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Research Abstract: Veteran Soviet statesman and longtime Politburo member Anastas 

Ivanovich Mikoyan is perhaps best known in both the West and the post-Soviet space as a master 

of international diplomacy. However, less well-known is the pivotal role that Mikoyan – once a 

loyal Stalinist – played in dismantling and rejecting the authoritarian Stalinist state. This study 

contends that the statesman’s Armenian heritage and identity had a profound influence on his 

approach to domestic reform during the Thaw years of Soviet history (1953-1964), particularly 

with regard to the nationality issue and de-Stalinization.1 Indeed, a native son of Sanahin, 

Armenia, Mikoyan believed that the ethnic diversity of the USSR was a potential strength that 

should be accommodated, not a danger that needed to be suppressed. Like a Martiros Saryan 

painting, Armenian colors vividly painted the Thaw-era Soviet nationality policy, due to 

Mikoyan’s influence. His approach toward nationalities was best articulated in the speech that he 

 
1 I refer to “the Thaw” according to the definition articulated by Denis Kozlov and Eleonory Gilburd, i.e., the 
watershed moment in Soviet history following Stalin’s death in 1953, characterized by a “new pluralism of opinions 
and media” as well as an “intense exchange of ideas, greater personal security, and higher living standards.” See: 
Kozlov and Gilburd, “The Thaw as an Event in Russian History,” in The Thaw: Soviet Society and Culture during 
the 1950s and 1960s, ed. Kozlov and Gilburd (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014), 25. 
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delivered in Yerevan on March 11, 1954, in which he called for the rehabilitation of the poet 

Yeghishe Charents, a victim of Joseph Stalin’s Great Terror.2 The reference to Charents was a 

signal by Mikoyan to many in Armenia and across the USSR that the Soviet government would 

be open to reviewing the cases of the victims of Stalinism. Significantly, the statesman 

condemned “national nihilism,” i.e., indifference to the concerns of Soviet nationalities, and 

called for a more flexible attitude toward national cultures, including the republication of 

Armenian writers Raffi and Patkanyan.3  Seven days after the speech, the Soviet Armenian 

authorities established a rehabilitation commission in the republic in the name of Mikoyan, led 

by major Soviet Armenian political figures, including Suren Tovmasyan, Yakov Zarobyan, and 

Anton Kochinyan.4 The date of the speech is noteworthy – two years before Nikita Khrushchev 

delivered his historic speech in February 1956 condemning Stalin and his personality cult at the 

XX Party Congress of the Soviet Communist Party.  In one speech, Mikoyan effectively 

foreshadowed the countrywide process of de-Stalinization and he underscored the necessity of an 

accommodationist policy toward Soviet nationalities – two policies that preoccupied him for the 

remainder of his life and career.5 

  

Research Goals: My overall aim was to test my arguments by examining the relevant 

documentary materials in Russia and Armenia. In the Armenian portion of my trip, my aim was 

to study Mikoyan’s visits to Armenia and his informal involvement in the republic at the Social-

 
2 A. I. Mikoyan, Rech’ na sobranii izbiratelei Erevanskogo-Stalinskogo izbiratel’nogo okruga goroda Erevana, 11 
mart 1954 goda [Speech at the Voter Meeting of the Yerevan-Stalin Electoral District of Yerevan, 11 March 1954] 
(Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1954), 42-43. 
3 Ibid. 
4 HAA f. 1, op. 34, d. 54, l. 26.  For exhaustive documentary overviews of the commission’s work, see the entire 
delos of GARF f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1099 and d. 1104. 
5 I use the term “de-Stalinization” to refer to the anti-Stalin policies pursued by the Soviet government during the 
Thaw.  Officially, Soviet leaders referred to this campaign as “the struggle against the cult of personality.” 
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Political Archive and the Film, Photography, and Sound-Recording Archive of the Armenian 

National Archives (HAA), and the National Library of Armenia.   In Russia, my aim was to work 

primarily at the State Archive of the Russian Federation (GARF), the Russian State Archive of 

Socio-Political History (RGASPI), the Russian State Archive of Contemporary History 

(RGANI), the Russian State Library, the State Public Historical Library of Russia, and the 

National Library of Russia.  I also sought to conduct personal interviews with Tatyana 

Shahumyan and members of the Mikoyan family. 

 

Research Activities and Important Research Findings: While in Armenia, I worked with four 

major institutions – (1) the Central Archives of the HAA; (2) the Social-Political Archives of the 

HAA; (3) the Film, Photography, and Sound-Recording Archive of the HAA; and (4) the 

National Library of Armenia.  In addition, I conducted two interviews and made an excursion 

outside Yerevan to the city of Yeghegnadzor (known as Mikoyan from 1935 to 1957).  Both the 

Central Archives and the Social-Political Archives were essential to my research.  I visited the 

two archives on an almost daily basis from the start of my trip.  At the Central Archives, I 

primarily worked with fond #113 – the fond of the Soviet Armenian Council of Ministers.  

Within this fond, I worked with opis’ 50 from the period in which Anton Kochinyan was chair of 

that department (1952-1966).  Kochinyan’s stint as the head of the local Council of Ministers 

overlapped with the period of the Thaw (1954-1966) and with Mikoyan’s tenure as the deputy 

chair of the all-Union Council of Ministers (1955-1965).  My interest in working with these files 

was sparked by reading the Armenian-language memoirs of Kochinyan and another major Soviet 

Armenian political figure, Yeghishe Astsatryan.  Both men devoted entire chapters of their 

memoirs to Mikoyan and his role as both an informal consultant to the Soviet Armenian 
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government and as a “lobbyist” for Yerevan in Moscow.  Following the material in these 

memoirs, I was able to find significant evidence in the Central Archives, with the indispensable 

aid of the Head of the HAA Amatuni Virabyan and archivist Vard Grigoryan, confirming 

Mikoyan’s advisory role in Soviet Armenian affairs.  In the Social-Political Archives, my 

research focused on Mikoyan’s role in the Terror.  In September 1937, Stalin dispatched Georgy 

Malenkov, Mikhail Litvin, and later Mikoyan to Yerevan to oversee the Purge of the Armenian 

Party leadership. The narrative of this episode is often incomplete and inconsistent in most 

accounts. For my research, it is a very important episode because it later informs Mikoyan’s 

leading role in de-Stalinization under Khrushchev.  Therefore, my aim was to try to compile as 

complete a narrative as possible, with the assistance of archivist Hasmik Harutyunyan. 

