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ABSTRACT
Morkva, Valeriy
M.A. Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Prof. Norman Stone

September 2004

Located at the crossroads in between of the Black and the Caspian Seas, the
Southern Caucasus in general, as well as the Georgian ethnic territories in particular,
since the earliest times of the written history had been the area of continuous struggle
among the major powers of the region. For several centuries Georgia stayed to be the
scene of intensive military conflicts between the Ottoman Empire and Persia, what
resulted in her being divided into the respective spheres of influence and brought about
the political fragmentation of the Georgian lands.

Following the new historical tendencies that surfaced during the second part of the
18" century, there appeared a new regional actor in the Southern Caucasus, which
steadily increased its military-political weight there- Russia. In its advance to the
Caucasus St. Petersburg needed a certain foothold, wherefrom it would be able to spread
its influence all over the Southern Caucasus. At the same time, reunified under the
scepter of Erekle II the Eastern part of the old Georgian kingdom, Kartli-Kakheti,
sought to ensure its own positions in the area by alliance with some large regional
superpower. Due to certain historical reasons such an alliance had been concluded in
1783 with the Russian Empire as the Georgievsk Treaty.

The Porte, for the most part being concerned about the eventual Russian advance
further southwards, in various ways tried to hold out in the Caucasus, but at the time
could not preserve her previous positions. Growing stronger, using the favorable
international situation as well as internal Georgian disagreements, Russia by the
beginning of the 19™ century managed to complete the direct incorporation of the larger

part of the old Georgian territories.
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OZET
Morkva, Valeriy
M.A. Department of International Relations

Supervisor: Prof. Norman Stone

September 2004

Giiney Kafkasya, ozellikle de etnik Giircti topraklari, Karadeniz ve Hazar Denizi
arasinda gegis yollan iizerindeki konumuyla tarihin en eski zamanlarindan beri
bolgenin bilyiik gliclerinin devamh miicadele ettikleri bir bdlge olmugtur. Yiizyillar
boyunca Osmanli [mparatorlugu ve [ran arasinda devam edegelen yogun askeri
miicadeleye sahne olan Giircistan topraklari, bunun neticesinde siyasi
fragmantasyonu da beraberinde getirecek etki alanlarina bolinmiistii.

XVIIIL yiizythn ikinci yansindaki tarihi temayiiller neticesinde askeri-politik
agirligim artiran Rusya Giiney Kafkasya’da yeni bir bolgesel aktor olarak ortaya
cikmusti. St. Petersburg, Kafkasya’daki ilerleyisinde biitlin Giiney Kafkasya’ya
etkisini yayabilecegi stratejik bir iisse ihtiyag duymaktaydi. Eski Giircistan
Kralligi’nin dogu pargasimi olusturan ve Erekle’nin asasi altinda birlesen Kartli-
Kaheti, daha biiyiikk bolgesel bir giic ile ittifak kurarak kendi konumunu
kuvvetlendirmek arayisi igerisindeydi. Boyle bir ittifak Georgievsk antlagmasiyla
1783 yilinda Rusya ile gerceklestirilmis oldu. Ancak Giirciilerin ve Ruslarin
amaglann birbirinden ciddi sekilde farkliydi ve bu fark ileride daha da
berraklasacakti.

Bab-1 Ali, daha giineye dogru nihai bir Rus ilerleyisinden genel itibariyle endise
duyarken, miinferit yollarla Kafkasya’da tutunmaya gayret etti, ancak bunda basarli
olamadi. Daha da giiclenen, uygun uluslararasi durumu ve dahasi Giircistan
icerisindeki anlagmazliklan degerlendiren Rusya, XIX. ylizyilin basinda eski Giircii

topraklarinin biiyiik bir kismum dogrudan kendi topraklarina katmayi bagardi.

iv
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Introduction

Considering the late 18™ century in European history, one would  certainly
mention two historical events, which were of crucial significance for the whole
continent of Europe- the Great French Revolution in the West, and the process of
expansion of the growing Russian Empire in the East. These two, each in their own
way, defined the general tendencies of socio-political development of Eurasia, thus
notably influencing a universal historical process. In this sense both also came to be
quite important in the fate of a relatively small Christian people, which calling their
nation Sakartvelo, and which generally known by the name of Georgians, living to
the South of the Caucasian Mountains in the western part of the isthmus between the

Black and the Caspian seas.

By the end of the 18" century the whole Southern Caucasus, including Georgia,
became an arena of direct struggle among three imperial forces, namely Russia,
Turkey and Iran. In addition we may include the internal quarrels among Georgians
themselves, between small Georgian kingdoms as well as within the royal Bagratid'
family- and we get to a certain extent the adequate picture of political situation in the

area at the time.

The primary objective of this work is to trace the process of Russian advance to

the lands, which had normally constituted the core of Georgian statehood since early

! Bagratids- the dynasty of the Georgian and the Armenian kings, known from the 4® century, ruling
in Georgia in the 9-19™ centuries.



mediaeval times. In accordance with the main aim, the tasks will be as follows: to
trace the regional activities of the Russian Empire; to characterize the Caucasian
politics of the Ottoman state, the power, which also claimed the leadership in
Western parts of the Southern Caucasus and the Black Sea littoral; to analyze the
influence of other states (meaning West European countries and Iran); to describe
domestic disagreements among the Georgians which caused the lack of unity and

therefore became one of the reasons for the loss of the Georgian independence.

The chronological scope of the thesis includes the time of actual incorporation
of the Georgian lands into Russian Empire, the process, which although has its long
pre-history, can be formally started with the Georgievsk Treaty, creating a Russian
protectorate over Kartli-Kakheti (Eastern Georgia, or Georgia proper) and traced in
its initial stage to the official annexation of the main body of the Georgian ethnic
territories (Kartli-Kakheti, Mingrelia and Imeretia) at the beginning of the 19"

century.

In this sense the administration of prince Pavel Dmitriievich Tsitsianov,
appointed in 1802 as the Chief Administrator (glavroupraviiaiushchii) of Georgia,
constitute an essential part of this study. By 1806, during Tsitsianov’s administration,
almost the whole Southern Caucasus had been included in the borders of the Russian

| Empire. Accordingly, the year 1806 may be considered as a certain milestone in the
history of Russian advance to the Southern Caucasus as well as in the history of
Ottoman-Russian relations regarding the area. Within that year the death of

Tsitsianov and the start of the war between the Ottoman Empire and Russia marked,



in a way, the end of the initial period of consolidation of Russian positions in the

Southern Caucasus.

In accordance with the objectives and chronology of the study, the second
chapter deals with historical background of the socio-political development of the
Georgian lands up to the last quarter of the 18™ century, the time, when Georgievsk
Treaty of 1783 between Georgia and the Russian Empire had been signed. It analyses
the character of Russian-Georgian relations at the time as well as the activities of the
Ottoman state concerning the Caucasus. So it covers the mission of Ferah Ali Pasha
as a commander (muhafiz) of the Black Sea fortress of Sogucak, the Ottoman
reaction upon the uprising of Sheikh Mansur in the Northern Caucasus, and the war
in the Caucasian theater during the Russian-Ottoman war of 1787-1791. The
consequences of this military opposition of two empires are also examined in the

chapter.

The third chapter deals with the details of the defensive alliance of the Ottoman
Empire and Russia, analyzing the international background for such an event,
abnormal in view of the previous and future serious contradictions of these two

traditionally antagonistic states.

The concluding chapter examines the Caucasian aspect of the Ottoman-Russian
alliance and investigates events in the Southern Caucasus around the proclamation of
the Manifesto on the incorporation of Georgia (Kartli-Kakheti) into the Russian

Empire. The chapter also focuses upon the structure and activities of the Russian



administration in Georgia, headed by general Pavel Dmitriievich Tsitsianov during

this time.

Accordingly, the thesis in general traces the dynamics of the Ottoman-Russian
and Georgian-Russian relations in the Southern Caucasus at the end of the 18"-carly
19" centuries, which serves for better understanding of the Russian and the Ottoman
politics in the region, as well as the history and the character of the Georgian people

and statehood.



CHAPTER I: ANALYSIS OF SOURCES

Of the sources, this study is mainly based on, one has to mention, first of all,
Proceedings of the Caucasian Archaeographical Commission (Akty sobrannye
kavkazskoiu arkheograficheskoiu Kommissieiu, or further- AKAK), Ed.by Adolf
Berzhe, Vol. I-XII, Tiflis, 1866-1904. This is the rich collection of highly valuable
documents relating to the history of the Caucasus and Caucasian peoples, which
consists of twelve volumes. Chronologically the materials, published here, cover the
period from the 10" century until 1862 and written in Russian, Ottoman, Georgian,
Armenian, Arabic, Persian, Tatar languages (with Russian translations provided).
The main body of the documents concerns the activities of the Russian
administration in the Caucasus and Russia’s relations with the local Caucasian rulers

as well as leading regional powers- the Ottoman Empire and Persia.

Collection contains the letters, reports, memos of the Russian statesmen, civil
officials, military commanders serving in the Caucasus, such as Karl Knorring
(Lieutenant-General, Commander of the Caucasian Line in 1799-1802), Petr
Ivanovich Kovalenskii (Russian minister, or ambassador, in Georgia, 1799-1800),
Ivan Petrovich Lazarev (General-Major, Commander of the Russian troops in
Georgia, 1799-1803), Pavel Dmitriievich Tsitsianov (Astrakhan Military Governor,
Chief Administrator in Georgia, 1802-1806), Andrei lakovlevich Italinskii (Russian
Ambassador to The Ottoman Empire, 1802-1806), a number of Russian military

commanders of smaller rank.



There are also the documents relating personally to the last Kartli-Kakhetian
king Giorgi XII and other representatives of the Georgian ruling family. Besides, one
can find the correspondence of the Russian Caucasian authorities with the Ottoman
borders governors of Chaldir, Akhaltsikhe, Kars pashaliks as well as with the rulers

of Caucasian khanates and the shah’s government of Persia.

Thus the materials, collected and published by the Caucasian Archaeographical
Commission, constitute an extremely important source for the history of the
Caucasus as a whole and the Southern Caucasus in particular. This study is primarily

based on the documents of the given collection.

Other sources, which I had chance to use, add to the general base of the study.
These are the various documents of international character, presented in the
published collections, respectively in English, Russian and Turkish (Ottoman in
modern Turkish characters) languages: Anderson, M.S. The great powers and the
Near East, 1774-1923. Edward Arnold, London, 1970; Pod stiagom Rossii: Sbornik
arkhivnykh dokumentov. Moscow, 1992; Erim Nihat, Devletlerarast hukuku ve
siyasi tarih metinleri, Vol. 1, Ankara, 1953. There I could find the full texts of the
Russo-Ottoman peace treaties of Kuchuk-Kainardji (21 July 1774), Jassy (9 January
1792), the Georgievsk treaty on Russian protection over Kartli-Kakheti (24 July
1783), the Decree of the Directory on launching the Egyptian campaign (12 April,
1798), General Bonaparte’s Proclamation to the Egyptians (2 July, 1798), the texts of
the defensive alliances of the Ottoman government with Britain (5 January 1799) and

Russia (23 December 1798, 23 September 1805).



The main issues of Russia’s foreign policy during the period have been
reflected in the documents of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, published in:
Vneshniaia politika Rossii XIX i nachala XX veka. Series I: 1801-1815. 7 vols.
Moscow, 1960-1967. These documents give the wider perspective of overall
activities of the Russian diplomacy at the time, which is important for assessing the
place of the Caucasus in the list of international priorities of St. Petersburg. Some
information on Ottoman relations with the Caucasian khanates may be found in
collections, prepared for publication in the Turkish Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive
(Bagbakanlhik Osmanli Arsivi): Osmanli Devleti ile Kafkasya, Turkistan ve Kirnim
Hanliklar: arasindaki miinasebetlere dair argiv belgeleri (1687-1908 yilar arasi)/
Editor-in-chief Ismet Binark, T.C. Bagbakanlik Devlet Arsivi, Ankara, 1992;
Osmanli Devleti ile Azerbaycan Tiirk Hanliklar arasindaki miinasebetlere dair argiv
belgeleri/ Editor-in-chief Ismet Binark, 2 Vols.,, T.C. Bagbakanlik Devlet

Arsivi, Ankara, 1992,

As an additional source, while studying the question of the Ottoman-Russian
alliance, directed against France, I used the English translation of the famous
chronicle of Sheikh Al-Jabarti on the French occupation of Egypt by General
Bonaparte, witnessed by the Arabic historian: Al-Jabarti’s chronicle of the first seven
months of the French occupation of Egypt (s uud All &ilaa & 59) /Ed. and transl. by

S. Moreh, Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1975.

I fully admit the shortage of the Ottoman as well as the actual absence of

original Georgian materials, which, of course, may be only partly compensated by



those Russian translations presented by the editors from the Caucasian

Archaeographical Commission.



CHAPTER II. GEORGIEVSK TREATY AND AFTER — CHANGING
STATUS QUO IN THE REGION (1783-1798)

I1.1 Georgian kingdoms by the last quarter of the 18™ century-
imperial borderground

Any time when we need to explain a certain social event or phenomenon, we
have to interpret it not just as a static given episode, but to look upon it in a wider
historical perspective. Accordingly, while speaking about the South Western
Caucasus” at the turn of the 18-19th centuries, we clearly must to mention the general
picture of the previous history of the area. This will provide the necessary
understanding of the times, which are among the most crucial periods in the history

of the Georgian® people.

