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Abstract

Long before the demise of the USSR, Western Sovietologists had noted the fact that
in the Soviet Union the official version of history changed frequently. However,
there is something that has passed almost unnoticed by the majority of scholars;
namely, the debate about which version of history should be considered as true,
and accepted as the official version to be included in school textbooks in the Soviet
autonomous republics. This paper deals with several aspects of this process and
its legacy by examining the way in which the distant past is presented in Soviet
and post-Soviet school history textbooks. The author reveals the conflicting ethnic
historical narratives in the textbooks of rival ethnic groups, focusing on the use
of linguistic arguments to link ethnic identity to the territory controlled by the
‘titular’ ethnic group, and on the justification of the historical legitimacy of claims
to territories by neighboring rival ethnic groups.

Introduction

The past is more difficult to predict than the future
(Popular Soviet aphorism)

Using a Marxist approach for the examination of historical sources,
[Soviet] historical science establishes the only truth,

which may correspond to none of the known sources

Tamaz Natroshvili, “The Knight of Truth”,

Soviet Georgian Journal Literaturnaya Gruziya 12 (1990), 127.

Recently, researchers have taken a renewed interest in the process of history writing
and the production of official narratives by the state, including school textbooks in
the Soviet Union. However, in most cases, the subject of inquiry is the changes in the
representation of the history of relations between Russians and non-Russian ethnic
groups, where the former refers to the “titular” nationalities of the union republics.'
1 See, for example, the proceedings of the conference “Russia and the Countries of Central and East-

ern Europe, Baltic region, South Caucasus and Central Asia: Old and New Images in Contempo-

rary History School Textbooks”, Moscow, 13—14 November, 2003. Published in: Rossiia i strany

Baltii, Central’noj i Vostochnoi Evropy, luzhnogo Kavkaza, Central’noi Azii: starye i novye obrazy v
sovremennykh uchebnikakh istorii, Moscow: Fond Fridrikha Naumanna, AIPO-XX, 2003, 352.

Internationale Schulbuchforschung 29 (2007) S. 235-HEE 235
Hannover 2007 - Verlag Hahnsche Buchhandlung - ISSN 0172-8237

03_Rouvinski.indd 235 @ 03.08.2007 8:49:48 Uhr



Less attention has been paid to the issues involved in the teaching of republican and
regional histories of neighboring ethnic groups.?> One of the reasons for this lack of
attention is that the debates usually took place out of sight of the general public, in the
regional party offices and during academic meetings in situ. At the same time, it was
not uncommon that the changing of the official version of history caused mass protest
in one of the autonomies of the Soviet Union.* This happened because, according
to the Soviet political context, (pseudo-)historical justification was a very important
argument in disputes concerning the status of ethnic groups in the Soviet Union.

In this paper, we pay particular attention to the place devoted to language in
historical narratives. In the Soviet Union, a distinct and unique language was con-
sidered to be the key property of an ethnic group. In most previous studies, authors
have assumed that the sharing of a common language is real or that it has been
successfully achieved. In this paper, however, we propose a model according to
which a shared political myth, with an intangible factor like language at its core,
plays a very important role. Moreover, we will show that language, as a symbolic
factor, is a significant component in conflicting ethnocentric historical narratives
in textbooks published in the Caucasus.

In this study, we limit our examination to the Russian-language versions of the
textbooks, all of which (with the exception of the Abkhazian ones) are also available
in the native languages. Despite this limitation, historical narratives in the Russian
language proved to be of sufficient value for our research agenda, since they provided
the core source of versions of official histories advocated by the rival parties. In addi-
tion, we will examine textbook samples in three different ways. First, we will compare
historical narratives concerning the history of the USSR in the unified textbooks with
the versions of history, and the way history was taught, in the non-Russian Soviet re-
gions; second, we will compare the versions of regional histories published locally in
the Caucasian autonomies during the Soviet period; third, we will examine historical
narratives in contemporary textbooks published in some of now independent (although
not always recognized) former Soviet territories in the South Caucasus. State produc-
tion of official histories in the Caucasus, however, cannot be viewed in isolation from
the political environment in these territories. For this reason, before proceeding with
the comparative examination of the textbooks, it is necessary to review some specific
characteristics of Soviet nationality policy. We also need some kind of conceptual
framework, such as the notion of ‘ethnic enclosure’, which can accommodate — from
a theoretical perspective — the subsequent description of the content of the textbooks.