 After the Central Archives and the Social-Political Archives, the next most essential 

archive for my research was the Film, Photography, and Sound-Recording Archive (informally 

known as the Kino-Foto Archive).  Unlike the other two archives, which were located near major 

metro stops, this archive was located far from the city center, behind a car dealership along 

Tbilisyan Highway.  However, my sojourn to this remote place was well worth the effort.  I met 

with the archive director, Avag Harutyunyan, and requested the digitization of 11 photographs 

from the archive for my research.  After I received these photos, I asked Mr. Harutyunyan if the 

archive had an audio recording of Mikoyan’s landmark March 1954 speech, in which he calls for 

the exoneration of the poet Charents and mentions the major Armenian national figures Raffi, 

Patkanyan, and Aleksandr Myasnikyan.  In this respect too, the Kino-Foto Archive did not 

disappoint. Mr. Harutyunyan sent me a digitized version of the final portion of Mikoyan’s 

speech, which runs about 15 minutes and forms a key part of my research. Notably, in the 

recorded version of the speech, as soon as Mikoyan mentions Charents’s name, there is very loud 
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applause lasting just over 30 seconds.  Mikoyan also concluded the speech in Armenian.  These 

moments are not reflected in the published versions of Mikoyan’s speech, although Regina 

Ghazaryan, a close friend of Charents, recalled the loud applause in her memoirs. 

In addition to the archives, I also worked at the National Library of Armenia, where my 

research largely focused on the Yerevan-based Russian-language Kommunist newspaper. I also 

made some additional scholarly contacts in Armenia and interviewed two individuals for my 

research.  Two days after arriving in Yerevan, I met with my friend, Sergey Minasyan, an 

Armenia-based Caucasus analyst who made good by becoming Armenia's ambassador to 

Romania.  At the Smoking Chef restaurant on Yerevan’s Pushkin Street, he took a pen to the 

paper placemat and devised a diagram for me, listing all the important people whom I should 

meet in both Yerevan and Moscow.  He knew them all and said that he could help me get into 

contact with them.  One important contact in Yerevan that I made via Sergey was journalist 

Mark Grigorian, now head of the Aleksandr Tamanyan Architecture Museum-Institute.  

Grigorian, who previously worked for the Institute for War and Peace Reporting (IWPR) and 

BBC Russian, is the grandson of the prominent Armenian architect Mark Grigoryan, who 

designed several landmark buildings in Yerevan during Soviet times.  He therefore has extensive 

knowledge of Soviet Armenian history and my recorded conversations with him revealed many 

interesting personal family stories about Mikoyan’s involvement in Soviet Armenia.  I also met 

and interviewed Artyom Yerkanyan, a journalist for Armenia’s ShantTV network and a local 

historian who has interviewed many important people connected with Mikoyan.  Later in my 

trip, I traveled south to Yeghegnadzor (a town formerly known as Mikoyan until 1957) and 

spoke with locals both there and in neighboring Areni about Mikoyan’s legacy. Overall, my 

research trip in Armenia was incredibly productive and I covered a lot of ground. 
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In Russia, I discovered a wealth of valuable material for my research. My trip 

commenced on October 15 when I arrived in Moscow. The next day, I familiarized myself with 

the Metro system, Red Square, and the city center generally. During my time there, and 

especially at the beginning of my trip, I was greatly impressed by Moscow and its sheer scale.  I 

found the city to be an absolutely incredible metropolis with a diverse array of peoples – Slavic, 

Caucasian, Central Asian, etc.  The epicenter of Eurasia, it is truly the New York City of the 

former USSR!  Over the next few days, I registered at the archives of both GARF and RGASPI 

and commenced my research. Both archives possessed an enormous amount of material on my 

dissertation topic regarding Mikoyan’s role in shaping the post-Stalin nationality policy.  

Evidence at the two archives also revealed Mikoyan to be a man who retained a deep, personal 

interest in Armenian affairs throughout his career, but especially during the Thaw period and 

after his retirement.  In fact, several delos in Mikoyan’s files at both RGASPI and GARF are 

entirely, or almost entirely, in the Armenian language. One is a 330-page Armenian-language 

manuscript given to Mikoyan about the history of Nagorno-Karabakh during the period of the 

Russian Civil War by an Armenian historian who had fought in Karabakh during those years.6  

In many cases, the archivists in the reading rooms did not even realize what they had.  For 

example, a delo in Mikoyan’s personal fond at RGASPI was simply generically labeled “na 

Armyanskom yazyke.”7 In reality, it was a book about the Armenian poet Avetik Isahakyan, who 

Mikoyan had helped save during the period of the Great Terror.8  I informed the archivists in the 

 
6 RGASPI f. 84, op. 3, d. 81. 
7 The fond was RGASPI f. 84, op. 3, d. 389. 
8 Ashkhen Mikoyan, “Avetik Isaakyan i Anastas Mikoyan” [Avetik Ishakyan and Anastas Mikoyan], Aravot, June 2, 
2014, https://www.aravot-ru.am/2014/06/02/180030/ (accessed June 10, 2020). 
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reading room at RGASPI about the delo, with the assistance of Olga Yudina, a PhD candidate at 

the St. Petersburg Academy of Fine Arts, who was also conducting research at RGASPI. 