Owing to its specific geographical location the Caucasus was destined to be the
battleground of various imperial powers, for millennia struggling to introduce their
sovereignty over that land. To control the whole Caucasus, or even part of it, meant
to control the traditional trade routes from Europe to Persia and India, as well as the
famous “Silk road” which linked Europe and China. Accordingly, the political
domination in the region definitely granted large material benefits for the ruler. No
wonder that since the earliest times the Caucasus turned into the scene of permanent

power conflicts. In view of that, different cultural traditions and world outlooks

2 I use the term South Western Caucasus to denote the area, since ancient times populated
predominantly by autochthonous Kartvelian speaking people and roughly confined within the
following geographical borders- in the North the mountain ridge of the Greater Caucasus, on the
South the Lesser Caucasus and the outer reaches of Armenian plateau, in the West the Black Sea and
in the East- the Kura-Araks lowland. These are the natural borders of the territory.

3 The Georgians call themselves Kartvelebi (sing. Kartveli), their land Sakartvelo, and their language
Kartuli,



clashed and interpenetrated, influencing the social development of the region and

leaving certain ineffaceable traces within the local societies.

All this may well be referred to the territories since pre-historical times
inhabited by proto-Georgian population, which eventually became the core of
Georgian statehood and the cradle of the united Georgian nation. As a result of the
internal process of ethnic and state consolidation, as well as under the direct or
indirect impact of such “Great Powers” in the 1% millennium BC as Assyria, Urartu,
Achemaenid Persia and the Greek state-colonies® there emerged the first local
kingdoms of Colchis (Western Georgia, 6 c. BC) and Iberia (or Kartli; Eastern

Georgia, 4-3 c.c. BC).5

Since then the Georgian lands for many centuries were the field of almost
incessant battles for influence and domination. In the course of history the rival states
(all of them being in fact to a greater or lesser extent Empires) could be replaced by
other ones, younger and stronger, which might give way to another, even stronger,
but the general picture remained the same- the Southern Caucasus took on the role of
imperial border- and battleground. The list of old rivalries is rather long and quite
impressive: among the antagonist powers were Rome (then still republican) and the
Pontus of Mithridates VI Eupator, again Rome (now imperial) and Parthia,
Byzantium and Sassanid Persia, Byzantium and the Arab Caliphate, then there are
the Mongol and Timur invasions, along with continuous wars during the 16-18"
centuries between the Ottoman Empire and Safavid Persia, chronologically closer to

the time period of this work.

* Phasis (Poti), Dioskurias (near Sukhumi) are among the largest.
? Not to mention the tribal unions and proto-states of the previous times.
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Thus, Georgia had been always in the epicenter of all the socio-political
processes common to the whole Middle Eastern area, consequently combining: within
society both occidental and oriental cultural traditions. In particular, the Georgians
became one of the earliest peoples to adopt Christianity,6 even before the official
partition of the Roman Empire and emergence of Byzantium. At the same time,
throughout the centuries the small Georgian states’ stayed not only under the
influence of Byzantine Empire, but also under those of their numerous Muslim
neighbors- the Caliphate, Seljuk Empire, Ottoman Empire and Persia. Following the
downfall of Constantinople in 1453 Georgia came to be isolated from the rest of the
Christian world. As a result, Georgian culture took certain specific features to it in
architecture, painting, sculpture, music, as well as in literature and education.® To
quote L. Rhinelander, up to the Russians’ arrival in the 18" century, “the Middle
East had been the sole source from which Georgian cultural life had received its
nourishment. Persian was the lingua franca of Georgian statesmen, scholars, and
merchants, the rich Persian culture their model”.” Although being Orthodox
Christian, Georgian society, obviously, might be called as well to some extent

oriental, constituting an integral part of the Middle Eastern cultural space.

® In Iberia (Eastern Georgia) Christianity was officially proclaimed as the state religion around 337
(the date of baptizing of the royal family).

” During the early mediaeval epoch there became known several regional centers, such like Iberia
(Kartli), Kakheti, Tao-Klardjeti.

8 There is an interesting detail in memoirs of Captain de Grailly de Foix, aide-de-camp of the Russian
general Todtleben, on his reception at the Georgian court: “...Héraclius m’invita de m’asseoir, mais
comme ils étaient tous assis sur des tapis, le jambes en croix, et qu’il m’était impossible de m’asseoir
comme eux, je répondis que le respect que je devais & Sa Majesté ne me permettait pas d’étre assis en
sa présence. Il insista, et me déclara qu’il ne m’entendrait que lorsque je serais assis. Je fus oblige de
lui en dire la veritable cause, que les habilements européens n’étanient pas commodes pour &tre assis
dans cette posture”(David M. Lang Count Todltleben’s Expedition to Georgia 1769-1771 according to
a French Eyewitness // Bulletin of the School of oriental and African Studies, University of London,
Vol. 13, No 4, 1951, p.890).

® L.H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.33.

11



Together with the necessity to survive in an uncertain environment of hostile
neighbors Georgia had also her own thriving times. The golden age of Georgian
mediaeval statehood goes back to the 11-12" centuries. Then the internal economic
and social development, the favorable international situation'® became the important
preconditions of political unification of the land. At the beginning of the 1 1" century
with the accession of Bagrat III Bagrationi (975-1014), at the same time the legal
successor to the thrones of small kingdoms of Kartli, Kakheti and Tao-Klardjeti, the
Georgian lands became for the most part united within one state. There appeared the

universal for the whole land term Sakartvelo and the common Georgian language.

During the rules of king David IV Aghmashenebeli (“the Builder”; 1089-1125)
and queen Tamar (1184-1213) the area enjoyed days of glory and stability. David IV
Aghmashenebeli’s rule marked an especially dramatic revival of the country. There
were introduced some administrative reforms, aimed to strengthen the royal power.
For instance, interestingly, David IV established the highest post of royal adviser,
called vizier. Also, he abolished all titles of Byzantine origin. Tbilisi'' was chosen to
be the capital. Throughout the 11-12"™ centuries Georgia, having taken under her
influence the Northern Caucasus, Southern Azerbaijan, all of Armenia and the South-

Eastern Black Sea region, grew to be one of the most powerful states in the region.

Quite soon, however, the Mongol invasion put an end to the heyday of
Georgian statehood. There started a long period of political and economic decline,
which resulted in the disintegration of the former state of United Georgia in 1490-

1491. It experienced a division into three Kingdoms- Georgia proper (Iberia-Kartli),

'® The weakening of Arabian Caliphate in the end of 10 c., later- capture of Constantinople by
crusaders in 1204.
" According to the Georgian pronunciation of that city’s name, known also as Tiflis.

12



Kakhetia (Kakheti), and Imeretia (/mereti), - and one principality in Southern
Georgia, Samtskhe-Saatabago. By the 16™ century the process of disintegration
became ever more intensive: within the Imeretian kingdom there surfaced practically
independent principalities- Mingrelia, Abkhazia, Guriia. Though family ties (all the
aforementioned kingdoms were ruled by different branches of the same Bagratid
dynasty) and common historical memory still preserved certain consciousness of
unity, it never prevented dynastical clashes and territorial disputes. The whole land
remained the battleground of the two great post-mediaeval Near Eastern Muslim

powers- the Ottoman Empire and Persia.

The Olttoman- Persian rivalry over the Southern Caucasus in the 16-18™
centuries constitutes a special page in history of both Middle Eastern powers, as well
as in the history of the Georgian people. It lasted for more than two centuries and
never ended with a complete victory of any one of these two states.'” As a result,
Georgia in general stayed almost always divided between the Ottomans and the
Safavids,” the western part of it (Imeretia) belonging to Turks, the eastern (Kartli

and Kakhetia)- to Persians.

Nevertheless, this does not mean that the border remained stable all of the time.
Far from that, Eastern Georgia several times changed its sovereign. So, according to
the peace treaty of 1555 the Ottoman Empire acquired Imeretia while Persia got
Kartli and Kakheti. Then, during the 1578-1590 war the Turks took from Persia

Eastern Georgia together with Azerbaijan and Eastern Armenia (Istanbul Peace

12 Wars of 1514-1555, 1578-1590, 1602-1612, 1616-1618, 1623-1639,1723-1727,1730-1736, 1743-
1746.
13 The ruling dynasty of Persia in 1500-1736.

13



Treaty of 1590). After that Shah Abbas I'* brought Eastern Georgia again under the

Persian scepter (Istanbul peace Treaty of 1612).

We may talk about some sort of a stable Ottoman-Persian border in the
Southern Caucasus only after 1612. Despite the fact that quite often during the
subsequent wars the adjoining territories happened to be occupied by rival armies, all
these military activities were just about to confirm the existing official border. Even
the breakdown of the Safavid dynasty and the effort of Sultan Ahmed III (1703-
1730) to use the favorable circumstances'® in order to extend his dominions did not
change the situation. The new ruler of Persia, Nadir,16 never accepted the loss of the
Southern Caucasian provinces and restored the status quo in two successive wars'’

with the Ottomans.

As for Georgia, the relative stability of the Ottoman-Persian borders and the
continuity of military conflict between its imperial neighbors meant nothing more
than just being torn into pieces. For several centuries, since the division of 1490-
1491, the Georgian people were witnessing the terrible decline of their homeland, the
once mighty Near Eastern monarchy, now turned into a number of small and weak
vassal states of two large, both Muslim, regional superpowers. More than that, these
small Georgian kingdoms, - Imeretia, Kartli, Kakhetia, - always stayed within the
zone of direct hostilities, with all the easily imaginable negative consequences for

their social, economic and political development.

1 Abbas I (1571 -1629) — shah of Persia (since May 1587) from Safavid dynasty. During the rule of
Abbas, Safavid Persia reached the highest point of its political might and power.

15 In 1723-1727 war the Ottomans occupied Eastern Georgia, Eastern Armenia and Azerbaijan.

' For a short period managed to unify Iranian state, shah in 1736-1747.

7 1730-1736 and 1743-1746.
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The defensive potential of Georgia was considerably reduced, thus giving way,
in particular, to ever increasing looting raids by the Daghestani peoples upon the
Georgian borders. The attempts of the Georgian ruling elite to find a solution to their
given problem made them look for support from abroad and quite naturally led to an
establishment of diplomatic contacts with the Muscovite principality,'® which after
gaining a foothold on the Caspian in the mid-16 century (following Ivan IV the
Terrible’s (1533-1584) conquest of the Kazan and Astrakhan khanates in 1552 and
1556 respectively) had been looked upon as a natural ally and at the same time as the
only independent Orthodox state. Logically, many Georgians would like to seek their

co-religionists’ protection against hostile neighbors.

On the other hand, the Georgian policy of the growing Muscovite principality
may well be described as such of a two-fold kind, state-oriented and imbued with
utter pragmatism. According to H.J. Armani, “Russia (i.e. late-mediaeval Muscovy)
was bound to have developed an ambivalent Georgian policy, one which sought to
make satellites of Iberia, Kakhetia and Imeretia, but which was reluctant to assume
responsibility for direct involvement because of them”.'” Moscow endeavored, as
any other state, simply to strengthen its positions in the international arena.
Regarding the Caucasus this meant to take under its own control the old trade routes
crossing the region, and, for that reason, to diminish the influences of other
competitors, among whom the Ottoman Empire was considered to be the main threat.

Thus it was better to have friendly supporting elements among the motley Caucasian

population. The Orthodox Georgians appeared to be suitable for that role.

'8 The first official Georgian embassy had been sent to Moscow by Alexander I of Kakhetia to Ivan III
in 1492,

' H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Washington D.C., Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.61.
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In general, Moscow was involved in diplomatic relations predominantly with
Kakhetia. The small Caucasian state, geographically adjoining Daghestan, was most
anxious to conclude the protection treaty with Muscovy. However, in the 15-17"
centuries Moscow never had the necessary potential to organize large-scale
intervention in Caucasian affairs. The very name of Muscovite-Kakhetian relations
meant for that time a somewhat irregular exchange of embassies, sometimes with
intervals of 20-30 years. This never became an obstacle, though, as is emphasized by
L.V. Bocharmikov, it involved giving the full title of tsar Fedor I (1584-1598) as
“ruler of the land of Terek, the Georgian tsars and the Kabardian land, Circassian and

»20 (after the conclusion of the Moscovy-Kakhetian Treaty of

Mountain princes
protection in 1587, which had never been fully realized for various reasons)- a
simple formality, which might lead to more concrete Russian steps and activities in

the Caucasus. Time- that is all that was needed to make such a formality become

real.

While the 17" century brought little change to the general balance of powers in
the Caucasus, traditionally influenced by the Ottoman and the Safavid Empires, the
following 18" century came to be crucial in that sense. At this time there appeared
the third regional imperial force - Russia. Of course the new Russian Empire did not
surface all of a sudden, it was rather the product of a universal trend of socio-
historical development that found its reflection in the actual realities of Muscovite

tsardom at the end of the 17™ century.

20 1.V, Bocharnikov Geopoliticheskaia ekspansiia Rossii na Kavkaze v XVI-XX vekakh // levraziiskii
vestnik, No24 (http://www.e-journal.ru/time-st1-24.html), quotation from Soloviev S.M. Sochineniia.
V 18 kn. Kn. 1V. Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen. T, 7-8/ Otv. red.:l. D. Kovalchenko, S.S.
Dmitriev. - Moscow, 1989. - p.269.
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Now it is very important to mention the phenomenon of modernization in non-
Western societies, an essential point in the social development and the historical fate
of any country sharing a background different from the Western European. It
concerns the processes underway in Western Europe approximately after 1500- rapid
industrial growth, the exploration of newly discovered overseas territories, the
emergence of elements of capitalist society and their influence upon other, non-
European, traditional oriental societies. The very time of Europe’s rapid progress was
a time of severe structural crisis that broke out in the whole conglomerate of
numerous oriental civilizations and countries. Every such non-Western society
during the 17® -19™ centuries had to find the way to overcome its obvious, compared
with the West, backwardness. Quite often the aims of reformers and the character of
their reforms are amazingly similar and many times this striking similarity had been
stressed by many scholars. One surely will find parallels, regardless of time and
space, in the activities of Peter ! in Muscovy, Muhammad Ali* in the Ottoman
Egypt, Mahmud 1> in the Ottoman Empire, Tewodros I** in Ethiopia etc. Along
with the striking similarity of the questions put by history, any country had to look
for an answer of its own, having no luxury for mistake. Those societies, where the
aforementioned trend had been noticed earlier and the necessary transformational
processes had been started in earnest and timely, apparently had more advantages

when compared to other ones, rejecting the new heretical doctrines, still living

according millennia-old traditions.