Ethnic Enclosure

The concept of ethnic enclosure attempts to explain nationalism using the ethno-sym-

bolic approach. The central idea of the symbolic politics theory is that people make

political choices in response to symbols.* This theory is extended to explain ethnic

2 One of the pioneering books is Victor Shnirelman’s Who Gets the Past? Competition for Ancestors
among Non-Russian Intellectuals in Russia, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996.

3 For example, a mass protest took place in Abkhazia in 1954 in relation to the publication of a book
containing a new version of the official history (V. Shnirelman, Voiny pamyati: mify, identichnost’ i

politika v zakavkaz’e, Moscow: Akademkniga, 2003, 271).
4 M. Edelman, The Symbolic Use of Politics, Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1967.
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rivalries on the assumption that, if the emotional appeals to nationalistic themes cause
one ethnic group to blame another, then such appeals may arouse feelings of anger and
hostility that are very likely to motivate people to support the ethno-nationalist move-
ment.’ According to Anthony Smith, nationalism is “a definite ideological movement
for attaining and maintaining autonomy, identity and unity of a social group™, and
ethnic identity is “a sense of belonging to a certain social group, whose members be-
lieve they share (or are thought by others to share) a common group name, ancestors,
collective memory, language and an attachment to a specific territory”.” At the same
time, when analyzing inter-ethnic relations in the Soviet Union, we must reserve a
very special place for the examination of the use of linguistic arguments; it is through
the use of language as a symbol that the powerful “history-territory-ethnic identity”
link is constructed, and the establishment of this link is pivotal in cases of ethnic com-
petition in the Soviet Union and within the post-Soviet geopolitical arena.

In the USSR, only a limited number of ethnic groups were given the right to the
highest form of autonomy, that is, were granted a supreme form of ethno-territorial
unit, a Union Soviet Socialist Republic.® These ethnic groups became “titular” na-
tions in their republics. Other ethnic groups had to settle for one of the lower forms
in the hierarchy of the Soviet ethno-territorial structure — an autonomous republic,
an autonomous region or an autonomous district.” Some ethnic groups were not
granted any such status at all. However, the ethnic groups that felt discriminated
never gave up the struggle to upgrade their status, and sometimes they needed to
protect the status they already had from being downgraded.'® The political stand-
ing of their language was one of the most important indicators of how well the
ethnic group was doing on this usually bloodless," but very peculiar, ethnic bat-
tlefield. At the same time, in the Soviet political context, language was considered
to be the “primordialized” property of an ethnic group. In order to be identified as
an authentic ethnic group — a sine qua non for acquiring the desired status — it was
necessary to show that the ethnic group in question had continued to use its own,
distinct language for a significantly long period of time.'> In addition, with the
exception of Russians, all ethnic groups in the Soviet Union had to prove that they

5 S. Kaufman, Modern Hatreds: The Symbolic Politics of Ethnic Wars, Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2001.

6 A. Smith, Myths and Memories of the Nation, Oxford: University Press, 1999, 189.

7 A. Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986, 109-110.

8 ILe., in 1940, fifteen out of more than 120 officially recognized ethnic groups. See R. Suny and
T. Martin (Eds), A State of Nations: Empire and Nation-making in the Age of Lenin and Stalin, New
York: Oxford University Press, 2001, 5.

20 autonomous republics, 8 autonomous regions and 10 autonomous districts in 1940. See Ibid., 5.

10 The record of the changes in status was an important element of the historical narratives in the text-
books published in situ. For example, the only significant difference between the 1971 and 1973 edi-
tions of the textbook on the geography of Checheno-Ingushetia was that the 1973 edition of the text-
book dedicated an entire paragraph to a detailed description of the changes to the region’s status while
the previous book did not include much detail on this issue. See V. Ryzshikov, et al. (Eds), Geografiya
Checheno-Ingushskoi ASSR, 5th edition, Grozniy: Checheno-ingushskoe izdatel’stvo, 1973, 3—4.