Mikoyan’s involvement in articulating a post-Stalin nationality policy became especially 

evident in (a) his March 1954 speech in Yerevan, (b) his role in shaping the nationality policy in 

the 1961 Party Program, and (c) his position as the chair of the nationalities committee for the 

new Soviet constitution of the early 1960s that was never realized.  The 1954 speech was 

especially pivotal, because it brought together Mikoyan’s major early role in facilitating de-

Stalinization with his interest in the nationality question.  At GARF, assisted by the indefatigable 

Aleksei Trefakhin, I finally gained access to the drafts of Mikoyan’s 1954 Yerevan speech in 

fond 5446, opis’ 120, delos 1083, 1111, and 1112.  There were four drafts before the final 

version that Mikoyan delivered in Yerevan. In the first version of the speech, there was no 

mention of Raffi, Rafael Patkanyan, Aleksandr Myasnikyan, or Yeghishe Charents, although 

Mikoyan did devote a portion of the speech to his late comrade, Stepan Shahumyan.  Raffi, 

Patkanyan, and Myasnikyan were added by Mikoyan in the second and third versions, with 

Shahumyan still there, but the former “enemy of the people” Charents was still absent. Charents 

finally appeared in the final version only days before Mikoyan was to give the final speech.9  

Originally, Mikoyan’s language on Charents’s execution was stronger, but he softened it for the 

final version, which he ultimately delivered.  In the original, he slammed the former Soviet 

Armenian government's attitude toward Charents as “inadmissible” (nedopustimii), but he toned 

this wording down in the final version to say that they were “incorrect” (nepravilnii) about 

Charents.  Mikoyan also originally wrote that Charents’ works were imbued with genuine 

(podlinnyi) revolutionary pathos but decided to remove the more dramatic-sounding adjective 
 

9 GARF f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1111, l. 52. 
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“genuine” in the final version.  This original draft indicates that Mikoyan was testing the waters 

to see how far he could go in the uncertain months following the death of Stalin. 

Last year, while working in the HAA Social-Political Archives in Yerevan, I discovered a 

document regarding a rehabilitation commission established by Soviet Armenian authorities in 

the name of Mikoyan only seven days after his 1954 speech.  At GARF, I found two whole delos 

devoted to this commission (fond 5446, opis’ 120, delos 1099, 1104), revealing the depths of 

Mikoyan’s leading role in rehabilitating former political prisoners in the months and years 

leading to Khrushchev’s famous speech condemning Stalin at the XX Congress of the CPSU in 

February 1956. Delo 1099 includes a copy of the same telegram that I saw at the Social-Political 

Archives in Yerevan and a letter by Armenia’s First Secretary, Suren Tovmasyan, to Mikoyan’s 

office detailing the activities of the commission.  Letters of grievances to Mikoyan were 

forwarded to several Soviet Armenian state bodies for redress.  Grievances forwarded to the 

Interior Ministry dealt with “complaints of improper eviction to the Altai Krai” and those to the 

Procurator dealt with “incorrect actions of judicial investigative bodies.”  Grievances forwarded 

to the departments of the Armenian Central Committee dealt with “incorrect dismissals and 

employment” and those to the Department of Party Organization with “refusal of admission to 

the party.”  There was also a lengthy list of names of all those who had written to Mikoyan.  

Delo 1104 includes lists of individual cases, with each personally signed by Mikoyan in blue 

pencil, illustrating his close involvement with the commission. It also contains letters from 

Mikoyan to Armenia’s Chairman of the Council of Ministers, Anton Kochinyan, regarding the 

commission’s work.  “I am sending you letters of citizens received in my name,” Mikoyan wrote 
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to Kochinyan in May 1954. “I ask you to take charge of, and to consider, these letters and to 

inform the applicants and me about the results of these re-examinations.”10 

As in Yerevan, I have found further extensive documentary evidence regarding 

Mikoyan’s role in Soviet Armenian Republic.  His visit to Yerevan in March 1962 visit in 

connection with the Supreme Soviet elections seems to have been extremely significant.  No 

other visit by Mikoyan was documented as much as this one.  There is an extensive, detailed 

account of the visit in GARF, in addition to drafts of Mikoyan’s speeches, a complete transcript 

of his meeting with Armenian historians, and several photographs.  In addition, outside the 

Russian Archives, the visit was extensively chronicled in newspapers and in the memoirs of 

Sergo Mikoyan, Yeghishe Astsatryan, and Anton Kochinyan.  The Kino-Foto Archive in 

Yerevan has a rich collection of photographs from the visit, as well as a 10-minute film about it.  

There were many important moments of Mikoyan’s March 1962 visit, including his 

inspection of several major Soviet Armenian infrastructure projects.  However, one of the most 

important was the speech that he delivered in which he gave a shout-out to Khrushchev for 

supporting the Arpa-Sevan canal project, which effectively saved and replenished Lake Sevan 

from its diminishing water levels.  That shout-out alone was the most significant part of the 

speech, as evidenced by the fact that the drafts in fond 5446, opis’ 120, delo 1722 at GARF show 

Mikoyan disproportionately concerned with that portion of his vystupleniye.  Armenian First 

Secretary Yakov Zarobyan, assisted by Anton Kochinyan, deserves the credit for initially 

persuading Khrushchev to support the Arpa-Sevan project during the Soviet premier’s visit to the 

lake in May 1961.  However, it was Mikoyan who, behind the scenes, gave Soviet Armenian 

leaders critical advice in order to secure the necessary funding from Moscow.  His 1962 speech 
 

10 Ibid., l. 47. 
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is further indication of his concern for this project, as well as the fact that on Mikoyan’s 

subsequent visits to Armenia after his retirement, in 1966 and 1970, he went to inspect the canal 

personally (according to the itineraries of those visits in RGASPI fond 84, opis’ 3, delo 342).  In 

June 1966, he inspected it both in Jermuk and in Martuni near the shores of Sevan (i.e., from 

both the Arpa River and Lake Sevan sides).  He then traveled to Sevan once again on his final, 

recorded visit to Armenia as part of his trip marking the 50th anniversary of Soviet Armenia on 

December 1, 1970, just days before his brother, Artyom, passed away on December 9. 