2! Tsar of Muscovy, ruled in 1682-1725, the first emperor of Russian Empire since 22.10.1721.

2 Pasha of the Ottoman Egypt in 1805-1848, the founder of virtually independent Egyptian state
within the Ottoman Empire.

2 Suitan of the Ottoman Empire in 1808-1839.

 Negus of Ethiopia in 1855-1868, reunified Ethiopian state and started the process of country’s
centralization.
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On turning to the Caucasian power triangle at the beginning of the 18" century,
even the very broad comparison of the Ottoman Empire, Persia and Russia in terms
of the existing innovative policy of the state would present a fairly exact picture of
each country’s prospects for being more successful than its opponents. The Ottomans
did not perceive the whole seriousness of growing crisis,”’ when, after some reforms
of a rather cosmetic, not structural character, they won several victories in the first
half of the 18™ century.”® As concerns Persia, it falls a prey to constant internal
conflicts throughout the whole century (the reign of Nadir Shah?” may serve just as a
brief exception), even disappearing for some time as an organized political body. The
old Muscovy, on the contrary, during the long rule of its outstanding tsar-reformer
Peter I the Great (1683-1725), starting not only from victories, but also with defeats
(the battles of Narva (1700) and Pruth (1711) were complete disasters for Peter),

gradually gained in strength, becoming the Russian Empire.

Peter the Great’s Persian campaign of 1722-1723 became the first serious
Russian undertaking in the Caucasus. After the Nystadt Peace Treaty,”® signed on
August 30, 1721, Russia officially got the status of important military power, which

had been further confirmed by Peter’s adopting the title of emperor in October of that

2 Among the events which are considered as traditional points of departure in the decline of the
Ottoman state are- the unsuccessful siege of Vienna in 1683; Treaty of Karlowitz (nowadays Karlovci,
in Croatia) signed in 1699 - the Ottomans ceded most of Hungary, Transylvania and Slavonia (Eastern
Croatia) to Austria, while Podolia (province in Western Ukraine) passed to Poland. Most of Dalmatia
along with the Morea passed to Venice; the Treaty of Passarowitz (nowadays Pozarevac in Serbia)
signed in 1718- the Ottomans lost the Banat, northern Serbia with Belgrade, northern Bosnia, Lesser
Wallachia to Austria; Treaty of Belgrade in 1739- Austria ceded to the Ottomans Serbia with Belgrade
and Lesser Walakhia.

% The Pruth battle in 1711 finished the Ottoman-Russian war of 1710-1711. The Ottomans regained
control over the fortress of Azov, lost to Russia in 1696; Retaking of Morea from Venice in 1715.

%7 Shah of Persia in 1736-1747,the actual ruler since the middle of 1720-s.

28 This Treaty put the end to the Russo-Swedish Northern war (1700-1721). According to the treaty of
Nystadt Russia was given possession of Ingermanland, Estland, Livland and Karelia, along with the
towns of Vyborg and Keksholm and all the islands in the Gulf of Finland, together with the Moon
Sound Archipelago. In addition, Russia was acknowledged to be the most powerful state in the Baltic.
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same year. As a result, there emerged a new mighty Eurasian state- Russian Empire.
Now, when in the North everything had been settled, the South became the new

strategic direction of Peter’s enterprises.

The western littoral of the Caspian Sea, crossed by the key trade routes
connecting Eastern Asia with Western Europe, drew the attention of the Russian
emperor because of its strategic importance. Peter hoped to obtain control over the
rich transit trade passing through the Eastern coast of Caspian, and, taking the
example of West European countries in overseas colonies, to establish Russian
trading posts in Azerbaijan. Furthermore, these territories were supposed to serve as
Russia’s military base in the region. Since Persia experienced at that moment the
most severe domestic crisis, with the Safavid dynasty coming to an end, the planned
action would also prevent the possible growth of the regional influence of the
Ottomans, who were then the primary Russian opponent in the Black Sea- Crimea-

Caucasus area.

These were the general motives of Peter’s Persian expedition, while the pretext
appeared after an attack by several Daghestani tribes on Shemakhi, the capital of
Shirvan® in 1721. Then some Russian merchants, who traded there, were killed and
their property looted, the total losses evaluated from 472,000 to 4,000,000 rubles®
(though, as M.Atkin points it out, Russian merchants were not the main victims of a

raid, at this very time “Iranian officials and other Shia Muslims in the city fared still

¥ One of the Caspian coastal provinces, inhabited predominantly by a Turkic speaking Azeri
gopulation.

% David M. Lang Georgia and the Fall of the Safavi Dynasty // Bulletin of the School of oriental and
African Studies, University of London, Vol. 14, No 3, Studies Presented to Vladimir Minorsky by His
Collegues and Friends. 1952, p.536.
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worse. Between 4,000 and 5,000 of them were massacred by the Sunni mountaineers

1) As a result, the political skies over Persia

in reprisal for Iran’s anti-Sunni policies
turned cloudy. By August 1722 Russian troops, brought by Peter I down the Volga
and next through the Caspian, stood at the mouth of the Terek river. Ready as well to
rise up against Persia was the Georgian king Vakhtang VI (1716-1723), hoping that
Orthodox co-religionists would help to restore Georgian independence. The
Ottomans were also prepared to send an expeditionary corps to Persia (i.e. Persian
vassal territory of Eastern Georgia), though they never wished to enter into an open

conflict with Persia or Russia. At the same time Persia was lying a helpless prey to

its neighbors.

Peter I and Vakhtang VI concluded an agreement on joint military activities in
Persia. However, after taking in September 1722 the city of Derbent, the Russians
had to retreat for the lack of supplies, widespread disease, and the desire to keep
stable relations with the Ottomans. Vakhtang VI, who had already entered the lands
of Persia, was never informed by his ally about this decision. The Georgian king
found himself in a difficult situation. The Ottoman forces under Ibrahim Pasha,
encouraged by the Russian retreat and the dethronement of the Persian Shah, moved

into Eastern Georgia, then the vassal of Persia, and occupied it.

The winners and the losers came to be known after the two treaties, the Russo-
Persian (1723)*? and the Russo-Ottoman (1724), which cleared the situation- Persia

ceded to Russians its territories on the western and southern coast of Caspian, and the

3! Muriel Atkin, Russia and Iran, 1780-1828. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1980.- p. 4.
32 This Treaty was signed by Shah Tahmasp’s representative and in fact was not recognized neither by
shah Tahmasp nor later by Nadir.
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Ottomans recognized the Russian control over the Caspian littoral while Russia
recognized the right of the Ottoman Empire to western Persia (including the Eastern
Georgia). Vakhtang VI had to escape in 1724 to Russia together with some
representatives of Georgian aristocratic families, who were the first Georgian
immigrants in Russia, and who eventually became the part of all-Russian nobility

(their number is assessed to be more than 1 thousand).*

Yet the Russian command over Caspian littoral proved to be not so easy and
profitable, as it seemed earlier to Peter. The local population emigrated from
Russian-occupied territories; there were considerable problems with supplies as well
as heavy casualties from diseases. In the end, after a decade of Russian rule, the
lands around Western and Southern Caspian coast were returned to Persia by Tsaritsa
Anna** according to treaties of Rasht (1732) and Ganjeh (1735). Respectively, on
consideration that the Ottomans were the main threat to Russia’s interests in the vast
region from the Crimea to the Caspian, the maintaining of the good relations with
Persia was the central objective of Russian Persian policy in the 18" century.

Though the Persian campaign of Peter I did not bring any radical changes in the
Caucasus, still it revealed some principal trends in Russia’s Caucasian strategy- the
firm interest in the region, the ability to use the weak points of an opponent, the
pragmatic approach towards use of alliances, necessity to overcome the difficulties
with local terrain and lack of infrastructure. Furthermore, just at the time of Peter’s
expedition started the practical structuring of Russia’s Caucasian policy towards

other main actors of the area- Persia and the Ottoman Empire.

33 H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Washington D.C., Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.107.
3 The Tsaritsa of Russia in 1730-1740.
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With the noticeable decline of the Ottoman and the Persian state apparatus,
along with gradual growth of Russian power and necessary experience, the near
future promised to usher in a new stage of Russo-Ottoman-Persian hostilities on the
disputed Caucasian borders. In the light of traditional rivalry of these powers in the
Caucasus, including Christian areas of Georgia, Russia’s chances for success
objectively should have been more convincing. It became especially clear by the end

of the 18™ century, during the reign of Catherine II the Great (1762-1796).
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I1.2 Erekle II, Georgievsk and Russian-Georgian relations

There is some portion of symbolism in the fact, that one and the same year
happened to be the date of ascending the throne of both Russian and Georgian
monarchs, whose rule had to last for the whole second half of the 18" century. In
1762 Russia got her new, and eventually much more than simply successful empress,
Catherine II the Great, while in Georgia Erekle II° of Kakhetia after the death of his
father, Teimuraz II*® of Kartli, inherited the Kartlian throne, thus having unified the
whole Eastern Georgia into one kingdom. As far as it concerns the Russian-Georgian
relations, the time between early 1760-s and late 1790-s may be fairly called the
epoch of Catherine II and Erekle II. Both Catherine and Erekle had to become the
most important decision makers in their countries for the period of more than thirty

years.

Soon after Catherine’s enthronement the Caucasus again appeared to be in the
focus of close Russian attention. Quite naturally, the decline of neighboring Islamic
powers and on the other hand the speedy transformation of the Russian state into new
mighty European power created a situation, when St.Petersburg acquired an excellent
opportunity to intervene. Though the strategic importance of the Caucasus (as the
crossroad of trade routes and possible military base) had been always recognized in

Russia, the practical realization of the plan to put this area under control started only

35 King of Kakhetia since 1744, in 1762-1798 the king of united Kartli-Kakhetian kingdom
(occupying the eastern part of modern Georgia). I use the Georgian form of his name, Erekle, though
in the Russian sources he has been called Iraklii.

3 King of Kartli, 1744-1762.
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during the reign of Catherine II, as a part of wider plan to reach the dominance over
vast territories from the northern coast of the Black Sea up to the coast of Caspian.
At this time, in the last quarter of the 18" century, the primary goal of the Russian
Empire was to neutralize the regional influence of the Ottomans, the most serious
rival able to create a significant opposition towards the realization of St. Petersburg’s

great annexationist plans in the South.

Orthodox Georgia was supposed to be a natural ally for Russia, obviously
perceived by the Russian government as a very convenient political tool in the
forthcoming struggle with the Ottoman Empire and Persia, both Muslim, over the
Caucasus. However, it is very questionable, whether Russia was interested in
creating the strong and unified Georgian state. As V.Degoiev admits, “St. Petersburg
willingly, still not unconditionally, supported her (Georgia) as an ally against Turkey
and Iran. Though only till the time when such an alliance would be useful for Russia.
Sooner or later independent Georgia would become an obstacle for the
implementation of imperial plans of the Russian government in the Caucasus”.>’

Russia never wanted to harm her relations with the Ottomans and the Persians just

for the sake of the sovereign Georgia.

For that reason Georgian interests necessarily differed. Despite the previous
devastations, for Georgia the mid-1 8™ century turned out to be the period of a certain
recovery. Together with the ongoing decline of the Ottoman Empire and Persia, the
latter even being temporarily fallen into the chaos of domestic intertribal struggle

after the breakdown of the Safavid dynasty and the death of Nadir Shah, there

37 V. Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost'. - M. Russkaia Panorama, 2001,
p-14.
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emerged the possibility of a gradual Georgian revival. 1762 marked the beginning of
the political and dynastic reunification of the area. As mentioned before, Kartli and
Kakheti were for the first time after many centuries unified under the same scepter,

that of Erekle II.

The ruler of Kartli-Kakheti had been a strong and ambitious politician,
dreaming of creating a great and strong Georgian state, as it were his own Great
Georgian Empire. To resolve the numerous security problems, at the same time
keeping in mind the question of territorial enlargement of his kingdom, Erekle
needed some kind of military support, which he supposed he would from Russia. In
words of Laurens H. Rhinelander “king Heraclius [Erekle] had begun to conceive of
himself as the builder of a new state, the shaper of a new and viable Caucasian
society, and he sought Russian support for his venture...His [Erekle’s] realm was a
Caucasian state rather than a national Georgian kingdom™®. For these reasons
Russian-Georgian relations could be described as allied, for each side needed the
help of the other, though at the same time both countries had their own strategic

aims, just occasionally corresponding.

Together with reunification of Eastern Georgia the last quarter of the 18™
century witnessed a further escalation in the Ottoman-Russian relations, also
influencing the overall situation in the South Western Caucasus. The Russian
southward expansion of Catherine, the Ottoman rising concern and the following
growth of tension in relations between the Russians and the Ottomans finally resulted

in the war of 1768-1774. Even though for the most part of military activities were

3% L.H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.32.
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waged in Europe (the Balkans and Mediterranean), and the formal reason for the
war’s starting was the Russian involvement in the Polish affairs, the Caucasus and
Georgia had been engaged as well. Russia tried to create in the Ottoman East an
additional front, designed to relieve the situation for the Russian armies in the
Balkans. During this campaign, using as a pretext the appeals for help by king
Solomon I of Imereti (in 1760 and 1768), Russian troops for the first time entered the

Georgian lands.”