11 Of course, it was ‘bloodless’ only until the end of the 1980s.

12 A nation in Soviet terminology. According to Stalin, “a nation is a historically evolved, stable com-
munity based on a common language, territory, economic life and psychological make-up manifested
in a community of culture”. See J. Stalin, “Marxism and the National and Colonial Question”, in: J.V.
Stalin, A Collection of Articles and Speeches, London, 1941, 51, original 1913.
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had continued to use their own language since the very beginning of their exist-
ence as an ethnic group. Thus, the task they faced was to find a historically proven
link between the area inhabited by the ethnic group and the language of the ethnic
group. A successful combination of the notion of the continued use of language
and the principle of the first settlers in the territory in question was the essential
means by which ethnic leaderships maintained or upgraded their ethno-territorial
status. As we will see later in this article, this became the main component of the
historical narratives of textbooks which dealt with the distant past of ethnic groups.
Therefore, it is not surprising that changes to the official version of ethnic history
often coincided with changes in the political status of the language in question. For
instance, the change of the official version of Abkhazian history in the 1930s and
1940s coincided with the ban of the Abkhaz language in political spheres in this
Caucasian autonomous region, and with the downgrading of the ethno-territorial
status of Abkhazia. The fate of the Ossetic language is another example.

Figure 1 Stages of Ethnic Enclosure
(A = version of history of Group A, B = version of history of Group B)
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The use of the term “enclosure” to refer to social and political processes taking
place in the Soviet Union is intended to generate associations with eighteenth cen-
tury enclosure in England. The historic enclosure presented a case of simultaneous
exclusion and inclusion: in the process of enclosure, peasants were prevented from
owning land, but at the same time the same land was fenced in and secured for
farming and sheep grazing, that is, included. The process of ethnic enclosure can
also be characterized by simultaneous exclusion and inclusion: there are non-titu-
lar ethnic groups who are expelled from the area in question, that is, excluded, and
there is a titular ethnic group, which is included, that is, it is the only one remaining
in the territory in question. In the Soviet Union, attempts to combine the arguments
of the continuous use of language and the first settlers principle with respect to the
territory in question often resulted in the emergence of two rival versions of ethno-
genesis which reflected the distant past of both ethnic groups. Each version gave
historical advantage to one ethnic group at the expense of the rival ethnic group
and the latter was excluded from the area in question, such that the disputed terri-
tory became ethnically enclosed by only one ethnic group.'® Figure 1 shows these
mutual enclosure attempts schematically.

In principle, in the process of ethnic enclosure, various cultural properties
may be used by rival ethnic leaderships in order to justify the enclosure. How-
ever, language seemed to be a very convenient element, not least because in many
cases it is extremely difficult for professional historians and historical linguists to
genuinely identify the language spoken in the area in the distant past. By placing
emphasis on language as key historical evidence, the narratives of textbooks pre-
sented versions of history in which the “continued use of the language, or the lan-
guage itself, becomes a primordial property, i.e., a property unchanged throughout
history”.'* As a result of successful ethnic enclosure, an ethnic group acquired a
language-territory complex — a particular way of collective remembering based on
a strong correlation between the actual status of an ethnic group within the system
of ethno-territorial division in the USSR, its language, and the historical past of
the territory in question. This language-territory complex is characterized by the
way it focuses on the importance which historical events have in the present, and
reflects not only the historical-“linguistic” justification of a group’s links to its
disputed territory, but also the rejection of similar claims made by a rival ethnic
group (see the above description of the model of ethnic enclosure). If a policy of
ethnic enclosure has been adopted by ethnic leaderships of both groups (though
not necessarily within the same time span), collective memory is always slow to
change. Continuous attempts to implement ethnic enclosure led to a clash of lan-
guage-territory complexes. On many occasions during the existence of the Soviet
Union, and especially during the late 1980s and early 1990s, this strategy con-
tributed to processes that resulted in violence. This is because people are likely to

13 The reference here is primarily to symbolic inclusion and exclusion, although there are plenty of cases
when a symbolic enclosure was followed by forced migration of people belonging to non-titular ethnic
groups.