After the beginning of the New Year, in addition to continuing my research at GARF and 

RGASPI, I also commenced research at RGANI and the Russian State Archive of Literature and 

Arts (RGALI), as well as the Russian State Library and the State Public Historical Library of 

Russia. Originally, I had not planned to do research in RGALI, but the archive had important 

materials related to Mikoyan’s role in the rehabilitation of the poet Charents. At RGANI, my 

research focused on fond 5 (the Apparatus of the Central Committee of the CPSU), specifically 

opis’ 31, dealing with relations between Moscow and the Union Republics.  The materials in the 

delos contained in this opis’ are revealing, especially regarding affairs in the Caucasus republics, 

and they provide valuable context for understanding Mikoyan’s interventions in Armenian 

affairs during the Thaw period.  Among the documents are reports from Armenia’s First 

Secretary Suren Tovmasyan about Armenian youth agitating for the unification of Nagorno-

Karabakh and Armenia in 1956, after Khrushchev’s speech condemning Stalin at the XX Party 

Congress. The Russian State Library (the Lenin Library) and the State Public Historical Library 

in Kitai Gorod also helped me tie up some final loose ends on my research.   

In addition to my archival work, I also had productive meetings and interviews in 

Moscow during my research trip.  On February 12, at the Lazarev Institute of Oriental 
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Languages in Moscow, I interviewed the jovial Tatyana Shahumyan, the great-granddaughter of 

Bolshevik revolutionary Stepan Shahumyan, a friend and revolutionary comrade of Mikoyan.  

This successful interview was followed by an extremely valuable productive meeting with 

Vladimir Mikoyan at the restaurant Armeniya on Tverskaya in Moscow on March 11 (the date of 

Mikoyan’s March 1954 speech).  A veteran diplomat, Vladimir is the son of Sergo Mikoyan and 

grandson of Anastas (on the maternal side, he is the grandson of Aleksei Kuznetsov who was 

killed by Stalin in the Leningrad Affair).  He deeply appreciated my work and research on his 

grandfather. However, my trip was cut short due to the new circumstances created by the 

COVID-19 pandemic and I had to return to Cleveland from Moscow early on March 19. 

Since returning to Cleveland, I have organized all of the materials that I photographed, 

scanned or acquired during my extensive research trip abroad in Armenia and Russia.  I worked 

towards the finalization of the structure of my dissertation, organizing each individual chapter 

according to the breadth of my materials on a given topic. I also acquired more materials for my 

dissertation since arriving home, despite the COVID-19 lockdown. In this regard, my extensive 

personal library was particularly helpful. In normal times, I would have also used the Cleveland 

Public Library (CPL) and its Inter-Library Loan (ILL) service to secure any additional books or 

materials that I need.  Although the library was closed due to the pandemic, I was able to access 

several works remotely through HathiTrust using my Ohio State University ID.  This past week, 

the CPL has begun reopening again, and so I am now able to access the library’s general 

collection, including its extensive collection of Russian-language materials. 

In addition, I continued to acquire materials through my scholarly contacts in Moscow. I 

have maintained regular contact with Vladimir Mikoyan, who has sent me several photographs 

of his grandfather, father, mother, and family, as well as the full unpublished Russian-language 
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manuscript of the memoirs of his father, who completed them only months before he died after 

battling leukemia.  I also sent Vladimir questions on various issues related to his family to which 

he has promptly responded. In addition to Vladimir Mikoyan, I have been in touch with Sergey 

Filippov, a historian and researcher at Memorial in Moscow.  My work with Filippov largely 

focused on Mikoyan’s role in the Purges in Armenia, with Malenkov and Litvin. I wanted to 

finally put all the pieces of the historical puzzle of this episode together, especially because, 

again, the 1937 episode is deeply connected with Mikoyan’s later de-Stalinization efforts in 

Armenia.  Earlier archival discoveries at GARF, RGASPI, and the HAA helped me toward this 

goal, but crucial evidence remained elusive. That’s where Filippov and Memorial came in. 

It was through Filippov that I acquired copies of incredibly rare archival materials on 

Mikoyan’s role in the Terror in Armenia in 1937. They included a handful of documents from 

the Central FSB Archive (TsA FSB RF) and one document from the Russian President Archive 

(APRF), all xeroxed by Memorial in 1992, during a brief window of archival openness, which 

was a lingering legacy of Gorbachev’s perestroika. The document from APRF is a note from 

Mikoyan, Malenkov, and Litvin to Yezhov requesting an increase in repressions in Armenia (the 

context suggests that Mikoyan’s hand in this matter was forced).11 The document was originally 

held in the Party Archive, but was later transferred to the President Archive at the behest of Boris 

Yeltsin, who wanted to use it as evidence for his trial against the Soviet Communist Party 

(CPSU), which he never realized due to more pressing political crises.  The other xeroxed 

documents, held in the TsA FSB RF, are truly stunning first-hand materials, including direct 

letters by Stalin to Malenkov and Litvin. Among other things, these documents show that 

Mikoyan’s role was secondary to that of Malenkov and Litvin – he had come to Yerevan five 
 

11 APRF, f. 3, op. 58, d. 212, l. 113. 
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whole days after the arrival of Stalin’s surrogates.  Mikoyan’s participation was apparently a 

last-minute decision on the part of Stalin, who instructed Malenkov to update Mikoyan about the 

situation on the ground.  This material corresponds with Mikoyan’s recollections of his forced 

participation at Stalin’s behest.  Especially fascinating is the degree to which Stalin was 

personally involved in this very localized episode, ordering Malenkov and Litvin to arrest or 

interrogate certain individuals, and to “find evidence” about those who Stalin already decided 

were guilty.  What makes these materials all the more remarkable is the fact that I would have 

never been able to access them even if I had stayed in Moscow with no COVID-19 pandemic – 

as archives, the APRF and TsA FSB RF are virtually impossible to access.  So, for this, I am 

extremely grateful to Filippov and Memorial for providing me with these valuable materials.  