On August 24, 1769 the first Russian detachment, under command of Count
G.H. Todtleben crossed the river of Terek and on 10 September arrived in Kartli-
Kakheti.** From the very moment of his arrival the Russian general showed an ever-
increasing disrespect to the locals, including the ruler of Eastern Georgia Erekle
himself. Constant lesser and greater disagreements between Todtleben and Erekle did
not contribute to the success of the military operations. A good example here is
Todtleben’s unwillingness to participate in the siege of Akhaltsikhe in spring 1770
(the main operation in the campaign), using the pretext of waiting for reinforcements.
The united Russo-Georgian army moved to Akhaltsikhe, but near the fortress of
Aspindza Todtleben on his own accord and never consulting his Georgian ally,
unexpectedly turned back to Kartli-Kakheti with all his forces, thus leaving Erekle II
without support. On 20 April Erekle defeated the Ottomans in a battle near Aspindza,

but had to return in view of Todtleben’s disloyal activities (the Russian general

% Captain de Grailly de Foix, a French officer in the Russian service, aide-de-camp and military
secretary to this expedition’s commander Major-General Todtleben has left his memoirs, See in detail:
David M. Lang Count Todtleben’s Expedition to Georgia 1769-1771 according to a French
Eyewitness // Bulletin of the School of oriental and African Studies, University of London, Vol. 13,
No 4, 1951, pp.878-907 (original French text). The number of the Russian troops in Georgia has been
evaluated around 4, 000 people.

“ David M. Lang Count Todtleben’s Expedition to Georgia 1769-1771 according to a French
Eyewitness // Bulletin of the School of oriental and African Studies, University of London, Vol. 13,
No 4, 1951, pp.883-885.
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concluded peace with the enemy and started to occupy the cities and fortresses of
Karlo-Kakheti). Obviously such relations between Georgian and Russian
commanders would bring poor results for the entire Russian-Georgian campaign of

1769-1771.

On the whole, the sending by Catherine II of this expedition, as H.J. Armani
puts it, had “significant diplomatic implications, which, in a sense, outweighed the
military side”.*' As a matter of fact, the period of the Russian expedition’s stay in
Georgia is usually more, than with other things, associated with the political intrigues
produced by Todtleben.*” Both in Eastern and in Western Georgia Russian general
did support opposition to existing monarchs- Erekle II and Solomon I (internal
Georgian opposition included dynasts of Mingrelia, Guria and Abkhazia-
correspondingly, Dadiani, Gurieli, Shervashidze).*® Like before Aspindza battle, he
never respected the royal dignity of Erekle, often behaved like there were not any
local authorities, and normally regarded the Georgian king as an enemy rather than a
friend.** Todtleben hoped to depose Erekle, to send the princes into exile and to put
the kingdom of Kartli-Kakheti under direct Russian control. However, due to the
exclusive popularity of their monarch among the Georgians these plans were too
bold and untimely, having brought nothing except the mutual discontent. Finally, in

1772 Russian troops were withdrawn from Georgia.

*'H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Washington D.C., Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.123.

“ Count Gottlieb Heinrich Todtleben became known as a great intriguer far earlier, since the Russian
siege of Berlin in 1760 (There is a masterly description of the episode of taking Berlin by Russians in
V.Pikul’s brilliant historical novel “Perom i shpagoi™(By pen and sword)).

3V, Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost'.- M. Russkaia Panorama, 200, p. 17.
# All this- also in the memoirs of. de Grailly de Foix, who describes Todtleben’s expedition in
Georgia as a member of Russian expeditionary corpse and direct participant of events.
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D. Lang gives the following evaluation of the activities of the Russian Major-
General: ”In the event, Todtleben’s deplorable conduct of affairs imperilled the
safety of his troops, rendered decisive victory impossible, strained Russo-Georgian
relations, aggravated the discord between the autonomous princes of South Western
Caucasus™.* On the other hand, one should also admit that the expedition of
Todtleben (read- Catherine II), compaired to that of Peter I, was a certain step

forward in an attempt to get a foothold in the region.

Although short-termed, the Russian direct military engagement in Georgia
against the Ottomans had brought its results with conclusion of the peace treaty. The
Treaty of Kiigiik Kaynarca,*® signed on July 10, 1774, in one of its 28 articles
mentioned also the situation in Georgia. According to article 23, the Porte officially
renounced its rights of tribute, earlier paid by the Georgians, and recognized the
general amnesty for all combatants in the Caucasian theater. However, the Ottomans
retained their nominal suzerainty over Mingrelia and Kartli-Kakheti, as could be seen
in the final section of the 23" article:

Ho xak ynmomsHyThle HapoAbl HaxoIATCs NOANAHHBIMH
brmacrarensHoit [lopTte, To Poccuiickas uMmmepus He HMeEET
COBCEM BIIPEJh B OHBIC BMEIIMBATHCS, HHXE IPHTECHATh HX '
(For as the said people are subjects of the Sublime Porte,

Russian Empire must not, in the future, to interfere in any
manner in their affairs, nor mistreat them in any way)

On the whole, the Treaty of Kuchuk Kainarji did not give special political gains to
Georgia, neither Western, nor Eastern. All the attention of the Russians and the Ottomans

during the period was largely concentrated upon the northern areas of the Black Sea and

% David M. Lang Count Todtleben’s Expedition to Georgia 1769-1771 according to a French
Eyewitness // Bulletin of the School of oriental and African Studies, University of London, Vol. 13,
No 4, 1951, p.881.

% vVillage, nowadays situated in North-Eastern Bulgaria (Southern Dobruja).

% Pod stiagom Rossii: Sbornik arkhivnykh dokumentov. Moscow, 1992, p.88.
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particularly upon the Crimean Peninsula. Both Russia and Turkey first of all were
concerned about the political status of the Crimea, the former aspiring to complete the
incorporation of the whole northern littoral of the Black Sea, with the Crimea being an
especially valuable and desired territorial acquisition. Certainly the owning of the Crimean
Peninsula meant substantial strategic advantages for realization of the central point of
St.Petersburg’s program in the Russo-Ottoman struggle at the time- to exert control over the
entire Black Sea region. In the Russian view, one of the most important parts of the Kiiglik
Kaynarca Treaty was the third article, on independence of the Crimean khanate,” which in
the plans of St. Petersburg quite soon had to bring about the subjugation of the Crimea to
Russia. Hence the Russian government was not especially eager to break the existing treaty
with the Ottomans. H. J. Armani has described the Georgian politics of Russia in the
following words: “Before 1783 Russian cooperation in support of its Caucasian co-
religionists had not been the product of a meaningful and forthright policy, though we might

agree that it was devised for the most conscionable of reasons”.”’

Both Georgian states, Imeretia and Kartli-Kakhetia, despite the visible strengthening
in the second part of the 18" century, the trend proved by Kiigiik Kaynarca Treaty,
remained in a state of stable instability- a characteristic feature of regional state of affairs.
The Georgians continued to live under the influences of the same old main regional powers,
namely Turkey, Persia and Russia, as well as being involved in complicated system of
relations among other small South Caucasian states- khanates of Karabgi, Shirvan,
Nakhchevan, Erivan, Gence, Derbent, Baku, Kuba, Nukha, and Daghestani Shamkhalate of
Tarku. Russia, being busy with the Crimean question, adopted a cautious way for the South
Western Caucasus and had no intention of meddling actively in local politics. Thus,
notwithstanding the previous contacts with their Orthodox co-religionists, the Georgians

simply could not expect any concrete obligations on the part of St. Petersburg.

“8 Ibid. p.80-81.
“ H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Washington D.C., Ph.D. dissertation, 1970.
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Erekle II had to act within an atmosphere of uncertainty about the possible
conduct of supposed Russian allies. Even though Kartli-Kakheti was the strongest
among all of the small local powers in the Southern Caucasus, the position of Erekle
I was as V. Degoiev said, “between hammer and anvil”.*® Kartli-Kakheti had to
anticipate any kind of dangers from any side, be it Iranians, Ottomans, Lesghian
Daghestani tribes or neighboring Turkic Azeri khanates. As a result, the Kartli-
Kakhetian king had to pursue a policy of balancing different interests. Turning in all
directions Erekle II tried to find support for his plans to create the Greater Georgia.
There was a serious need of an ally, which could be only one from among of the

three mighty actors within the Big South Caucasian triangle.

The tragedy of the situation was in the fact that the idea of strong Georgian
kingdom did not much correspond to the interests of Turkey, Persia or Russia. Any
kind of union with Persians was unthinkable, for Isfahan, regardless of the names of
the ruling dynasties and their domestic politics, had always believed Eastern
Georgia to be a vassal territory of Persia. The attempt to conclude an alliance with
the Ottomans in 1776 came to nothing, as the Porte also sought not the
strengthening of its neighbor, but wondered how to exploit its current weaknesses.
Obviously only on considering all pros and contras did Erekle II adopt the final
decision about radical change in the status of his realm- to accept the Russian
protectorate over Kartli-Kakheti.

At the end of 1782 the Kartli-Kakhetian king asked Catherine II to take his

kingdom under Russian protection. Erekle wanted Russia to recognize his rights

0y, Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’. - M. Russkaia Panorama, 2001,
p.27.
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over Erivan and Gence khanates, to help in acquisition of Akhaltsikhe and Kars
pashaliks and to defend the eastern parts of the kingdom from Lesghian raids. For
his own part Erekle promised to support Russia in case of her own war with Persia
or Turkey.”' Now, when the Crimean question was about to be resolved, Catherine

1I could turn to the Southern Caucasus.

St. Petersburg looked upon Georgia as a well-situated springboard both for
defense and attack against the Ottomans. It was to an extreme extent painful and
difficult for the latter to accept the loss of the first exclusively Muslim province
(meaning the Crimea), thus the new Russo-Ottoman war would break out at any
fitting moment. For that reason St. Petersburg was in fact interested in Georgia- in
order to have a certain foothold in the area and provide direct communication
between the Crimea and the Caucasus, thereby strengthening the regional Russian

influence.

Following the Manifesto “On acceptance of the Peninsula of Crimea, the
island of Taman and the whole Kuban area under the Russian rule” ("O npunsaTuu
noxyoctpoBa Kpemckoro, octpoBa Tamanma u Bceil KyGaHCKO# CTOpOHBI IOX
Poccuiickyro pepxaBy”), signed by Catherine II on April 8, 1783, there was
concluded also (on July 23, 1783) the Treaty of Georgievsk,” a military alliance

between Kartli-Kakheti and Russia.

3! Ibid. p.27.

2pod stiagom Rossii: Sbornik arkhivnykh dokumentov. Moscow, 1992, p.238-247 (the full text of
agreement in Russian); V. Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’. - M. Russkaia
Panorama, 2001, p. 28; also see C. Gokege Kafkasya ve Osmanl imparatorlugu nun Kafkasya siyaseti.
- Istanbul, 1979, p. 75-76; M. Aydin XIX yiizyilda Kafkaslar'da niifiz miicddeleleri (1800-1830).-
Ph.D. dissertation, Istanbul, 2001, p.47.
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This Treaty consisted of 13 articles, plus 4 separate and one additional article.
Conditions of the final draft of the Treaty were far from those proposed by Erekle II.
Russia took obligation to defend Kartli-Kakheti against its enemies, namely the
Ottoman Empire and Persia. Instead, from now on Eastern Georgia lost a good deal
of her inalienable rights of a sovereign state. According to the 3 article, the kings
(tsars in Russian text) of Kartli-Kakheti just after ascending the throne were to send
special envoys to the Russian imperial court in order to be confirmed in their royal
office. In exchange, from St. Petersburg they had to send the document of
investiture together with royal insignia (banner, saber, scepter) to the Kartli-
Kakhetian kings, starting from Erekle I1>® Besides, it was ascertained by the 4™
article, that the Georgian state in future could not have an independent foreign
policy.54 Russia got also the right to have in Tiflis, the Kartli-Kakhetian capital, her
own regular representative (article 5).% As for the Georgian nobility, it was equaled
in its status to the Russian one (article 9),°® while the Georgian Patriarch- Catholicos
became an ordinary archbishop of Russian Orthodox Church (article 8).>” What was
left in the Georgians’ prerogative was the unrestricted right to govern their own
internal affairs, including taxation and administering the criminal courts (article 6).° 8
To assure her obligations Russia had sent to Georgia two battalions of infantry and

four cannons (separate article 2)%.

3 Pod stiagom Rossii: Sbornik arkhivnykh dokumentov. Moscow, 1992, p.241; in addition to royal
insignia imperial court in St. Petersburg had sent to Erekle II a crown, specially made for that
gccasion (Additional article to Georgievsk Treaty, in: Pod stiagom Rossii, p.245-246).
Ibid.
% Ibid.
% 1bid. p. 243.
57 Ibid. p. 242.
*® Ibid.
* Ibid. p.244.

32



Clearly such number of troops was to a large extent rather symbolical, and
could not provide, in case of real threat, an efficient defense even of own borders of
Kartli-Kakheti, not to mention about realization of Erekle II’s ambitious plans to
enlarge the territory of his kingdom. Still, to use H.J. Armani’s words, the aforesaid
Georgievsk Treaty in its core was not less than a “part of Catherine’s plan to
encircle and destroy the Ottoman Empire”.*® Russia did indeed threaten the
Ottomans, making one step more towards her eventual subjugation of the Southern
Caucasus. In several months after conclusion of Georgievsk treaty, on 15 November
1783 two Russian battalions with four canons, under the command of Petr Potemkin

(cousin of the famous Grigorii Potemkin®') entered the Georgian capital, Tiflis.

Undoubtedly, such an event as Georgievsk influenced the general situation in
the region, and it is necessary to look at its repercussions. Quite naturally, any state,
involved into Caucasian affairs, viewed the treaty in its own perspective. While
Istanbul and Isfahan were unsurprisingly extremely anxious about the Russian-

Georgian Treaty, there was no unity even among the Georgievsk allies themselves.