14 V. Rouvinski and M. Matsuo, “The Clash of myths: A review of The Value of the Past: Myths, Identity
and Politics in Transcaucasia by Victor A. Shnirelman”, in: Journal of International Development and
Cooperation 9 (2003): 112.
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respond to ethnic symbols and be mobilized when a “widely known and accepted
[ethnic myth] justifies hostility to the other group”."

According to existing scholarly studies, the most important function of an
ethnic myth, in addition to its role in the maintenance of memory, is to establish
the range of forgetting and to define which part of memory is made silent.'® Most
historical narratives found in school textbooks on republican and local histories
published in the Soviet Union reflect precisely these kind of myths: these text-
books were supposed to present students with simplified versions of the distant
past by carefully selecting events that have to be memorized or made silent. While
this feature of simplification and limitation is perhaps common in the majority of
school textbooks around the world, it had a special function in the non-Russian
Soviet autonomous territories.

Teaching History at Schools in the Soviet Autonomies

The teaching of histories other than the history of the USSR and universal his-
tory was officially introduced to the school curricula everywhere throughout the
Soviet Union, except for schools in the Russian Federation, in the academic year of
1960/61.'7 However, the actual teaching of local histories in the autonomies started
much earlier, in the 1920s and 1930s, in the days when the teaching of history as a
common school subject for all Soviet schools was replaced by o6uecmeoseonue,
the Soviet version of civic studies.'® Students learnt their ethnic histories in the
Kpaeseoenue, or regional studies classes, and often material relating to the histori-
cal development of the area in question was also to be found in geography and
literature textbooks. These subjects have remained part of the school curriculum
ever since, including during the period when history as a subject was rehabili-
tated in Soviet schools in the second part of the 1930s. The directive introducing a
“stable” (meaning “unified”) all-Union history textbook was broadcast in a 1937
publication of Pravda with a letter signed by Stalin.'”” However, in contrast to his-
tory textbooks in the USSR, where students at any school in the Soviet Union used
the only version of the textbook approved by the All-Union Ministry of Education,
and where all the textbooks had to be replaced throughout the country as soon as a
new edition was published,” the regional history textbooks had to be approved by
republican or autonomous ministries of education, whereby local authorities had a
significant degree of freedom in choosing the content of these textbooks.?! These

15 Kaufman, Modern Hatreds: The Symbolic Politics of Ethnic Wars, 30.

16 See, for example: G. Schopflin, “The Function of Myth and a Taxonomy of Myths”, in: G. Hosking and
G. Schopflin, (Eds.), Myths and Nationhood, London: Hurst & Co. Ltd., 1997, 19-35.

17 E. Kuzin, A. Koloskov, and E. Lavrov (Eds.), Iz opyta obucheniya istroii souznykh respublik, Moscow:
Pedagogika, 1979, 3.

18 Social Science in Soviet Secondary Schools; Syllabus of the New Course, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Of-
fice of Education, 1966.

19 G. Bordugov, G. and V. Bukharev, Natsional’nye istorii v revolutsiyakh i konfliktakh sovetskoi epokhi,
Moscow: AIRO-XX, 1999, 36.

20 J. Wertsch, Voices of Collective Remembering, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002, 80.

21 This is one of the reasons why the textbooks published locally have different formats: some have maps
but others do not, some provided students with chronological tables but others did not, etc. The poli-
graphic quality of books also varies greatly. Surprisingly, it seems that until the middle of the 1970s,
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textbooks were often published in the titular or regional languages, though a Rus-
sian-language edition was always printed simultaneously or soon afterwards.

Moscow’s official requirement for the authors of the textbooks about regional
histories was “to convince students, based on the facts of republican or local histo-
ry, that friendship of the peoples of the Soviet Union was forged far back in history
in times immemorial”.?> However, since the end of the 1930s, the main concern of
the central authorities was to make sure that the textbooks’ narratives emphasize
the “unbroken friendship” of the Russian people with respective ethnic groups
over many centuries. A few attempts to break the rule were quickly halted.” As
a result of this policy by Moscow, each group wanted to demonstrate its superior
historical status on the basis of its links with Russians. The indigenous authors of
the textbooks about republican histories were literally competing with each other
to show whose ethnic group had closer and earlier contacts with Slavs, sometimes
ascribing to the former or to the latter, or even to both, adventures that make the
achievements of Alexander the Great appear paltry.>*

