
58 www.irs-az.com

Karabakh



www.irs-az.com 59

42, WINTER 2019

Rizvan HUSEYNOV 
PhD in History

Questionable 
reliability of 
Armenian sources



60 www.irs-az.com

The drawback of Armenian history is not limited 
just to the concoction of geopolitical terms in or-
der to annex the cultural heritage of peoples of 

Caucasus. Armenian sources provide public with infor-
mation which was changed, amended and/or overtly 
fabricated. (4, 190-193) 

The picture-book “The treasure of academic collec-
tion of Saint-Petersburg”, published in 2003, celebrates 
the 300th anniversary of North Venice (5). This book was 
dedicated to history as well as to description of aca-
demic collection stored in Saint-Petersburg. 

Professor E.I.Kychanov, chief researcher at the 
University of Oriental Studies of RAS, draws some in-
teresting details regarding the collection of Armenian 
manuscripts (5, 329-372). His statement reveals the de-
termined fact that the first appearance of Armenian 
manuscripts in the archives of the Institute of Oriental 
Studies in Saint-Petersburg dates back to 1828 (6) 
and to the later periods what coincides with the time 
when Russia took the possession of newly found lands 
of South Caucasus. 

Today it’s clear that 2 manuscripts of this collection 
refer to Armenians of the area of Asia Minor but not to 
South Caucasus. None of those 400 Armenian manu-

scripts and 2232 documents can be attributed to the 
ancient period. Obviously, the oldest manuscript is “Four 
Gospels”, which was rewritten in 1186. One more manu-
script of this collection dates back to the 14th century, 
others belong to the period of the 17th-19th centuries. 

Apparently, even one of the world’s most notable ar-
chives, famous by its large collection of Armenian manu-
scripts, can’t boast even a single original Armenian manu-
script of Early Medieval Period. Moreover, even later man-
uscripts are pronouncedly rewritten copies (5, 343-344). 

Professor Kychanov emphasises the fact that most 
likely there are no ancient manuscripts among yet to be 
dated (recorded) ones. Furthermore, according to ori-
entalist Rusada Rubenova Orbeli, studied manuscripts 
cannot be dated earlier than the 12th century. 

To compare: in the notes on Turkic manuscripts, prof. 
Kychanov asserts that some of them can be reliably dat-
ed to the 7th century (5, 365-366). The collection of Turkic 
manuscripts is one of the most studied and classified 
one, he states. He also claims that among more or less 
late showpieces the ancient ones are found. 

When touching on the matter of reliability of 
Armenian sources, following episode should be men-
tioned. In 1971 the professor at Columbia University 
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Nina Garsoian published an article “Armenia in the 4th 
century” in “Izvestiya”, the newspaper in Armenian SSR 
(2, 55-62). However, soon after being issued the article 
was criticised, retracted and removed. The point is that 
the conclusion brought by N.Garsoian clearly contra-
dicted to the existed version made up by Armenian his-
torians. Moreover, her inferences posed a threat to the 
reputation of their ‘ancient chronicles’. 

The research conducted by the American historian 
decisively shows that there was no a trace of neither 
Armenian statehood nor independence for as long as 
fifteen hundred years. His work also proves that the date 
of the Armenian official recognition of the Christian 
faith is far-fetched and, that the ancient as well as sub-
sequent chronicles do not correspond to historical re-
alities (1, 446). Nina Garsoian states that no evidence 
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was found to prove existence of Armenia as a state in 
either ideological, religious or spiritual sense. Instead, 
there were satrapies dependent on Roman or Sassanid 
Empire and located in Asia Minor. The satrapies car-
ried different political and religious interests, belonged 
to different ethnic groups and often fought with each 
other (2, 56-57). 

Garsoian called into question a well-established opin-
ion that Armenians were the first to adopt Christianity 
as a national religion. Relying on ancient sources she 
stresses that satrapies of Armenia were established and 
ruled by ethnos which has nothing in common with the 
modern Armenia-hayks (2, 58-59). 

One of the American armenologists makes infer-
ence: “… in the beginning of the 4th century Armenia 
comprises separate political formations: in the north- 
Arsacid Dynasty, where capital was moved from 
Artashat to Dwin; in the south-autonomous satrapies 
which under the term of the treaty in 298 CE became 
autonomous under Roman suzerainty; and the prov-
ince in the Euphrates lowlands which by that time was 
a part of Roman Empire. Later, in 387 CE when Armenia 
was divided, Armenia Interior was formed thus making 
the whole picture even more complicated. Armenia 
Interior consisted of gavars (provinces) to the north of 
Euphrates River which after a new treaty became part 
of Empire” (2, 57). 

N. Garsoian collected some crucial comments of 
other American historians on the reliability of ancient 
Armenian sources (3, 23-34). Those comments are 
aimed to washout the bunch of myths and fabrications.

It’s very important to mention that not only 
N.Garsoian but also a large group of scientist pulled to 
pieces the modern armenistics and its current state. 
Those scientists drew the lead in chronological order 
of resettlement of Armenians to South Caucasus and 
armenization of the heritage of peoples of that region. 

Among those scientists who denounced bla-
tant fabrications in Armenian history are George 
Bournoutian, Levon Avdoian, Richard Hovannisian, 
Ronald Grigor Suny; some soviet researchers as 
Emanuel Dolbakian, Manuk Abegian, Ashot Abramian, 
Rafik Abramian, Grigor Grigorian, Suren Yeremian, 
Abgar Joannisian, Jacob Mandanian, Karapet Melik-
Ogajanian and etc (1, 6). 
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Nina Garsoyan, specialist in the history of the Middle East, 
came to the conclusion that “all Armenian sources are false 
and driven by a desire to stand out among other nations ...”
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Asgaran – 1991

Hadrut – 1991

Khojavand – 1991

Khankandi – 1991

Khojaly – 26.02.1992

Shusha – 08.05.1992

Lachin – 18.05.1992

Agdara – 07.07.1993

Agdam – 23.07.1993

Kalbajar – 02.04.1993

Fuzuli – 23.08.1993

Jabrayil – 23.08.1993

Gubadli – 31.08.1993

Zangilan – 29.10.1993

THERE IS NO AZERBAIJAN WITHOUT KARABAKH

AZERBAIJANI DISTRICTS 
occupied by Armenia 

and dates of their occupation