Overall, I am extremely grateful for the opportunity to do this amazing research on a very 

important and not-well-known chapter of Soviet history. 

 

Policy Implications and Recommendations: Regarding policy recommendations, I would 

advise US policymakers to take into greater consideration the role that Russia’s multiethnic 

fabric has played in determining its history and politics, and that this factor still shapes Russian 

politics today. My trip has greatly enhanced my knowledge and understanding about the ways in 

which the USSR was governed as a multiethnic state.  I had already begun my research with the 

hypothesis that the Soviet federal system was far from an authoritarian monolith, with the 

exception of the Stalin era.  Given the Communist Party’s monopoly on power in the USSR, 

Western scholars of federalism often dismissed the Soviet federal model as a form of “sham 

federalism,” i.e., representative on paper but not in practice.  However, Soviet authorities 

frequently delegated power to local cadres and, although the Soviet political structure was more 
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uniform than its tsarist predecessor, it nevertheless continued the tsarist-era tradition of regional 

variation in governance across its vast landmass of Eurasia. Moreover, I argue that, as the case of 

Mikoyan illustrates, representatives of ethnic communities had opportunities to shape the form 

and content of the Soviet state and its policies. Their policy prescriptions on nationality issues 

and the structure of the Soviet federal system were deeply influenced by their unique 

perspectives as representatives of non-Russian nationalities. 

After reviewing the relevant documentary materials at RGASPI concerning the 1960s 

Soviet constitutional reform and those at GARF concerning the 1961 Party Program, I have 

come to the conclusion that not only was my original hypothesis correct, but that the discussions 

on these issues were lively and often involved significant give-and-take between Moscow and 

the republics. For instance, in 1958, Khrushchev decided to initiate the creation of a new Party 

Program for the CPSU.  Khrushchev, who chaired the commission on the program, had a grand 

vision of the new Party Program and its position in his post-Stalin reforms. A firm believer in the 

ideals of the Revolution and the promise of a better future under communism, he viewed the 

program as a concrete step toward the realization of a futurist communist utopia.  As part of that 

vision, the initial plans for the program envisioned a greater merger (sliyaniya) of “smaller 

nations and ethnic groups into the larger socialist nations close to them” as part of the “process 

of consolidation of nationalities into socialist nations.”12  The idea would be the eventual 

achievement of a single unified proletariat, unbounded by any sort of national or ethnic divisions. 

Informed by his intimate understanding of the issue, Mikoyan worked to tone down these more 

“internationalist” and utopian aspects of the text, making it more sensitive to the concerns of the 

non-Russian nationalities.  He objected to the sliyaniya idea on the basis that such a process 
 

12 GARF, f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1619, l. 38. 
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should not be the “task” of the government or the Party, but that it could only occur naturally, if 

the smaller nations favored such an approach.  “This is a natural process,” Mikoyan wrote, “not a 

Party task.”13  Mikoyan’s criticism of the concept became even more direct in his review of the 

initial draft of the Party Program in early 1961.  The original draft noted that the “expanded 

communist construction within the USSR opens a new period in the development of national 

relations, characterized by a further rapprochement (sblizhenie) of nations and the preparation for 

the conditions of their impending merger.”  From this phrase, Mikoyan heavily struck out the 

latter portion of this sentence (“and the preparation for the conditions of their impending 

merger”) with a thick blue pencil and underlined it in red.14  “The program does not talk about 

the merger of nations,” he later wrote in April 1961. “Therefore, delete the words ‘and the 

preparation for the conditions for their impending merger’.”15 These and Mikoyan’s other 

suggested revisions were virtually all accepted into the final version of the program, with only 

minor changes.  Due largely to Mikoyan’s input, the final version of the text was not only 

sensitive to nationality concerns, but often generous to them. 

Mikoyan’s indispensable role in shaping the platform on the nationality issue for the 

1961 Party Program apparently solidified his role as the point-man on nationality matters within 

Khrushchev’s government. In the early 1960s, Khrushchev appointed Mikoyan the chair of the 

nationality commission for the drafting of a new Soviet constitution, which was to be the 

capstone of his major reform agenda.  As the documentary materials at RGASPI attest, the 

process involved in shaping the nationality issue and reforming the Soviet federal system was 

anything but a “sham.” The powers of the republics vis-à-vis Moscow were negotiated, 

 
13 GARF, f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1619, l. 38. 
14 GARF, f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1616, l. 122. 
15 GARF, f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1619, l. 14 and GARF, f. 5446, op. 120, d. 1618, l. 137. 
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discussed, and debated.  Mikoyan appointed the First Secretaries of Armenia, Georgia, and 

Uzbekistan to serve on the commission, allowing it to encompass a broad range of perspectives 

from various parts of the USSR.16 It earnestly considered not only questions about the self-

governance of nationalities, but also questions about the fundamental nature of the Soviet federal 

system in general. It even went so far as to seriously examine, and take into account, “bourgeois” 

Western criticisms of Soviet federalism.17  They also examined federal models in other countries 

for comparison, in order to look for ways to potentially improve the Soviet model.  Among the 

countries they studied were Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and even the US and West Germany.  

Of these, the model that interested Mikoyan and his colleagues the most was that of Socialist 

Yugoslavia and Josip Broz Tito’s constitutional reform of 1963.18  This particular federal system 

seemed to be especially appealing to the members of the nationality commission, as it brought 

together a more representative federal system with a democratic socialist political model. 

The reformers also sought the input of the general public on the constitutional reforms. 