On the other hand, central control over the portrayal of the relations between
non-Russian ethnic groups in the distant past was quite different. Normally, party
offices in the autonomies, regional ministries of education and academies had con-
siderable freedom, and Moscow was usually reluctant to intervene unless there
was a risk of an open protest in relation to the introduction of a new official version
of regional history.?> Moreover, the building of the fabulae of ethnic histories, on
the principle that ethnic groups had to be first settlers and prove continuous use
of their language, was never questioned. Since historical justification was an im-
portant element of symbolic ethnic enclosure, indigenous historians were strongly
encouraged by their ethnic leadership to search the distant past for evidence of the
continuity of the use of their language in the territory in question. At the same time,
if the historians of one ethnic group happened to come up with some new theory
which threatened the current status quo between rival ethnic groups, the opposi-
tion group felt obliged to encourage their historians to delve deeper into the distant
past and find appropriate counter-arguments. This led to the successive writing and
rewriting of ethnic histories (see Fig. 2).

The methodological recommendations for teaching republican histories in the
Soviet Union required teachers to make extensive use of extracurricular material,
and enabled lesson planning and curriculum design to be far more flexible than the
requirements for teaching unified all-Union history. The teachers of non-all-Union

there was no detailed set of directives or rules approved at an all-union level, as might be expected
in such a highly centralized structure as the Soviet Union, on the issue of regional histories. See, for
example, I. Marykhuba (Ed.), Abkhazskie pis’ma (1947-1989), Vol.1, Akua (Sukhum): El-Fa, 1994,
284-285.

22 Kuzin, Koloskov, and Lavrov, Iz opyta obucheniya istroii souznykh respublik, 3.

23 For example, in 1943, the entire printed stock of the History of Kazakh SSR was destroyed in Alma Ata
because it mentioned tsarist Russia as the major and the most dangerous enemy of Kazakhstan. See
Bordugov and Bukharev, Natsional’nye istorii v revolutsiyakh i konfliktakh sovetskoi epokhi, 52.

24 For instance, the 1950 edition of the textbook on Armenian history has a paragraph dedicated to the
“broad links” between medieval Armenia and Kiev Rus. See Shnirelman, Voiny pamyati: mify, iden-
tichnost’i politika v zakavkaz'e, 76.

25 One of these rare cases is the prohibition of the publication of a book written by Prof. Turchaninov on
the origins of the Abkhaz language in 1980. See Ibid., 353.
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" The idea of the figure belongs to Masatsugu Matsuo (Adapted from Rouvinski and Matsuo
2003: 110).

histories® had more freedom when choosing themes and teaching methodologies,
selecting questions for examinations, especially when dealing with the history of
the remote past. Even in carefully edited Soviet publications, there is evidence of
how different the teaching of supposedly unified republican histories was in vari-
ous parts of the same republic. For example, in Ukraine, Ukrainian history was
taught differently in Eastern, Central Dnieper and Western areas, where, according
to the Soviet wording, teachers were “trying to reflect local specificities via exten-

26 These are generally the same people who taught the history of the USSR course.
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sive use of regional extracurricular material”?’. The authors of the methodologi-
cal recommendations for teaching regional (republican, local) histories advised
teachers to avoid duplicating the themes in the all-Union and local history course,
especially when teaching ancient history, which in practice often meant replacing
the themes in the all-Union history course with topics concerned with the history
of the distant past of the territory in question. As the author of one of only a few
reports on these issues published during the Soviet times cautiously acknowledges,
“Themes related to regional history prevail”.® Moreover, the teachers of regional
history were allowed to allocate twice as much time to teaching the history of the
remote past than was envisaged by the all-Union history curricula.”