Erekle II cherished ideas of regional hegemony, and creation of Greater
Georgia, and hoped to get sufficient Russian military help for that purpose.
However, as was said, the whole Russian armed contingent consisted only of two
battalions with four cannons, so the king of Kartli-Kakheti found himself in a
difficult situation, relying mostly upon his own forces, resources and diplomacy. In

the diplomatic view, though, Georgievsk became for Erekle II a good instrument to

8 H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.142.

8! Potemkin Grigorii Aleksandrovich (1739-1791)- Russian statesman and military commander, in all
probability the secret husband of Catherine II, since 1776 the governor of Novorossia, Azov and
Astrakhan, commander-in-chief of Russian army in Russian-Turkish war of 1787-1791.
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threaten the neighbors with the possibility of flooding Eastern Georgia with Russian
troops in case of need. Objectively, even if it could be real, this task was not so

easily achieved.

The first and foremost reason was the fact that Erekle II would, as much as he
could, ask the Russians to support him, but all decisions concerning the use of
Russian military power, after all, were made in St. Petersburg. And the Russians,
certainly, pursued their own aims and defended, first of all, their own interests.
These interests only partly corresponded with those of the Kartli-Kakhetian ruler.
From Russia’s perspective, the whole of Georgia was viewed just as a good base for
Russian regional influence, the foothold for future expansion. Until the
circumstances would become ripe St. Petersburg never wanted to increase the
concerns of Turkey and Persia by too dynamic activities in the area and to trigger an
untimely war on the Caucasian theater. So, after the demonstration of force, Petr
Potemkin’s detachment left Tiflis in February 1784. Erekle II had to stay without

any real military assistance against his uneasy Persian neighbors.

The explanation of such policy may be found in the relative weakness of the
Russians in all of the Caucasus and particularly in the Southern Caucasus at the
time. During the rule of Catherine II there had just been started the gradual advance
in the area, the foundation of new fortresses, the construction of fortifications of the
Caucasian Line. The famous Georgian Military Road® still did not exist,

communication through the Greater Caucasus ridge was difficult and not safe, while

82 It runs between Tbilisi (Georgia) and Vladikavkaz (Russia) and stretches some 220 kilometers
through forests, mountains, and mountain passes. The road was built by the Russians between 1799
and 1863 and follows the traditional route used by invaders and traders throughout the ages.
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the fortresses on the Georgian coast of the Black Sea were in the hands of the
Ottomans. Moreover, in the Northern Caucasus Russia was involved in the war with
mountaineers led by Sheikh Mansur® and thus simply could not weaken her
Caucasian troops just for the sake of Erekle II's ideas about the strong Georgian
Empire in the Southern Caucasus. It also should be noted, that such Greater Georgia
of Erekle II, in any case, would even contradict St. Petersburg’s strategic
perspectives as to its own regional hegemony. On the whole, the general situation in
the Caucasus after the Georgievsk Treaty of 1783 became even tenser, with the

balance gradually shifting towards the advantage of Russia.

Compared with the South Western Caucasus, the Crimea at the current moment
was of more strategic importance for Russia, and the main attention of the Russian
authorities was concentrated upon the Peninsula. The owning of the Crimea had been
considered indispensable for control over the whole Black Sea basin. Still, the
Crimean Peninsula never was a final limit for Russian claims. No one made a secret
of this- in 1783, at former Tatar village of Akyar Russia hurriedly started to build a
military haven- Sevastopol. In accordance with Catherine II’s orders, on the gates
leading into the city there had been put an inscription- “The gates to
Constantinople”.64 In a way it was, of course, not just a symbolical demonstration.
There existed some practical plans on the matter, known as the Greek project- to
drive the Turks back into Asia and restore the former Greek-Byzantine Empire on the
shores of Bosphorus with Catherine’s grandson Constantine at the head, as well as to

create out of Moldavia and Walachia another state, which was supposed to become a

8 The war lasted since 1785 until 1791.
% A.D. Novichev Istoriia Turtsii. Vol.1-4-, Leningrad, 1963-1978, Vol.1, p.242; see also- A. F. Miller
Mustafa-pasha Bairaktar. Moscow-Leningrad, 1947, p.67.
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buffer- principality of Dacia.®® With so openly expressed anti-Ottoman preparations
of St. Petersburg (it hardly could be a coincidence, as A. Miller points out,”® that
even all of the names of Catherine II's grandchildren were of Greek origin-
Constantine, Alexander and Elena, while on the newly taken territories in Northern
Black Sea littoral there had been founded the city of Kherson,®’ also implying pro-
Greek tendencies on the part of the Russian government) to extend its influence
further into the South, such that the peace Treaty of Kiiglik Kaynarca would

evidently become only an uneasy truce before new armed hostilities.

All in all, the Russian acquisition of Crimea, as well as the establishment of
protectorate over Georgia, both in the same 1783, increasingly exacerbated the
current state of affairs in Russo-Ottoman relations. As for Georgia, equally Western
and Eastern, in the second half of the 18™ century it came to be torn apart by diverse

forces of domestic and international character.

The traditional regional actors, such as the Ottomans and Persians, suffered a
deep socio-political decline. This meant that the whole Southern Caucasus at the time
became an area of relative power vacuum, a situation which another newly risen
actor, Russia, naturally tried to use. Clearly St. Petersburg could not establish its own
influence in a night; the task required time and resources, both still needed by Russia

in order to resolve the “Crimean question”.

5 B.A. Dranov Chernomorskie prolivy: mezhdunarodno-pravovoi rezhim. Moscow, 1948, p-57; J.T.
Alexander Catherine the Great-life and legend. - New York, 1989, p.247; The authorship of the Greek
project being originally assigned to Austrian chancellor of state and minister of foreign affairs Wenzel
Anton von Kaunitz (1711-1794), and then to influential figures in Russian politics of Catherinian
times, such as the powerful favorite of Catherine II, governor-general of Novorossia, Azov and
Astrakhan, prince Grigorii Alexandrovich Potemkin (1739-1791) together with prince Aleksandr
Andreevich Bezborodko (1747-1799), the secretary of Catherine I, later the Chancellor of Russia.

8 A. F. Miller Mustafa-pasha Bairaktar. Moscow-Leningrad, 1947, p.67.

87 The first center of Russian Black Sea fleet, founded around 1778.
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All together the current complicated situation helped the king of Kartli-
Kakheti, Erekle II, to unify Eastern Georgia and create a rather stronger Georgian
state, in a sense even a small South Caucasian Empire (only half of Erekle’ subjects
were Georgians,68 others being Armenians or Azeri Turks). Yet Kartli-Kakheti never
enjoyed internal unity, being a scene of constant domestic noble feuds. Moreover, in
terms of military capacities Erekle’s realm by no means could be compared to its big
imperial neighbors, so that it had to look for support of one of them. Though Erekle
IT as an experienced politician fairly well understood the possible consequences of
his decision, the conclusion of Georgievsk treaty with Russia appeared to be a logical
choice of the Kartli-Kakhetian king, the only possible step at the moment- with all its

visible as well as hidden advantages and disadvantages for the Georgian side.

88 |.H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.33.
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I1.3 The Caucasus politics of the Ottoman state after Georgievsk

As mentioned above, 1783 had marked a huge growth of Russian power in the
Black Sea region. The Crimean peninsula, the Taman peninsula and Kartli-Kakheti
appeared to be under direct, or nominally indirect (but still in both cases in practice
full) domination of Russian Empire. However, at the same time certain geopolitical
assets were left at Ottoman disposal - Western Georgia technically was considered to
be a vassal territory of the Ottomans, while several fortresses, old ones and those
being in process of construction, (Anapa, Sogucak, Gelincik, Sohum) on the eastern
coast of the Black Sea had been directly controlled from Istanbul. Obviously the
Sublime Porte was going to use all of the available resources in order to stop the
further logical steps of its strong northern neighbor- continuous advance in the

direction of the Caucasian Black Sea littoral and the Western Georgia.

The Ottomans fairly perceived the Georgievsk agreement as a material threat to
their interests, not only challenging their domination in the area, but also
endangering the Porte’s own security. Catherine II the Great (1762-1796) started a
long process of steady political incorporation and administrative integration of the
Caucasian region. During her rule there had been built in the North Caucasus the
following military fortifications: the Azov-Mozdok line (with fortresses of Stavropol,
Georgievsk, Konstantinogorsk, Mozdok); in 1784 the fortress of Vladikavkaz
(rus.“The master, or, ruler of Caucasus”) had been founded. Vladikavkaz became an

important strategic center at the entrance into the Darial Gorge, a well-located pass to
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the South Western Caucasus.®” In Sevastopol, in the then already annexed Crimea,
Grigorii Potemkin constructed a great naval base just two days by sea to the Ottoman
capital (italics are mine, V.M.), Russian troops with artillery were then deployed in
Georgia.m Accordingly, now, when Kartli-Kakheti signed with Russia the
protectorate treaty, its capital Tiflis also turned into a real base for the possible

Russian invasion of Anatolia.”!

Taking into consideration the necessity of self-protection, something had to be
done for the Turks (as well as for the Persians, for that matter). The worried Ottoman
Empire intensified its political activities in Caucasia. There were plans of creation a
wide coalition of Daghestani and Azeri khanates against Erekle I1.”* In spring 1785
the Porte managed to form an anti-Russian war league consisting of Suleyman Pasha,
the governor of the Ottoman frontier province of Akhaltsikhe (Ahiska), as the
initiator, along with the khans of Shirvan, Karabagh, Nukha, Khoi, and the Lesghian
tribes. But the supposed expedition against Georgia was never realized and soon the

alliance collapsed.73

A number of Ottoman fortresses on the Black Sea coast (Sogucak, Gelincik,
Sohum), earlier merely frontier peripheral places, got the highest importance after the
downfall of the Crimean Khanate and were reinforced at the beginning of the 1780-s.

In many respects these reinforcements are connected with the name of Ferah Ali

% V. Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’, Moscow, Russkaia Panorama,
2001, p.15.

™ H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.142.

" C. Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanli imparatorlugu 'nun kafkasya siyaseti, istanbul, 1979, p.79-80.

7 Ibidem, P.83.

By, Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’, Moscow, Russkaia Panorama,
2001, p.32.
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Pasha,’* an Ottoman bureaucrat of Georgian origin, brought to Turkey as a slave in
his early childhood. On 25 December 17817° this Ottoman official was appointed
muhafiz (commander) of Sogucak fortress. On 20 April 1782 the first regular
representative of the Ottoman Empire in the Caucasus landed at Sogucak and began

to perform his new duties.

Ferah Ali Pasha’s people, upon their arrival, were amazed by the picture of
general neglect and complete desolation. After a long inspection of the fortress only
two people were found- one soldier with his wife, both exhausted to the utmost
extent.”® During his three years of service’’ in his post the first muhafiz of Sogucak
had indeed managed to change the situation for the better. As an able administrator,
Ferah Ali Pasha dealt with all kinds of questions- repopulation of the abandoned and
neglected Ottoman strongholds, supply of provisions, building materials, military
equipment, securing of good relations with aboriginal tribes, and propagation of the
Muslim religion among them. Besides, during Ferah Ali Pasha’s time in office, there
had been started the construction of a first-class fortress at Anapa (1782),”® which in
future caused many troubles for the Russian side.” Ill-timed death caused by some
infectious disease in October 1785, however, put an end to the activities of the first,

and, perhaps most talented, Ottoman muhafiz in the Eastern Black Sea coast area®’.

™ C. Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanli imparatorlugu’nun kafkasya, Istanbul, 1979, p.61; about previous
activities of Ferah Ali Pasha look: Yage1 Ziibeyde Giines Ferah Ali Pasa’nin Sogucak Muhafizlig:
(1781-1785), Ph.D. dissertation, Samsun, 1998, p.62-68.

7 Ziibeyde Giines Yagct Ferah Ali Pasa’'mn Sogucak Muhafizhgr (1781-1785), Ph.D. dissertation,
Samsun, 1998, p.68.

7 Ibidem, p.76.

77 In total, three and a half years, until his death in 1785.

7 Ibidem, p.129.

™ Starting since 1791, Russians did take the fortress for four times and thrice returned it to Turkey.
Eventually, in 1829 it was taken for the last time and incorporated by Russia.

% Ibidem, p.147.
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In any case, though, the work started by Ferah Ali Pasha was carried on, despite

frequent changes of Ottoman officials in the post of muhafiz.

While the Porte tried to strengthen its positions on the littoral, the North
Caucasus became the scene of a great anti-Russian uprising of the Caucasian
mountaineers under the leadership of Sheikh Mansur.?’ The Sheikh Mansur
movement began in 1785 when the Chechen named Ushurma (Mansur (Arab.
victorious)- is an adopted name) started to preach among fellow countrymen. Mansur
called upon the mountaineers to return to the true ascetic ways of Islam, to refuse to
follow all of the old clannish customs and accept the Shariah as the only law.
Eventually this religious movement acquired a strongly anti-Russian character and
came to be directed against the Russian forces concentrated in the region. The tsarist
colonial expansion united the mountaineers in their efforts to resist it, to defend their
lands and rights, while Muridism,®* the teaching spread by Mansur, became the

common ground for such unification.

The mountaineers constituted a real threat to the Caucasian line of newly built
Russian fortresses; anti-Russian proclamations had been distributed by Mansur’s
followers throughout the whole Caucasus. As for the Ottomans, they tried to watch
closely the situation and already Ferah Ali Pasha did send his own official

representative to Mansur, in order to get more information about the famous leader

81 Sheikh Mansur (1760-1794)- a Chechen, whose actual name was Ushurma, born in Aldy village in
Chechnya. Leader of national and religious movement of Caucasian peoples against Russian
authorities in the Northern Caucasus during 1785-1791; among the latest works on Sheikh Mansur
look: Yager Ziibeyde Giines A Chechen national hero of the Caucasus in the 18th century: Sheikh
Mansur // Central Asian Survey, March, 2003 22(1), p.p. 103-115.

