiar topics are revisited within a broader conceptual framework
and with new methodological approaches, including the history of Javakhk, the
Armenian Genocide, the Armenian Cause, and the methodological foundations
of Turkish-Azerbaijani falsifications, among others.

Although his discussions of various issues are formally presented as
distinct, they enable him to draw significant generalizations regarding the
themes addressed in his work. Such is his conclusion concerning the
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movements of the Armenian population of the Erzurum province, which, in a
broader sense, may be attributed to the oppressive and difficult historical
environment faced by the Armenians. As he notes, Armenians addressed the
problem of survival in two ways, through armed struggle and emigration,
resulting in a sharp decline in the Armenian population and the depopulation
of Armenian-inhabited areas.

The formulation “preferred topics” in relation to A. Melkonyan, used
above, carries a rather conditional meaning, particularly in the context of his
broad research scope, within which his factual interests are often synthesized.
He traverses the vast space from history to reality, from the historical to the
contemporary, with remarkable ease and natural continuity: under his pen,
history is reinterpreted in terms of modern relevance, and the present is
illuminated through instructive historical truths.

Indeed, Melkonyan’s numerous articles and speeches reflect not only
pressing issues concerning present-day Armenia, its statehood, and the
Armenian people, but also offer necessary proposals aimed at addressing
them. From this perspective, particular attention should be given to his
collection of articles, speeches, and interviews, “Lessons and Messages of
Armenian History” (Yerevan, 2013, NAS RA “Gitutyun” Publishing House, 631
pp.).

Within this diversity of genres, he advances the necessity of a new
strategic phase in the development of the issue of the Armenian Genocide,
aimed at moving it beyond its current stagnation. As he observes, the phase of
recognition of the Genocide “has long since passed, and we must emphasize
reparation and, by no means, be satisfied with parliamentary-level recognition
of the issue in any given country; rather, we must also reach the idea of
reparation in our formulations” (p. 25).

A. Melkonyan thus raises the issue of material or tangible compensation
for the loss of Western Armenia. In this regard, it should be recalled that, with
well-grounded arguments, he adopted a negative stance toward the so-called
Armenian-Turkish Reconciliation Commission, as well as toward proposals
from the Turkish side to shift the issue from the political sphere to an
academic one through debates among historians. Such an approach, in his
view, would have meant consigning the matter to the realm of fruitless and
endless debates between fundamentally opposing sides.
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He notes that Turkish society is not prepared to take even a single step
toward the recognition of the Genocide, while, on the other hand, Armenian
society maintains a rejecting stance toward such ineffective debates. From this
principled position, A. Melkonyan substantiated his objections to the Zurich
Armenian-Turkish protocols, viewing in them formulations that contradict the
vital interests of the Armenian people.

In particular, he points out that these agreements contain a provision
which effectively nullifies the Treaty of Sevres by implying the de facto
recognition of the border between Armenia and Turkey.

A. Melkonyan is deeply concerned with the fundamental issue of
preserving and strengthening Armenia’s statehood, a theme that is evident
throughout his works and in the coherence of his conceptual approaches. In
this collection as well, he regards May 28, 1918, as a turning point in the
history of the Armenian people, as it ensured “the continuity of Armenian
statehood.”

A. Melkonyan approaches the topic of the Genocide from a legal and
political perspective, as reflected in his collection “Genocide and
Dispossession” (works, publications, and interviews given to the press;
“Zangak” Publishing House, 438 pp.). In this volume, the issue of the
inadmissibility of the Armenian-Turkish protocols is examined from new
angles (a position he had also defended in the National Assembly on October 1,
2009).

He advances the need to substantiate a new phase following the
recognition of the Genocide, formulating a number of key issues such as:
“Demanding reparation is also a preventive measure,” “What occurred was
not only genocide but also dispossession,” and “The necessity of legally
defining the concept of dispossession,” among others.

In modern Armenian historiography, theoretical and substantive issues
assume primary importance in A. Melkonyan’s work “Essays on Armenian
History” (Yerevan, 2012, Institute of History of NAS RA, 411 pp.), which covers
the entirety of Armenian history from ancient times to the end of the twentieth
century.

The author places particular emphasis on the creation of unified pan-
Armenian textbooks (in history, language and literature, and culture), with the
aim of fostering an Armenia-centered mindset and a sense of statehood. Of
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notable historiographical value is A. Melkonyan’s proposed periodization of
Armenian history, ancient, medieval, early modern, and modern periods,
which  fully corresponds to internationally recognized chronological
frameworks. It should also be noted that the chronological structure of this
work (as reflected in its division into chapters) is likewise based on the same
principles.

A. Melkonyan has compiled his articles and reports from the first decades
of the 2000s in the volume “Historiographical Studies” (Yerevan, 2021,
Institute of History of NAS RA, 488 pp.). In this work as well, the author
addresses numerous issues related to Armenian history, politics, and related
fields, unified by the internal logical interconnections of the problems and
their contemporary relevance.

Among the products of his long-term research included in this volume,
particular attention may be drawn to several works, such as “The Historical
Stages of Armenian Statehood,” “Problems of the New Periodization of
Armenian History,” “Artsakh in the Trajectory of Armenian Statehood,” as well
as articles and reports published in English and Russian.

At the end of the book is included the preface written by A. Melkonyan, as
editor, to the work of the late talented historian Hamlet Harutyunyan, “The
Demographic Profile, Crafts, and Trade of the Yerevan Province” (Yerevan,
2020, Institute of History of NAS RA), in which the scientific significance of
reconstructing the demographic picture of the two parts of Armenia is
highlighted.

In the aforementioned discussions on Armenian statehood, A. Melkonyan
presents fundamental distinctions regarding historical periods. He thoroughly
revises the unfounded view that the Armenian people experienced complete
statelessness, proposing a new conceptual framework according to which,
following the successive collapse of unified Armenian kingdoms, there
emerged regional kingdoms, principalities, melikdoms, and other formations
that “in almost all historical periods preserved the continuous chain of
Armenian statehood” (p. 170).

During the entire period of A. Melkonyan’s leadership of the Institute of
History of NAS RA, historians of the Academy published numerous works in
foreign languages both in Armenia and abroad, presenting contemporary
historiographical thought. The scholarly results of these works would do credit
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to any country, as evidenced by the impartial assessments of many foreign
scholars.

However, in our context, there exists a certain degree of dismissive attitude
toward historical scholarship, which, in my view, stems from the tendency to
mechanically attribute to contemporary historians the shortcomings of Soviet
historiography (namely, the subordination of scholarship, especially the social
sciences, to politics).

It must be acknowledged that the public remains highly insufficiently
informed about the achievements of modern historiography. Is our society
adequately aware that during A. Melkonyan’s tenure as director the multi-
volume History of the Armenians, a testament to the vitality of contemporary
Armenian historiographical thought, was published? | would venture to doubt it.

| ask the jubilarian’s indulgence for this brief digression from the main
theme, sincerely believing that Academician Ashot Melkonyan will continue to
place his impeccable abilities and experience at the service of Armenian
historiography. To the distinguished sixty-five-year-old scholar, we extend our
heartfelt wishes for good health, long life, and continued strength in his fruitful
work.
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