The Soviet methodology applied to history teaching facilitated an easy absorp-
tion of a simplified version of history by the students. Teachers in the Soviet Union
were taught that if historical data is clearly presented and concretely discussed,
even small children can understand the most complicated generalizations of the
historical process: focusing students’ attention on single, important facts or events
and making generalizations about the character of certain events or developments
were some of the common techniques which Soviet history teachers were encour-
aged to use in their classrooms.* In the textbooks on the history of the USSR,
there was very little information concerning early developments in the areas out-
side Russia proper. For example, the Short Course of the history of the USSR
published in 1950* does not mention any significant events from the distant past
in the Caucasus. The more recent editions of the all-Union textbooks of the his-
tory of the USSR contained more information about ancient history; in particular,
they mentioned the closeness of the Scythians and the Slavs, the importance of the
Alan state, and that modern Ossetians are descendents from the inhabitants of the
Alan state.’> On the other hand, these textbooks emphasized that smaller states in
Transcaucasia were heavily influenced by Georgia and eventually became a part
of the unified Georgian state.* In the 1985 edition of the textbook of history of the
USSR, only Georgians (with the exception of all other non-Russian ethnic groups
in the Soviet Union) are mentioned as “one of the peoples who created their own
alphabet very early”.3

The issue of school graduate examinations also requires further analysis. The
lack of detailed information about the distant past in textbooks about the history
of the USSR did not pose a problem for students at schools in Soviet autonomies,
since the final exams on all-Union history contained few questions related to these

27 Kuzin, Koloskov, and Lavrov, Iz opyta obucheniya istroii souznykh respublik, 11 (all translations from
the Russian originals are by the author).

28 Ibid., 8-9.

29 Ibid., 12.

30 W. Medlin, “The Teaching of History in Soviet Schools: A Study in Methods”, in: G. Bereday and
J. Pennar (Eds.), The Politics of Soviet Education, New York: Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, 1960,
107.

31 M. Nechkina (Ed.), Kratkii kurs istorii SSSR, Moscow: Gospedizdat, 1950.

32 M. Rybakov (Ed.), Istoria SSSR. Uchebnik dlya srednikh shkol, Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 1985, 10.

33 The territorial dispute between Georgians and Ossetians in the Soviet times is connected to the creation
of South Ossetian autonomy within Soviet Georgia in April, 1922.

34 M. Rybakov, Istoria SSSR. Uchebnik dlya srednikh shkol, 12.
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themes: the final state exam in the history of the USSR was devoted almost en-
tirely to subjects of recent Soviet-Russian history and to the official history of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.> However, exams concerning republi-
can histories in many schools outside the Russian Federation were quite different.
Graduates of these schools had to pass the exam, which contained questions about
the early history of the territory in question,* and students were prepared for this
exam by using the locally published textbooks. The representations of the history
of the distant past in these textbooks were far less ideologically motivated than the
descriptions of more recent events. Instead, as we will see in the following part of
the paper, they were almost exclusively ethnocentric in nature.

Competing Textbooks: Armenia and Azerbaijan

The Caucasus is rightly called a crossroad of civilizations. Few other regions in the
world can compete with the Caucasus in terms of the richness of its past. The other
name — a fortress of languages — is also very appropriate since linguists say there
are at least forty distinct languages found here.’” At the same time, these two major
characteristics of the Caucasus are the reason why the Soviet settings for the ethno-
territorial competition described earlier in this paper resulted in an enormous pro-
duction of ethnocentric literature, which reflected the struggle between the ethnic
leadership of the Caucasian autonomies for the maintenance and upgrading of the
status of their autonomies in the administrative-territorial structure of the Soviet
Union. The production of history and geography textbooks was an essential part of
the process of ethnic enclosure in the Caucasus.

The first textbook sample we will examine is taken from Armenian and
Azerbaijani books. One of the first indications of the approaching ethnic turmoil in
the Soviet Caucasus occurred when the names Nagorno Karabakh and Nakhichevan
made headlines in worldwide newspapers in the second half of the 1980s. However,
a ‘peaceful co-existence’ of Armenian and Azerbaijani official ethnic histories was
more than questionable during most of Soviet history.

We will start our comparison by examining the textbooks dedicated to Arme-
nian ethnic history. Teaching the history of the Armenian people was officially
introduced in Armenian schools early in the 1930s and was taught on a regular
basis and without interruption to high school students throughout the entire Soviet
period.*® For this reason, the Armenian history textbooks stand apart not only from
the Azerbaijani textbooks, but also from the textbooks published in other republics
since, as the name of the course suggested, the textbook attempted to explain the
historical development not of an ethnoterritorial entity, as in the case of other text-
books, but of the entire ethnic group, the “Armenian people”. Of course, the plans
for the unification of Soviet Armenia with the former Armenian territories outside
the Soviet borders, which were on Moscow’s agenda during a certain period of

35 See, for example: Programmy srednei shkoly po istorii SSSR, Moscow: Prosveshenie, 1957; Medlin,
“The teaching of history in Soviet schools: a study in methods”, 110.