The input that they received underscored the historical tension within the USSR regarding its 

identity and self-perception – was it a Russian (russkii) state, or a more inclusive, multiethnic 

(rossiiskii) state?  Some members of the public contended that, although it was a multiethnic 

state, it was, at the end of the day, a Russian state as its core.  Hence, letter-writers from Moscow 

and Leningrad suggested renaming the country from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

(USSR) to the Russian Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (RUSSR).19  In the end, the members 

 
16 At the time, the First Secretaries of Armenia, Georgia, and Uzbekistan were Yakov Zarobyan, Vasily 
Mzhavanadze, and Sharaf Rashidov respectively.  For the full list of the nationality commission in its final form, 
see: RGASPI f. 84, op. 3, d. 37, ll. 147-148. 
17 RGASPI f. 84, op. 3, d. 37, ll. 64-78. 
18 See materials in RGASPI f. 84, op. 3, d. 43. 
19 RGASPI f. 84, op. 3, d. 40, ll. 2-3. 
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of the Soviet nationality commission, led by Mikoyan, were grappling with centuries-old 

questions regarding the ways in which Russia/USSR as a multiethnic state should be governed. 

As I was researching this topic, it so happened that the current Russian government had 

initiated a process of constitutional reform of its own.  I could not help but draw parallels 

between the debates and discussions that I was reading in my research at RGASPI and GARF 

with what I was seeing unfolding before me on a day-by-day basis in real time.  In this respect, 

the history of the drafting of the 1961 Party Program and Soviet constitutional reform of the 

1960s proved to be quite instructive, especially as a means of better understanding the new 

reform process that I was witnessing in contemporary Russian politics.  Particularly striking were 

the prominent voices within the Russian elite who clamored to accord special constitutional 

status to Russian Orthodox Slavs as the “first among equals” in the new reformed constitution of 

the Russian Federation.  The proposal immediately received significant pushback, both from 

ethnic Russian public figures as well as representatives of non-Russian nationalities within the 

federation. Sergey Markedonov, one of Russia’s leading specialists on the Caucasus who teaches 

at the Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO), was especially highly critical 

and vocal in his opposition to the proposed amendment.  He warned that such a step would stoke 

ethnic tension and instability in the country, drawing attention to how similar moves led to civil 

war in Georgia in the 1990s or between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh. 

Eventually, just as Khrushchev had to concede his utopian visions to Mikoyan’s more 

sensitive vision of the multiethnic Soviet state, so did the Putin government relent by including a 

watered-down version of this passage into the final draft.  However, the episode serves as a sober 

reminder that contemporary post-Soviet Russia is a multiethnic federation, and it vividly 

illustrates that the nationality issue has continued relevance for contemporary Russia in the ways 
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in which the state is governed.  Moreover, it also has continued relevance even outside the 

boundaries of the Russian Federation, in terms of understanding the relations between Russia and 

the former Soviet republics, especially within the context of the Eurasian Economic Union 

(EEU).  Although Western media have frequently portrayed the EEU as an instrument of Russian 

imperialism or Putin’s personal ambition, the reality is dramatically different. As Armenian 

Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan was “surprised” to discover during his attendance of EEU 

summits, the discussions within them were often “hot,” with questions of sovereignty and 

regional cooperation fiercely debated among its members, from Belarus to Armenia to 

Kazakhstan.20 They are strikingly similar to the same debates that took place 60 years ago in the 

Soviet constitutional commission chaired by Mikoyan. The major difference is that now these 

debates center around sovereign states discussing the limits of sovereignty within a supranational 

union, rather than republics discussing the limits of self-governance within a single state. 

In addition to shared political cooperation, Russia and the ex-Soviet republics remain 

closely tied together through longstanding cultural, historical, and economic ties. Based on my 

personal observations in Armenia, I can attest that Russian cultural influence remains strong in 

that republic. Even young schoolchildren continue to widely speak Russian as a second 

language, alongside their native Armenian, with most now picking up English, making them 

effectively trilingual.  Although fewer young Armenians readily know of Soviet-era culture and 

history (most with whom I spoke did not know, for example, Yuri Nikulin), they are deeply 

tuned into contemporary post-Soviet Russian culture, in a way that often shocks many Russians 

who assumed that all ex-Soviet republics pursued the “Baltic route” and completely disowned 

 
20 Marianna Mkrtchyan, “Pashinyan: I was shocked by what ‘hot’ debates are being held behind closed doors of the 
EEU and CIS summits”, ArmInfo, September 29, 2018, https://arminfo.info/full_news.php?id=35195&lang=3 
(accessed June 10, 2020). 
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the legacies of Russia and the USSR. In this regard, Armenia is far from unique; such influence 

in most non-Baltic Soviet republics remains strong and widespread as the recent video of Uzbeks 

reciting Pushkin attests.21  This is arguably even the case in more recalcitrant republics like 

Georgia and Ukraine. I would therefore advise policymakers to approach Russia and the post-

Soviet region as a single space bounded by a common cultural, historical, and economic links, 

while also acknowledging the unique individual cultures in each republic.  The balance between 

Soviet/Russian culture and “national” culture is the continued legacy of the coexistence of both 

in Soviet times, a phenomenon that historian Maike Lehmann has called “Apricot Socialism.”22 

 

Co-Curricular Activity: In Armenia, I presented at the Ascent of Ararat 190th Anniversary 

Conference at the Abovyan House-Museum in Yerevan, organized by museum director Suzanna 

Khojamiryan.  I also presented a paper on Russia-Armenia relations and the 2018 Velvet 

Revolution for the Public Administration Academy of the Armenian Republic in Yerevan as part 

of a conference on management and security in the South Caucasus. Finally, I attended the 

dedication of the world’s largest Yazidi temple at Aknalich.  The latter, together with my visit 

with Armenian Kurdish MP Knyaz Hasanov, reflected my longstanding side-interest in the 

history of the Yazidi and Kurdish communities of Armenia.  I also happened to meet Armenian 

Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan and his family while going to dinner one night. 