82 In detail the phenomenon of Muridism has been described lately in: A. Zelkina In quest for God and
freedom: the Sufi response to the Russian advance. Hurst & Company, London, 2000, p.63.
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of the Caucasian mountaineers.®® Quite naturally even more concerned were the

tsarist authorities, which decided to organize a preventive expedition against Mansur.

A Russian detachment over 3,000 soldiers®* under the command of colonel
Nikolai Pieri had the order to take Aldy, the native village of Mansur and the center
of uprising. Pieri’s main aim was to arrest the leader of mountaineers.*> On July 6,
1785 the Russians stormed and entered the village of Aldy, though they found it
virtually abandoned with no sign of Mansur or his supporters. So Pieri simply
ordered all of the houses in the village to be set on fire, Mansur’s own house had
been leveled to the ground.¥® From now on any friendly attitude towards Russians

was out of question.

The villagers managed to take their revenge almost immediately. Hiding in the
forest-covered mountains, they blocked the only way back for Pieri’s detachment,
surrounded it and completely destroyed it, half of the Russian soldiers being killed,
and Colonel Pieri himself being mortally wounded in the battle. Another remarkable
point- amongst the few Russians who survived the combat was Prince Bagration, of
the royal house of Georgia, then serving as a non-commissioned officer, afterwards a

distinguished general, and known as one of the heroes of the patriotic war of 1812.%87

This first success of Sheikh Mansur gained him high prestige among the North

Caucasians. News of the mountaineers’ victory over the Russians flew all over the

8 C. Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanli imparatoriugu 'nun kafkasya siyaseti, Istanbul, 1979, p.117.

8 A. Zelkina In quest for God and freedom: the Sufi response to the Russian advance. Hurst &
Company, London, 2000, p.63.

35 john F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus. Richmond, 1999, p.49.

8 A. Zelkina In quest for God and freedom: the Sufi response to the Russian advance. Hurst &
Company, London, 2000, p.65.

87 John F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus. Richmond, 1999, p.49.
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Caucasus, gaining more and more fantastic features. In the end it was depicted as a
divine miracle, with Mansur never trying to refute these beliefs of the common
people. Once the conflict started, the rebels, inspired by their triumph at Aldy, tried
to take one of the key positions of Russians in the Caucasus, the fortress of Kizljar.®®
On 15 July 1785, one week after the destruction of Pieri’s detachment, mountaineers
attacked the Kizliar fortifications. Objectively this raid hardly had any chances of
success; so were the other raids of that summer- against Grigoriopolis and for the

second time against Kizliar.

Nevertheless the tsarist authorities became anxious about the overall situation
in the Caucasus. Mansur had been gradually developing into a serious opponent- he
sought to reorganize the whole life of mountaineers, to create a kind of regular
taxation in order to support his military campaigns. Mansur put an obligation on each
mosque to mobilize from two to ten people and demanded 60 kopecks from each
household to maintain the arrny.89 During the next two years almost all of the

Caucasus came to be involved in an anti-Russian revolt.

Yet, unfortunately for the mountaineers, despite their initial successes, they
could not overcome tribal isolation and after several defeats at the hands of the
Russian army their confidence faded away. On the other hand, Russians still never
could feel at ease in the region harassed by Mansur’s periodic guerilla raids. What is

more, it was always difficult to catch the leader of mountaineers, for in case of need

8 As A.Zelkina points out, situated at the cross-roads between southern Russia, Daghestan and the
North Caucasus, Kizliar was crucial in linking the Caucasian fortified line with Astrakhan and the
Russian hinterland and as such was the true center of Russian might in the North Caucasus both in
political and economic terms. However, the Russian official administrative center was Ekaterinodar
(nowadays Krasnodar).

¥ A. Zelkina In quest for God and freedom: the Sufi response to the Russian advance. Hurst &
Company, London, 2000, p.63
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he could find shelter on the Ottoman side, and periodically used for that purpose the

fortress of Anapa on the Circassian coast of the Black Sea.

Logically one may and also should put here the question about the attitude of
the Ottomans towards events going on in the Northern Caucasus- to what extent did
the Sublime Porte support Sheikh Mansur and, secondly, what kind of cooperation, if
any, did exist between Mansur and the Ottomans. As mentioned earlier, Ferah Ali
Pasha had tried to gain detailed information about personality and activities of a new
regional leader in Chechnya, for that purpose having sent to Mansur a special envoy.
However, even Mansur himself could not unite and put under equally efficient
control all of the mountain tribes, for the Ottomans, it was all the more difficult to
undertake serious steps in this field. The politics of the Porte had been confined only
to the traditional encouragement of mountaineers by distribution of presents among
local Caucasian tribal leaders.” Consequently Mansur started and performed his
operations against the Russian troops solely on his own, without any kind of solid
assistance from the Ottomans. The leader of mountaineers never considered himself
to be much obliged to the Porte’! and had to rely in the given situation only upon his
OWn resources.

Nonetheless objectively the Ottoman Empire and Sheikh Mansur’s people were
allies in their struggle against the Russian forces in the Caucasus, especially after the
new Russian-Turkish war broke out in 1787. This war was a result of increased
confrontation between two neighboring empires in the vast region stretching from the

Black Sea basin to the Caucasus. The Ottomans tried to restore their domination in

% C. Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanl imparatorlugu nun kafkasya sivaseti, Istanbul, 1979, p.145.
*! Ibidem, P.172.



the Crimea as well as to oppose the spreading Russian influence over the Caucasian

area. The aims of St. Petersburg were quite the contrary.

While the main hostilities were going on in Europe, on the Danubian theater,
Russia could not wage war on the same scale in the Caucasus. Although, according
to the terms of Georgievsk, Russians had to protect Kartli-Kakheti, Saint Petersburg
preferred to withdraw its troops (October 1787) from Eastern Georgia,92 so as not to
provoke the Porte into starting wide hostile activities in the South Western
Caucasus.” Clearly it was an outrageous violation of Georgievsk Treaty of 1783,
even despite the fact that two battalions quartered in Tiflis were not enough for
effective defense. Grigorii Potemkin, at that time the chief commander of all Russian
troops engaged in the war against the Ottomans, justified this step by stating that the
withdrawal of Russian troops would appease the Turks and would be a better

guarantee of Georgia’s security than if the troops were left.*

There was another explanation- to stay in Georgia for the Russian troops in
those conditions would be a complete folly. The isolated position of the small
Russian Caucasian force, aggravated by very limited communication through the
Georgian Military Road, the continuous threat of being cut off from the main bases
of supply in the Northern Caucasus, Sheikh Mansur’s uprising in the rear- all these
factors certainly influenced St. Petersburg’s decision to withdraw its troops from

Georgia.

%2 Two battalions of colonel S.D. Burnashev. Again Russian troops (the two regiments under major-
eneral Ivan Petrovich Lazarev) entered Georgia in February 1799.

3y, Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’, Moscow, Russkaia Panorama,

2001, p.37.

** Ibid.



To use the favorable situation, the governor of Childir (tur. Cildir) Suleyman
Pasha in 1788 embarked on an expedition to Tiﬂis,95 as a consequence of which the
Georgian ruler Erekle II, regardless of the still existing Georgievsk Treaty of 1783
with Russia, now concluded another allied treaty, with the Porte.”® At the same time,
the Russian withdrawal from Georgia indeed appeased the Ottomans and the South
Caucasian front was never opened. Thus, for the Southern Caucasus, the general
situation during the late 1780-s and early 1790-s was becoming ever more
complicated, though for the time being a direct military confrontation within the

borders of Georgia proper was avoided.

Unlike the European theater, where the Russian army under the command of
Aleksandr Vasilievich Suvorov’’ achieved great successes in the battles of Ochakov,
Focsani, Rymnik, Izmail, the Caucasian campaign was of more moderate character.
The war in the North Caucasian theater had been waged primarily with the purpose
of establishing (for the Russian side) or maintaining (for the Ottomans) control over
Anapa fortress, the main base of the Ottoman power in the Caucasus, where the
spiritual and military leader of mouritaineers, Sheikh Mansur, could always find a
shelter from the Russian troops. At the same time the Caucasian front, although

seemingly not so significant as compared with that one of the Danube, in fact did

% C. Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanli imparatorlugu nun kafkasya siyaseti, stanbul, 1979, p.146.

% V. Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’, Moscow, Russkaia Panorama,
2001, p.38. :

%7 Aleksandr Vasilievich Suvorov (1729-1800)- an outstanding Russian military commander, Prince of
Italy, Count of Rimnikskiy, Count of the Holy Roman Empire, Generalissimo of Russia's Ground and
Naval forces, Field Marshal of the Austrian and Sardinian Armies, Prince of Sardinia. Seriously
wounded six times, he was the recipient of the Order of St. Andrew the First Called Apostle, Order of
St. George the Triumphant First Class, Order of St. Vladimir First Class, Order of St. Aleksandr
Nevskiy, Order of St. Ann First Class, Grand Cross of the Order of St. Joan of Jerusalem, (Austria)
Order of Maria Teresa First Class, (Prussia) Order of the Black Eagle, Order of the Red Eagle, the
Pour le Merite, (Sardinia) Order of the Revered Saints Maurice and Lazarus, (Bavaria) Order of St.
Gubert, the Golden Lionness, (France) Order of the Carmelite Virgin Mary, St. Lasara, (Poland) the
White Eagle, the Order of St. Stanislaus.
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cost Russia huge material and human resources and eventually influenced the process

of Russian advance in the Northern as well as in the Southern Caucasus.

The stronghold of Anapa on the Black Sea coast was a permanent headache for
several Russian generals succeeding each other in the post of commander of the
forces quartered in the Northern Caucasus. The first two attempts to seize Anapa
ended in failure. Neither general Petr Tekeli nor general Yurii Bibikov in autumn

1788 and late winter of 1789, respectively, managed to take hold of Anapa.

Especially disastrous was the untimely started and poorly prepared Bibikov’s
operation. The Russian expeditionary corps embarked on the campaign at the end of
winter, when the roads turned into a mixture of melting snow, mud and water, with
scanty supplies, on the way having to defend itself against the raids of local
Circassian tribes, and reached its final destination in no condition to take the recently
reinforced first-class Ottoman fortress. In the battle against the garrison supported by
Circassians, who attacked Bibikov’s troops from the rear, the Russians did not
manage to take Anapa. Bibikov, with a hungry and tired army, without sufficient
supplies, trapped by tricky spring weather and hostile tribes, could not stay for a long
siege and had to retreat. This retreat turned into a real catastrophe for Russians. J.F.
Baddeley describes it:

Provisions gave out, the weather was vile, the roads mere
quagmires, and the unfortunate soldiers, perishing of cold and
hunger, fought their way verst by verst’, as best they could, back
to the Kouban and to safety. The official relation puts the losses at

no more than 1100 men, but according to other accounts, of the
8000 only 3000 returned whole, and these in a most pitiable state,

% Verst (rus. Versta)- old Russian measure of distance, equals to 1.0668 km.
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bringing along with them 1000 sick and wounded, of whom but a
small minority recovered.”

The Kuban River,'” enormously flooded with melting spring waters was the last
obstacle on the way of retreating Russian soldiers. Many of them were killed by the
Ottoman pursuers or drowned in Kuban. Afterwards those who survived were
rewarded with a silver medal with the inscription “For loyalty”.101 The victorious
side, on the other hand, was jubilant. According to the Turkish historian Cemal
Gokge, the news of the success of the Ottomans in campaign against Bibikov’s force
had been sent to Istanbul together with two hundred heads and ears,102 which in all

probability had to serve as a proof of victory.

This failure of Russian arms encouraged the Porte for more energetic activities.

% of Anapa, Battal Hiiseyin

The Ottomans under the command of the Serasker'
Pasha,'™ started to prepare a massive expedition that was to be directed against the
main Russia’s Caucasian outposts- Vladikavkaz, Kizliar, Georgievsk.105 In case of
success, the Porte thought not only to undermine the Russian positions in the

Caucasus, but hoped also to oust its Northern adversaries from the whole area

completely.

% John F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus. Richmond, 1999, p.53.

19 Since 1774 according to Kuchuk Kainardji Treaty Kuban River was recognized as the official
border of Russia.

1T 1bid; this medal was in a sense unique, since it was given for defeat, and not for victory.

192 ¢, Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanl: imparatorlugu’nun kafkasya siyaseti, istanbul, 1979, p.155.

103 A high Ottoman military rank.

1% Battal Hiiseyin Pasha was the elder son of Canikli Ali Pasha, the governor of Trabzon. He had been
appointed governor and Serasker of Erzurum in 1784. Then he served as governor of Trabzon in 1788
and after that was appointed Serasker of Anapa on 26 November 1788. Gokge, op. cit, p.151.

195 C. Gokge Kafkasya ve Osmanli imparatorlugu 'nun kafkasya sivaseti, istanbul, 1979, p.158.
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On Septemberl5, 1790 Battal Pasha and his huge army,'® which also included
mountaineers, passed to the other side of Kuban River,'"” which meant that the
Ottomans crossed the official Russian border. However, the bold plans of the
Ottoman commander proved ill fated. Battal Pasha was stopped and defeated by the
detachment of general Herman,'® which, though much smaller in number, appeared
to be more efficient. Especially, Battal Pasha himself was taken prisoner, saved from
death by a miracle. The consequences were in a real sense of the word catastrophic
for the Ottoman side. Bibikov’s failure was forgotten, Russian prestige was restored
and the strategic initiative passed to the Russians completely. Thereby the Porte had
to abandon any ideas of invasion, seeking only to defend its present positions. Sheikh
Mansur’s movement also lost its initial strength, with Mansur himself taking a refuge

in Anapa.

Following Battal Pasha’s disaster another Russian expedition against Anapa
was organized, already for the third time during the war. In summer 1791 (now not in
winter, keeping in mind the failed Bibikov’s campaign) under General Ivan
Vasilievich Gudovich'® once more started the siege of that impregnable fortress.
This time preparations were of the most serious character, for the third in a row
failure would enormously damage the prestige of the Russian forces in the whole of

the Caucasus which almost unquestionably would lead to a series of new revolts and

isj Army of Battal Pasha has been estimated of 25 000-50 000.