36 Kuzin, Koloskov, and Lavrov, Iz opyta obucheniya istroii souznykh respublik, 4.

37 H. Gliick, et al. (Eds.), Metzler Lexikon Sprache, Stuttgart and Weimar: Metzler, 1993, 299.

38 Shnirelman, Voiny pamyati: mify, identichnost’ i politika v zakavkaz’e, 73.
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Stalin’s rule, had much to do with this fact, but we also have to remember that, in
contrast to the Azerbaijani historical school formed at the beginning of the twen-
tieth century, the origins of the Armenian historiographical tradition dates back as
far as the first millennium CE.*

The early Soviet textbooks on Armenian history followed the tradition of the
prerevolutionary Armenian historical school by showing the migration of Arme-
nian ancestors from the West to the East, their gradual colonization of the Arme-
nian highland and their assimilation of indigenous tribes that happened to live
there before Armenians.* However, with the strengthening of Azerbaijani histori-
ography and the growing importance of the first-settlers dogma as a prerequisite
for successful symbolic ethnic enclosure, on the one hand, and the growing ten-
sions in Nakhichevan and Nagorno-Karabakh, on the other hand, the authors of
the Armenian textbooks started to place more emphasis on the local Anatolian
ancestors of the Armenians.*' As a result, since the middle of the 1960s, the official
version of Armenian history has viewed the Armenians as the only autochthonous
inhabitants in the vast historical area of Asia Minor, and the only inheritors of the
Urartu state.*

The 1972 edition of the Armenian history textbook is a good example of symbolic
ethnic enclosure, if enclosure is understood in terms of the temporal and spatial ex-
pansion of the ethnic homeland (Istoriya Armyanskogo naroda 1972, whose Russian-
language edition totalled 8,000 copies).* The textbook’s narrative begins with the
statement that Armenia originally occupied a vast territory from the Euphrates River
in the East to the Mediterranean coastline in the West.* The students are then required
to identify the borders of the original Armenian territory on a map. In order to create
a link between Urartu people and modern Armenians, it is argued that while the traces
of the Urartu culture have been found in the cultures of several modern ethnic groups,
only Armenians can be truly considered to be the direct descendents of Urartians be-
cause the Urartu culture flourished on Armenian soil, and because Urartians transmit-
ted their skills and customs to Armenians. On what evidence is this argument based?
Modern Armenian vocabulary contains many words derived from the language of
Urartians! An illustration showing Urartian cuneiform writing accompanies the dis-
cussion of the Armenian linguistic heritage.*

In the chapter entitled ‘The Origins of the Armenian People’, the author
acknowledges that there exists no common interpretation of the issue of the Arme-

39 After all, in the second half of the 1940s, Stalin had similar plans with respect to Azerbaijan as well:
he wanted to unify the Soviet and Iranian parts of Azerbaijan. See L. Fawcett, Iran and the Cold War:
The Azerbaijan Crisis of 1946, Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992.

40 Kh. Samvelyan, Istoriya Armyanskogo naroda, Erevan: Izdatel’stvo AN ArmSSR, 1944, 30-31.

41 A. lIoannisyan and B. Arakelyan (Eds.), Istoriya Armyanskogo naroda. Uchebnik dlya 8 i 9 klassa
srednei shkoly, Vol. 1, Erevan: Izdatel’stvo AN ArmSSR, 1950, 21.

42 “Urartu’ is the Assyrian name of an ancient country of southwest Asia in the mountainous region south-
east of the Black Sea and southwest of the Caspian Sea, which is has been known since the early thir-
teenth century BCE. Urartians were succeeded in the area in the sixth century BCE by the Armenians.
See Shnirelman, Voiny pamyati: mify, identichnost’ i politika v zakavkaz’e, 74.