 In Russia, I attended a week-long conference in Volgograd entitled Dialogue on the 

Volga and hosted by Volgograd State University, as a delegate for Cleveland-Volgograd Sister 

 
21 Elise Morton, “Uzbeks angry with Russian opposition leader Alexei Navalny over Pushkin comment”, The 
Calvert Journal, June 29, 2017, https://www.calvertjournal.com/articles/show/8502/uzbeks-angry-with-russian-
opposition-leader-alexei-navalny-pushkin (accessed June 10, 2020). 
22 See: Maike Lehmann, “Apricot Socialism: The National Past, the Soviet Project, and the Imagining of 
Community in Late Soviet Armenia,” Slavic Review 74, no.1 (Spring 2015): 9-31. 
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City Partnership.  At the conference, I delivered a presentation on the history of Cleveland-

Russian relations.  The conference was focused on international relations and marked the 75th 

anniversary of the Sister City association between Volgograd (then Stalingrad) and Coventry in 

the UK during World War II, ushering in the birth of the modern Sister City / Twin City 

movement.  Then, back in Moscow, I was invited by the Armenian Holy Transfiguration 

Cathedral to deliver a lecture there on Mikoyan’s role in de-Stalinization in Soviet Armenia and 

his 1954 speech in Yerevan.  The talk was very well-received by the largely Armenian audience.  

I also was invited by the Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public 

Administration (RANEPA) to do another talk on my research findings regarding Mikoyan on 

December 20 at the Moscow Higher School of Social and Economic Sciences.  In addition, at the 

end of January, I traveled to St. Petersburg to give a talk on Mikoyan’s role in Cuban-Soviet 

relations.  The talk was sponsored by LACRUS, the Latin American and Caribbean (LAC)-

Russia (RUS) collective and held at the ArchClub at Petersburg’s Sevkabel Port as part of the 

¡Viva Cuba Viva? exhibition.  It was an incredible experience to give a talk in St. Petersburg.  

 

Conclusions and Future Plans: My main aim now is to complete my dissertation, which I 

predict will be five to six chapters in total. I have started on five chapters, each being of varying 

lengths. I will continue writing and revising chapters throughout this year and I plan to defend in 

Spring 2021. After finishing my dissertation, I plan to expand it for publication as a book, to 

produce several related academic articles, and to actively present my work at conferences and 

public lectures.  Finishing my dissertation will be the first step toward a lifetime as a scholar, 

teacher, interpreter, and spokesman devoted to understanding Russia and the post-Soviet space. 



 
 
 
 

Program for Research and Training on Eastern Europe and the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union (Title VIII) 
Funded by the U.S. Department of State and administered by American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS 

 
Bibliography 
 
Published Primary Sources 
 
Abdurakhmanov, Dukuvakha Bashtayevich, Magomed Muzayev, Abdullah Bugayev, V. 
Shepelev, and Abbaz Osmayev, eds. Vosstanovleniye Checheno-Ingushskoi ASSR (1953-1962): 
Sbornik dokumentov i materialov, Tom I [Restoration of the Checheno-Ingush ASSR: Collection 
of Documents and Materials, Vol. I]. Nalchik: Pechatny dvor, 2013. 
 
Artizov, A., Yu. Sigachyev, V. Khlopov and I. Shevchuk, eds. Reabilitatsiya: Kak eto bylo, 
Dokumenty Prezidiuma TsK KPSS i drugiye materialy, Tom I: Mart 1953 – Fevral’ 1956 gg. 
[Rehabilitation: How It Was, Documents of the Presidium of the CPSU Central Committee and 
Other Materials, Vol. I: March 1953 to February 1956]. Moscow: Demokratiya and Materik, 
2000. 
 
———, eds.  Reabilitatsiya: Kak eto bylo, Dokumenty Prezidiuma TsK KPSS i drugiye 
materialy, Tom II: Fevral 1956 - nachalo 80-kh godov [Rehabilitation: How It Was, Documents 
of the Presidium of the CPSU Central Committee and Other Materials, Vol. II: February 1956 to 
the Beginning of the 1980s]. Moscow: Demokratiya and Materik, 2003. 
 
Astsatryan, Yeghishe Tevosovich. XX dar. Hayastani karrutsman chanaparhin (Husher) [20th 
Century: On the Path Toward the Construction of Armenia (Memoirs)]. Yerevan: Edit Print, 
2004. 
 
Charents, Yeghishe Abgarovich.  Norahayt ehjer [Newly Discovered Writings].  Edited by Davit 
Gasparyan.  Yerevan: Yerevani Hamalsarani Hratarakchutyun, 1996. 
 
Denisova, L., ed. Tragediya Sovetskoy Derevni: Kollektivizatsiya i Raskulachivaniye, Dokumenti 
i Materiali, 1927–1939, Tom 5. 1937–1939, Kniga 1. 1937, The Tragedy of the Soviet Village: 
Collectivization and Dekulakization, Documents and Materials, 1927–1939, Vol. 5: 1937–1939, 
Book 1. 1937.  Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2004. 
 
Desheriev, Yunus Desherievich. Zhizn vo mgle i borbe: O tragedii repressirovannykh narodov, 
Tom I [Life in Darkness and Struggle: On the Tragedy of the Repressed Peoples, Volume I]. 
Moscow: Paleya, 1995. 
 
Gasparyan, Davit Vazgenovich, ed. Charentsi het: Husher [With Charents: Memoirs]. Yerevan: 
Nairi, 1997. 
 
Khrushchev, Nikita Sergeyevich. Memoirs of Nikita Khrushchev, Vol. 2: Reformer, 1945-1964.  
Edited by Sergei Khrushchev and translated by George Shriver.  University Park, PA: Penn State 
University Press, 2006. 
 



 
 
 
 

Program for Research and Training on Eastern Europe and the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union (Title VIII) 
Funded by the U.S. Department of State and administered by American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS 

Khrushchev, Sergey Nikitich.  Nikita Khrushchev. Tvorets ottepeli [Nikita Khrushchev: Creator 
of the Thaw].  Moscow: Veche, 2017. 
 