Ibid.
1% Herman, Ivan Ivanovich (1741-1801)- Russian general, of Saxon origin. Entered the Russian
military service in 1769. Participant of the Russian-Turkish wars of 1768-1774, 1787-1791,
suppression of Pugachev revolt, Polish campaign 1794. Fought in Netherlands with the Russian corps
against the French in the war of Second coalition. The victory over the Ottoman army in upper Kuban
River is one of the most prominent in his career.
1% Gudovich Ivan Vasilievich (1741-1820), senior Russian military commander of Ukrainian origin,
Count (1797), General Field-Marshal (1807). In 1791-1796 and 1806-1809 commander of Russian
forces on Caucasian fortified line, de facto governor general of the Caucasus.
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increase the general recalcitrance of the population. Moreover, retreat could easily
bring a threat of complete annihilation of the entire expedition as a result of the

intensified guerrilla raids made by mountaineers.

After two weeks of siege the stronghold of Anapa was captured in June 1791.
The Russian losses were indeed heavy- 93 officers and 4000 men killed and
wounded, about half of the troops engaged.''® Among the few prisoners taken in the
fortress, the Russians took as well the person, especially wanted by St. Petersburg:
Sheikh Mansur.''! That event, along with the loss of such a strategic base as Anapa,
became a serious blow upon mountaineers’ rebellious movement. Following the fall

of Anapa all hostilities on the Caucasian theater were stopped.

According to the peace treaty of Jassy, signed on 29 December 1791, the
Ottoman Empire ceded the territories on the Northern coast of the Black Sea
(between the mouths of Southern Bug and Dniester) to Russia and also reiterated the
conditions of both Kiiciik Kaynarca Treaty (1774) and those of Georgievsk Treaty
(1783) regarding the Russian protectorate over Eastern Georgia. At the same time,
concerning the state of affairs in Europe not quite favorable to St. Petersburg, Russia
made certain concessions to the Ottomans in the Caucasus- the Russian Caucasian
border did not change, being delineated by the river Kuban, while Anapa was given
back to the Ottoman Empire. It mattered that the changes in the Caucasus throughout
the 1770-s and 1780-s, were again officially confirmed. St. Petersburg increasingly

strengthened its influence in the region.

119 yohn F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus. Richmond, 1999, p.55.
" Mansur, who had been sentenced to life imprisonment as a mutineer, died three years later, in
1794.
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In the Georgian perspective the Russian victories over the Ottoman Empire in
the late 18" century necessarily meant the eventual growth of the Russian
involvement in the regional political process. But St. Petersburg was anxious not to
let its relations with the Porte or with Persia worsen. Russia evidently wanted to
avoid needless confrontation with neighboring Muslim powers, for at the time after
the Great French Revolution she gave priority to the European theater of diplomatic
affairs. This also accounted for the withdrawal of the Russian troops from Kartli-
Kakheti and the unanswered request of Solomon II''? in November 1794 on the
military assistance against the Ottomans'"’. As for Eastern Georgia, the realm of
Erekle II, Russians could not, or would not, prevent the expedition of the Persian
ruler Aga Muhammad''* to Tiflis in 1795, which resulted in a terrible plunder of the

Kartli-Kakhetian capital.

The campaign against Persia, which followed, was largely brought on by
considerations of imperial prestige and started the following year in April under the
command of general Valerian Zubov.'"® Though on the whole successful, this
campaign did not much influenced the general situation. In November with the death
of Catherine II Zubov got the order from new emperor, Paul I (1796-1801), to leave

the Southern Caucasus. In words of V. Degoiev, Georgia was to become a victim of

12 King of Imeretia in 1789-1810.
113 «golomon II to Gudovich, (November 29 [December 10], 1794)”, Akty sobrannye kavkazskoiu
arkheograficheskoiu Kommissieiu (later- AKAK), Ed.by Ad. Berzhe, Vol. I-XII, Tiflis, 1866, Vol. I,
.553-54.
1“Aga Muhammad Qadjar (1742-1797)- ruler of Persia in 1779-1797, shah since 1796, the founder of
Qadjar dynasty.
15 Zubov Valerian Aleksandrovich (1771-1804)- Russian general, younger brother of Catherine II’s
last favorite, Count Platon Zubov. In his Persian campaign he occupied Derbend, Baku, Kuba,
Shemakha, Gandja. No direct clash between Russian and Persian armies happened, however.
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Russia’s big European politics, centered upon the question of uncompromising

struggle against the revolutionary France.''®

To sum up, by the end of the 18" century the Russian Empire, in any case, was
already in a sense a Caucasian state in the exact meaning of the word, though it still
had a long way to go in order to complete the logical process under way of political

incorporation of the whole Caucasus.

As regards the Caucasian politics of the Sublime Porte, at the time it was
mostly of a defensive character, confined to the building and reinforcing the
fortresses in strategically important places; sending presents to local rulers, in order
to secure their adherence; in war time the announcing of decrees, to encourage the
indigenous Caucasian population to participate in anti-Russian military activities.
The only direct offensive action, the expedition of Battal Pasha during the war of
1787-1791, turned out to be a great catastrophe for the Porte. In the course of time
the Ottomans were losing the initiative, while their Russian counterparts gradually
gained ever more strength. The more active phase of Russia’s interference in
Georgian affairs started somewhat later- after the deaths of Catherine II and Erekle
II, respectively in 1796 and 1798, when many remarkable changes happened in the

European political arena.

16y, Degoiev Bolshaia igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’, Moscow, Russkaia Panorama,
2001, p.49.
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CHAPTER III. THE DEFENSIVE ALLIANCE BETWEEN THE
OTTOMAN EMPIRE AND RUSSIA — THE ORIGIN, NATURE,
SIGNIFICANCE

I1I.1 Political background of the Ottoman-Russian defensive alliance

On December 23, 1798 the Grand Vizier and thr Reisi-I-kiittap (the foreign
minister) of the Ottoman Empire, respectively Ismet Bey and Atif Efendi, on the one
side, along with the Russian ambassador Vasilii Tomara on the other, had signed
quite an unusual agreement, consisting of 14 articles.''” This was the defensive
alliance (tedafiii ittifak) between the traditional rivals, the Ottoman Empire and
Russia, which throughout the centuries had been involved in almost incessant wars
against each other. By 1798 there had happened already six Russo-Turkish wars in
history, the last of them ended just seven years before, in 1791. Furthermore, hardly
had another seven years elapsed, as there another series of wars between the Sublime
Porte and St. Petersburg began- for the 19™ and early 20™ centuries reaching a total
number of five armed conflicts.!'® In view of the long history of this rivalry the short
era of the Ottoman-Russian alliance appears to be an exceptional episode, and,

clearly, requires attention.

In order to understand as well as explain such unique cooperation it is
necessary to look at the general state of affairs in European politics at the time. In

brief, the end of eighteenth century was a dramatic era for the whole continent of

117 Akdes Nimet Kurat Tiirkive ve Rusya. Ankara, 1990, p.46.
18 These are the wars of 1676-1681, 1686-1700, 1710-1713, 1735-1739, 1768-1774, 1787-1791, and
1806-1812, 1828-1829, 1853-1856, 1877-1878, 1914-1918.
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Europe- the Great French Revolution with its radical ideas of Liberté, Egalité,
Fraternité had drastically influenced the existing situation in the international arena
and caused a long chain of wars of revolﬁtionary France with the European
monarchic regimes. The Revolution was followed by the challenge of Napoleon
Bonaparte, 2 man, whose name became the symbol of the whole epoch. The
traditional Anglo-French antagonism had been revived and was brought to the
highest extent, Britain being the permanent organizer and participant in all the seven

anti-French coalitions, created during the years 1792-1815.

The Ottoman Empire and Russia, as main actors in the European diplomatic
game, obviously could not stay apart from the main scene of international politics.
For imperial Russia “the heretical” ideas of freedom and equality, together with the
execution of a legitimate monarch, Louis XVI, were the most horrifying events. St.
Petersburg certainly wished to avert the spreading of the revolutionary infection,
dangerous for all European monarchical regimes. For that reason Russia looked for
any kind of possible cooperation against Republican France. There was a second
motive on the part of St. Petersburg: to prevent the possibility of growing French

influence in the Eastern Mediterranean.

The attitude of the Sublime Porte towards the French expansion was not of
ideological, but of political character- France occupied Egypt, at the time a nominal,
but still official province of the Ottoman Empire. This occupation became especially
bitter, for the Ottomans never expected such a move from a traditional friend. France

was certainly the closest ally of the Sublime Porte among the European powers after
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the 16™ century.'”® Now, at the end of the 18" century, the long-lasting worldwide
Anglo-French rivalry threatened the Ottoman Eastern Mediterranean. France, which
after the Seven Years war of 1756-1763 had lost to the English her colonial
possessions in North America (Canada, Eastern Louisiana) as well as almost all the
colonies in India. Both for French and English history this event was a crucial point.
Defeat in the Seven Years War further undermined the prestige of the ancien régime
in France and to some extent caused the events preceding The French Revolution; at
the same time it did not eliminate traditional antagonism between England and
France. The latter, whether monarchic or republican, for a long time could not accept
the end of her dreams of great colonial empire and sought revenge. Napoleon’s
Egyptian expedition was an attempt to deliver as painful as possible a retributive
blow at England. At the same time, it also happened to be a direct aggression against

the Ottoman Empire.

The idea of capturing Egypt had been considered, and not only by Napoleon, as
an alternative to direct French invasion of Britain. The supposed aim was to control
the land and sea contact of England to India, and to return to France the status of a
great colonial power. Napoleon addressed the Directory, “Really to ruin England we
must make ourselves masters of Egypt”.'?°

As a result the French were steadily moving further in the Mediterranean- in

1797 Napoleon Bonaparte conquered the Republic of Venice, thus by the Treaty of

% Ottoman-French diplomatic relations started in 1525 and in January 1536 there was concluded a
Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Trade alliance between the Otftoman sultan Suleiman I the
Magnificent (Kanuni) (1520-1566) and Francis I (1515-1547), king of France. At the same time a
secret offensive alliance against the Holy Roman Emperor Charles V Habsburg (1519-1558) was
signed. The treaty opened the commerce of the Levant to the French alone, and as a result of the
agreement, diplomatic relations between France and Turkey lasted for centuries / For more details see
introductory part in: Ismail Soysal Fransiz ihtildli ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-
1802), Ankara, 1987, p.p. 1-22.

120y A.R. Marriott, The Eastern question: an historical study in European diplomacy: Clarendon
Press, Oxford, 1969, p.164.
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Campo Formio (October 17, 1797), concluded between France and Austria, the
Adriatic littoral of Dalmatia together with the Ionian islands, the former Venetian
possession situated off the western and south-western coast of mainland Greece and
Albania, were ceded to the French Republic (in fact they had been occupied even
earlier, in the summer of 1797)121. The Ionian Islands, in the words of Bonaparte,

were of more strategic importance for France than all Italy. 122

On March 3, 1798 Bonaparte presented to Directory his project of invasion to
Egypt and already on March 5 got the official appointment as the commander of
Egyptian expedition. On May 19 Napoleon and his troops, in total numbering 38 000

men, set off from Toulon, the ship of general named *“Orient”. 123

Another base for the French advance in Mediterranean was to have been
organized on Malta, captured for that purpose by Napoleon’s Egyptian army on the
way to its final destination in June 1798. Consequently the French troops landed in
Egypt on July 1; took Alexandria on the 2™ fought and won the battle of the
Pyramids on the 21%, and on the next day occupied Cairo. Three weeks had sufficed

124 All these activities made the Ottomans very

for the conquest of the Lower Egypt.
concerned about their possessions in the Near East. Furthermore, Sultan Selim III
(1789-1807), who personally was a great sympathizer with France, felt bitterly

insulted by the totally unexpected step by a traditional Ottoman ally.

121 .. Boris Mouravieff L’Alliance Russo-Turque au milieu des Guerres Napoleonniennes. -

Neuchatel, 1954, p.13; Norman E. Saul Russia and the Mediterranean, 1797-1807, Chicago, 1970,
p.55; Ismail Soysal Fransiz ihtildli ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Ankara,
1987, p.p. 164-165.

122 1 A.R. Marriott, The Eastern question: an historical study in European diplomacy: Clarendon
Press, Oxford, 1969, p.166.

123 [smail Soysal Fransiz ihtildli ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Ankara,
1987, p.p. 186-187.

14 Ibidem, p.169.
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However, as J.C. Hurewitz points out, the seizure of the Ottoman territories by
the French did not make the Sublime Porte throw itself immediately into the Russian
embrace.'”® The contradictions were too strong and the military confrontation too

fresh in the memory to be forgotten.

Here the English role in the creation of the Russo-Ottoman alliance should not
be underestimated, for even after Napoleon appeared in the Eastern Mediterranean,
“the Sultan and his vezirs dragged their feet, refusing to formalize any defensive
arrangement with Russia without the simultaneous participation of the United
Kingdom”.'”® Such a situation was understandable. While in Russia during
Catherine’s times the celebrated Greek Project had been worked out, Britain at the
time had not observable plans as to the division of the Ottoman Empire. The Sublime
Porte therefrom regarded Britain with less suspicion than she did Russia, and,
therefore, the British decision to adhere to the Russo-Ottoman alliance of 1798 (the

127y to a large

similar Anglo-Turkish defensive alliance was signed two days later
extent created this very coalition. Now, within the framework of the second anti-

Napoleonic coalition,'”® both the Russian and the Ottoman Empires needed to

cooperate.

Thus by the end of the 18" century all the parties - the British, the Ottomans,

the Russians, - were uneasy about French Mediterranean and Near Eastern activities,

125 5. C. Hurewitz, The Background of Russia's claims to the Turkish Straits/ Tiirk Tarih Kurumu

Belleten, cilt 28, say1 3, 1964, p.478.