43 S.Pogosyan (Ed.), Istoriya Armyanskogo naroda. Uchebnik dlya 8 klassa srednei shkoly, Erevan: Luis,
1972.

44 1Ibid., 3.

45 1Ibid., 12-13.
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nian ethnogenesis, and tales and that myths cannot be treated as accurate sources
of information. However, he then immediately suggests that all the tribes who
lived in Greater Armenia in the distant past spoke various dialects of one and the
same language, that is, Armenian, and that this is clear evidence of the continuous
use of the Armenian language everywhere in this territory.*® The textbook refers
to Strabon’s observations and provides students with an extract from Strabon’s
writings on the spread of the Armenian language in the area in question.*’” Accord-
ing to the explanations provided by the textbook, when this territory was divided
between Rome and Persia in 387 AD, the Armenian kingdom continued to play
an important role, and the foundation of the Armenian writing system and litera-
ture was laid down as early as 405-406 AD.*® The theme of the importance of the
Armenian language for the fate of the Armenians continues throughout the narra-
tive and the textbook devotes half a page to a photograph of the cover of the first
Armenian book to be printed.*

When explaining the relation between Armenians and other ethnic groups, the
textbook points out the cooperation between Armenians and Georgians but tends
to emphasize the superior role of Armenians in these unions.* This position is very
different from the one expressed in earlier textbooks,”' when Armenian authors
were willing to share the Urartu heritage with the Georgians and to acknowledge
the presence of other historical groups. Thus, after the 1960s, in the Armenian
textbooks, a huge part of the South Caucasus became ethnically enclosed by the
Armenians.

While Armenian historians had to find a suitable solution for the first part of
the rule according to which “first-settlers” and “the continuous use of language”
were prerequisites for historical legitimacy, Azerbaijani scholars, who had to seek
a solution to the second part of this rule, faced a somewhat more difficult task.
Work on the first edition of the school textbook of Azerbaijani history started in
1935, but was interrupted in 1937 (the authors were arrested).> However, the his-
torians appointed to this job managed to finish the draft of the textbook quick-
ly, by the spring of 1939. As the enclosure technique was still being “tested” for
Azerbaijani authors, they did not pay the necessary attention to the language issue,
but instead uncompromisingly called all ancient tribes in the territory of modern
Azerbaijan “Azerbaijanians”.>® The textbook’s narrative was tolerant of the fact
that these “Azerbaijanians” happened to speak the Armenian language before the
Seljuk invasion forced them to switch to a Turkic language.* However, the case
was different in the next edition of the textbook, which was published just two

46 1Ibid., 16-17.

47 1bid., 34-35.

48 1Ibid., 47-48.

49 Ibid., 130.

50 Ibid., 54,74, 93.

51 Samvelyan, Istoriya Armyanskogo naroda, 1944, 30-31; loannisyan and Arakelyan, Istoriya
Armyanskogo naroda. Uchebnik dlya 8 i 9 klassa srednei shkoly, 1950, 19.

52 Shnirelman, Voiny pamyati: mify, identichnost’ i politika v zakavkaz’e, 135.

53 The proper name “Azerbaijan” was adapted by historians as late as in the eighteenth century. See
Shnirelman, Voiny pamyati: mify, identichnost’ i politika v zakavkaz’e, 136.

54 Istoriya Azerbaijanskoi SSR. Uchebnik dlya 8 i 9 klassa, Baku: AzFAN, 1939.
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years later. From this moment onwards, the Albanian alphabet> (introduced in
the fifth century CE by the Armenian representative of the Enlightenment,
Mesrop Mastots) was declared Azeri, thus giving this ethnic group the missing
element — the gift of a writing system which could easily compete, in terms of its
antiquity, with the Armenian and Georgian writing systems.* Later, Azerbaijanian
historians attempted to erase the uncomfortable presence of an Armenian in the
story with the Albanian alphabet. For example, the 1972 edition of the textbook
of the “History of Azerbaijan” is presented as a new step towards writing a better
textbook of the Azerbaijani history based on the latest achievements of modern
Soviet science (Istoriya Azerbaijana 197257 of which 40,000 Russian-language
copies were printed). This textbook ascribes to Mesrop Mastots the modest role of
a “digester” of the previously existing Albanian alphabet.’® The photograph of an
Alb