———.  Reformator [Reformer].  Moscow: Veche, 2016. 
 
Kochinyan, Anton Ervandovich.  Anavart husher [Unfinished Memoirs].  Edited by Vladimir 
Petrosyan.  Yerevan: Heghinakayin hratarakut’yun, 2008. 
 
Mikoyan, Anastas Ivanovich.  Tak bylo: Razmyshleniia o Minuvshem [So It Was: Reflections on 
the Past]. Moscow: Tsentropoligraf, 2014. 
 
———.  Rech’ na sobranii izbiratelei Erevanskogo-Stalinskogo izbiratel’nogo okruga goroda 
Erevana, 11 mart 1954 goda [Speech at the Voter Meeting of the Yerevan-Stalin Electoral 
District of Yerevan, 11 March 1954]. Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1954. 
 
Mikoyan, Nami Artemievna.  Svoimi glazami s lyubov’yu i pechal’yu... [Through My Own Eyes 
with Love and Sorrow]. Moscow: SNC Publishing, 2018. 
 
Mikoyan, Sergo Anastasovich.  “Anastas Mikoyan – zhizn’, otdannaya narodu [Anastas 
Mikoyan – A Life Devoted to the People].” Unpublished manuscript, Autumn 2009, typescript.  
 
———.  “Aleksei Snegov v bor’be za ‘destalinizatsiiu’ [Aleksei Snegov in the Struggle for ‘De-
Stalinization’],” Voprosi istorii 4 (Apr. 2006): 69-84. 
 
———.  Hayrs Anastas Mikoyane [My Father Anastas Mikoyan]. Translated by Eduard 
Avagyan and Svetlana Avagyan.  Yerevan: Nairi, 2007. 
 
———.  “Stalinism as I Saw It.” In The Stalin Phenomenon, edited by Alec Nove, 152-196.  
New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1992. 
 
Patiyev, Yakub Sultanovich, ed. Ingushi: Deportatsiia, vozvrashchenie, reabilitatsiia, 1944–
2004, Dokumenty, materialy, kommentarii [The Ingush: Deportation, Return, Rehabilitation, 
1944–2004, Documents, Materials, Commentary]. Magas: Serdalo, 2004. 
 
Shatunovskaya, Olga Grigoryevna. Ob ushedshem veke [About the Past Century]. Edited by 
Zhana Kutyina, Andrei Broydo, and Anton Kutyin. La Jolla, CA: DAA Books, 2001. 
 
Zarobyan, Nikita Yakovlevich.  Yakov Zarobyan i yego epokha [Yakov Zarobyan and His Era].  
Yerevan: Russian-Armenian (Slavonic) University (RAU), 2008. 
 
Published Secondary Sources 
 
Blauvelt, Timothy K., and Jeremy Smith, eds. Georgia after Stalin: Nationalism and Soviet 
Power.  London: Routledge, 2015. 
 



 
 
 
 

Program for Research and Training on Eastern Europe and the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union (Title VIII) 
Funded by the U.S. Department of State and administered by American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS 

Casper, Samuel A. “The Bolshevik Afterlife: Posthumous Rehabilitation in the Post-Stalin 
Soviet Union, 1953-1970.” Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 2018. 
 
Cohen, Stephen F.  “The Friends and Foes of Change: Reformism and Conservatism in the 
Soviet Union,” Slavic Review 38, no. 2 (June 1979): 187-202. 
 
———.  The Victims Return: Survivors of the Gulag After Stalin. Exeter, NH: PublishingWorks, 
2010. 
 
Jones, Polly, ed.  The Dilemmas of De-Stalinization: Negotiating Cultural and Social Change in 
the Khrushchev Era.  London: Routledge, 2006. 
 
———.  Myth, Memory, Trauma: Rethinking the Stalinist Past in the Soviet Union, 1953–70. 
New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013. 
 
Kozlov, Denis, and Eleonory Gilburd, eds. The Thaw: Soviet Society and Culture during the 
1950s and 1960s. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014. 
 
Lehmann, Maike. “Apricot Socialism: The National Past, the Soviet Project, and the Imagining 
of Community in Late Soviet Armenia,” Slavic Review 74, no. 1 (Spring 2015): 9-31. 
 
Matossian, Mary Kilbourne.  The Impact of Soviet Policies in Armenia.  Leiden: Brill, 1962. 
 
Nichanian, Marc, ed. Yeghishe Charents: Poet of the Revolution. Costa Mesa: Mazda Publishers, 
2003. 
 
Panossian, Razmik. The Armenians: From Kings and Priests to Merchants and Commissars. 
New York: Columbia University Press, 2006. 
 
Pavlov, M. Iu.  Anastas Mikoyan: Politicheskii portret na fone sovetskoi epokhi [Anastas 
Mikoyan: Political Portrait in the Context of the Soviet Era].  Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye 
otnosheniia, 2010. 
 
Scott, Erik R.  Familiar Strangers: The Georgian Diaspora and the Evolution of Soviet Empire.  
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017. 
 
Smith, Jeremy, and Melanie Ilic, eds. Khrushchev in the Kremlin: Policy and Government in the 
Soviet Union, 1953-1964.  London: Routledge, 2011. 
 
———.  Soviet State and Society under Nikita Khrushchev.  London: Routledge, 2009. 
 
Taubman, William.  Khrushchev: The Man and His Era. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 
2003. 
 
 



 
 
 
 

Program for Research and Training on Eastern Europe and the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union (Title VIII) 
Funded by the U.S. Department of State and administered by American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS 

Photos: 
 
1.) Dinner with Vladimir Mikoyan 
 

 
 
 
2.) Talk at Moscow Higher School of Social and Economic Sciences 
 

 



 
 
 
 

Program for Research and Training on Eastern Europe and the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union (Title VIII) 
Funded by the U.S. Department of State and administered by American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS 

3.) Head of the Armenian Archives Amatuni Virabyan 
 

 
 

 