126 Ibidem, p.478-479.

127 M.S. Anderson, The great powers and the Near East, 1774-1923. Edward Amold, London, 1970,
21.

B The name “Second Coalition” (1798-1800) designates the second major concerted effort of

multiple European powers (Austria, England, Russia, Turkey, Portugal, Naples and Vatican) to

contain revolutionary France.
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each nation having its own particular reasons. Britain had already been at war with
France since 1793, the old colonial rivalry being the main reason for Anglo-French
confrontation. The Ottoman Empire experienced the occupation of her own territory,
and her interests at this point completely corresponded with those of the British- to
throw France out of Egypt and the Near East. As for St. Petersburg, news of the
French capture of Malta, which reached the Russian capital on 23 July, also

prompted Paul I’s (1796-1801) resolution to take more decisive action.'”

12 Saul Norman E. Russia and the Mediterranean, 1797-1807, Chicago, 1970, p.62. Paul I had
himself proclaimed Grand Master by those Knights who escaped to Russia (November 1798) and was
considered to be a protector of the Order of St. John. However, proclamation of a married non-
Catholic as head of a Catholic religious order was wholly illegal, and never recognized by the Vatican,
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II1.2 Practical cooperation and mutual suspicions

Negotiations on the Ottoman-Russian alliance started at the military
conference, held in Istanbul on 8 September with Fedor Fedorovich Ushakov'*® (then
the commander of the Russian Black Sea fleet), Kadir Bey (the commander of the
Turkish fleet), Sir Sidney Smith (admiral, representing the British Royal Navy),
[Vasilii] Tomara (the Russian ambassador in Istanbul), Atif Efendi (Reis-iil-kiittap of

1 An agreement was on joint

the Porte), and other Turkish officials in attendance.
action of Russian and the Ottoman fleets in Mediterranean against the French under
the command of the Russian admiral Ushakov. In spite of the wishes of the British
representative, who preferred to use the allied fleets in Egypt, the planned Russian-

Ottoman operation in view of other participants was to be directed against the Ionian

Islands, which became an important naval base of France.

At this point another problem concerning the Black Sea Straits arose. In order
to take part in the hostilities on the Mediterranean theater, the Russian navy needed
to get a permission to pass through the narrows. Fairly enough, the Ottoman
government looked on the appearance of Russian ships in the area with the utmost
suspicion. It was not a big secret for anyone, that “apart from the common allied goal

of containing France, the Russians still privately desired Ottoman territory,

13 Ushakov Fedor Fedorovich (1745-1817), famous Russian naval commander, one of the architects
of the Russian Black Sea fleet, participant of the Russian-Turkish wars 1768-1774, 1787-1791, in
2001 canonized as a saint by the Russian Orthodox church.

3! Norman E. Saul Russia and the Mediterranean, 1797-1807, Chicago, 1970, p.66.

59



particularly the Straits, and tried to make the alliance serve both ends at once”.'* St.
Petersburg and the Sublime Porte, regardless even of their status as allies, never
ceased their hidden rivalry, the Straits being the key issue in it. As for Russia, the
possible acquisition of free passage through the narrows would become a great
opportunity to use the situation as a good historical precedent and claim the same
rights in the future. At the time of the joint war against France, however, as Hurewitz
puts it, “Russia was...to enjoy naval transit not as of right but only on Ottoman
sufferance”.'® As was stated in the Russo-Ottoman Treaty of 1799, the passage of
the Russian fleet and its free communication between the Black Sea and the
Mediterranean

may not establish the right or serve as a pretext for claiming future free

passage of war vessels through the Canal; this passage is solely reserved

for the situation of a common war or dispatch of such aid as the Ottoman

Porte might demand in virtue of the Treaty of Alliance and subject to
prior agreement."*

For that reason the monopoly of the Ottomans over the Straits had been universally
recognized at the time, and Russia, though keeping in mind her own secret design, was not to

have any exception. Hence the Russo-Turkish alliance started during the war of the
Second Coalition against France- in mutual suspicion towards each other, but with a

common strategic goal.

There were also hostilities in the North Italy, Germany and the Netherlands,
which were waged by the allied armies of Britain, Austria and Russia; the Ottoman

military was engaged in two theaters- the Near Eastern (Egypt and Syria) theater,

132 5. C. Hurewitz, The Background of Russia's claims to the Turkish Straits/ Tirk Tarih Kurumu
Belleten, Vol. 28, No 3, (1964), p.480.

133 Ibidem, p.484.

134 Ibid.
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where the Anglo-Turkish armieswere acting, and the Adriatic (Ionian Islands) theater,

where the Turkish forces cooperated with the Russians.

The Russo-Turkish cooperation started even before the official signing of the
agreement on the alliance, following the joint military conference of three powers,
Russia, Turkey and England, held on September 8, 1798. At that time, that is, in
autumn of 1798, several Eastern Mediterranean territories newly occupied by the
French included Egypt, the Ionian Islands and Malta. All of them as outposts for
French military and navy had a great strategic significance in Bonaparte’s plan to
defeat England on the routes leading to India. Hence the purpose of the anti-Napoleon
coalition was to oust Napoleon’s army from Egypt and to recapture all of the
Mediterranean islands taken by France. The task did become far easier after the
- decisive naval victory of the British fleet under Rear Admiral Horatio Nelson at
Aboukir Bay on 1 August 1798, which cut off the French army in Egypt from home.
The French came to be isolated in the trap of the distant foreign land with an
unfamiliar climate and terrain, surrounded by sometimes hostile local population.

Now the maritime domination of the allies was unassailable.

When Napoleon in October 1798 stayed in conquered Egypt,'*> he had to face
the first Cairo uprising, and prepared the expedition to Syria. At this very time the
British blocked the island of Malta, while the Russo-Turkish joint navy, commanded
by Ushakov, started military operations in the Jonian archipelago. During October the
allies had taken the islands of Cerigo, Zante, Cefalonia and Santa Mavra. On 8

November began the siege of Corfu, the largest and the most important island of

135 For details on French administration in Egypt look: 4l-Jabarti’s chronicle of the first seven months
of the French occupation of Egypt (e owd All Slaa & 59) /Ed. and transl. by S.Moreh, Leiden, E.J.
Brill, 1975.
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archipelago. It lasted until mid-February 1799, when the commander of the French
garrison of Corfu, general Chabot, signed on February 19, 1799 the act of capitulation.
From now on the Ionian Islands were controlled by the allies and were proclaimed as
a federal republic under the joint protection of Turkey and Russia.*® Two vehemently
anti-republican monarchic states, two empires became the protectors of a republic-
another amazing combination of the time. According to Russo-Ottoman agreement
ofn March 21, 1799, the Ionian Islands self-governing Republic was put under the
Porte’s suzerainty (Article 1) and had to pay to the Ottomans 75.000 kurugs every three

years. Russia became a guarantor of the Republic’s integrity.'?’

Meanwhile Napoleon embarked on his Syrian campaign. In February 1799 the
French army set out in the northeastern direction, to Syria, taking on its way El Arish
(February 19, 1799), Jaffa (March 7, 1799) and started the siege of the fortress of
Acre (from March 18 till May 20, 1799). Eventually, for various reasons, among
them the waste of time because of the strong resistance of the smaller Syrian
fortresses, the English help to the defenders and the determined character of the latter
- the blockade never had the desired effect. On May 20, 1799 general Bonaparte had
to raise the siege and move back to Egypt. Despite another victory of French arms

138 the situation remained

over the Ottomans in the first Aboukir battle on 25 July,
just the same- the army of the French, though still strong and well-organized, being

completely isolated and its future precarious.

13 J.A.R. Marriott, The Eastern question: an historical study in European diplomacy: Clarendon
Press, Oxford, 1969, p.172; J. C. Hurewitz, The Background of Russia's claims to the Turkish Straits/
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Belleten, Vol.28, No 3, (1964), p.485; Ismail Soysal Fransiz ihtildli ve Tiirk-
Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Ankara, 1987, p.p.302-304.

137 Fahir Armaoglu 19.yiizyil siyasi tarihi (1789-1914). Ankara, 1997, p.86.

38 The second battle of Aboukir took place on 22 March 1801, now the British overwhelmed the
exhausted French. The British commander, Sir Ralph Abercrombie, was mortally wounded in the
battle.
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Even worse were France’s war prospects in Europe. Italy, earlier conquered by
Bonaparte, was lost for France during 1799. The Russo-Austrian forces of an
outstanding Russian general Alexander Suvorov beat the French generals Moreau,
Macdonald, Joubert and regained Milan, Turin, Mantua. The Allies had also taken
Naples and Rome. Admiral Nelson besieged Malta. At this very critical point
Napoleon left his Egyptian army to general Kleber’s command and departed for
France, where in a coup d’¢tat of 9 November (18 Brumaire) 1799 he overthrew the
government of the Directory and as a First consul of the republic set up his own

military dictatorship.

Within the next two years the conduct of the all-European war came to be more
successful for France. In 1800 Napoleon beat the Austrians in Northern Italy,
restored French control in the Apennines, and at the beginning of 1801 made peace
with Austria. Napoleon’s (as already he may be called, instead of Bonaparte) France
became the continental hegemon. However, by this time the French lost all their
Mediterranean bases on the Ionian Islands and on Malta, the trapped Egyptian army
was on the verge of capitulation and consequently surrendered on 18 June 1801. By
the end of September the last French forces had left the country. Accordingly,
France, as exclusively land power, could not put the crucial blow to the naval
hegemony of Britain, while the British were unable to damage the continental

hegemony of France.
The Second coalition gradually disintegrated. Already at the end of 1799, when

Admiral Ushakov’s fleet got the Tsar’s order to return to Russia, the tension in the

Russo-British relations increased. When the British took Malta in September 1800,

63



and the British admiral Sir Alexander Ball became the governor of the island, Paul I
felt especially angered, for he had his own views on the island’s status. At the end of
1800 St. Petersburg declared its abandonment of the coalition. On 8 October 1801
the peace treaty between Russia and France was signed. Paris as well had concluded
on the next day, 9 October, a separate preliminary peace agreement with the Ottoman
Empire.13 ° In the end, Britain, without her continental allies, also agreed to negotiate

a ceasefire. The peace of Amiens, 25 March 1802, for the time being finished the

war.

As for Russo-Ottoman relations of the period, at the beginning of the 19™

century there were two trends in Russia’s politics towards the Ottomans, both clearly

140

expressed by prince Adam Czartoryski ~ in his memo, submitted to Alexander I on

29 February 1804."*! It was an obvious advantage to St. Petersburg to have on its
southern borders a weak and, therefore, friendly Ottoman Empire, which could be
with no trouble influenced and would never be the source of aggression, but
supposed to serve as buffer state. In Czartoryski’s own words,

Our objective at the moment cannot be other than that of preserving the
Ottoman Empire in its present state and hindering its partition. The
advantage of having a weak and peaceful neighbour, and the facilities
which our trade on the Black Sea has recently obtained, are sufficient
reasons for contending ourselves with the present state of affairs and
preferring it to any opportunities which the future might offer and of
which our trade on the Black Sea has recently obtained, are sufficient
reasons for contenting ourselves with the present state of affairs and
preferring it to any opportunities which the future might offer and of
which the consequences must always be to some extent uncertain.'*?

139 Ismail Soysal Fransiz ihtiléli ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Ankara,
1987, p.321. Final British-Ottoman treaty signed on 25 June 1802 in Paris, for details look: Soysal

Ismail Fransiz ihtildli ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Ankara, 1987, p.p.

334-337.

10 Czartoryski Adam Jerzy (1770-1861)- descendant of the old Lithuanian-Polish family, in 1804-
1806 Minister for Foreign Affairs of Russia.

141 M.S. Anderson, The great powers and the Near East, 774-1923. Edward Armold, London, 1970,
23.

Fi Ibid.
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On the other hand, Russia was interested in preserving her image of religious
protector of the Orthodox Christian subjects of the Sultan, the spirit of the
Catherinian Greek Project was still alive and the bait of Constantinople and the
Straits too tempting. Moreover, St. Petersburg was afraid of the possibility that
Constantinople would fall under the rule of some strong power, such as Napoleonic
France at the time. Czartoryski writes on this: “It is easy to see that, in this last case
above all, the safety of the Russian Empire would be deeply compromised and one
of the most essential outlets for her trade would find itself at the mercy of another
power”, - thus leaving open the chance of redivisioning of the Ottoman European
possessions, - “it is very possible, and this supposition must not be lost sight of, that
matters may become so complicated and develop in such a way that they make the
fall of the Turkish government and its retreat into Asia inevitable”.'*® The said
tendencies, that is, to maintain the Ottoman Empire as a relatively weak neighboring
state that could be easily controlled and serve as a shield against stronger and hostile
powers, or, on the contrary, just partitioning all the Ottoman territories in Europe and
put an end to this old rival of Russia, - both approaches existed simultaneously as, so
to say, a minimum and a maximum-program; which was to be adopted depended

upon the current international situation.

For the Porte its alliance with Russia had a character of necessity, for, clearly, it
had to react in some way to the French occupation of Egypt, a province of the
Ottomans. The earlier French occupation of the Tonian Islands after Campo Formio
made the situation even more difficult for the Ottomans. Both Britain and Russia

came to be seriously concerned with the prospects of the French threat to their

'3 Ibidem, p. 24-25.
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regional interests. This brought about the Russo-Ottoman-British alliance. However,
with the abandoning of thé Egyptian territories by the French (on 27 June 1801 one
part of the French army under command of general Belliard surrendered in Cairo, on
30 August the second part under general Ménou surrendered in Alexandria'**), all the
causes for mutual animosity between the Sublime Porte and Paris were gone. The
Ottoman state found itself in a situation, described by Paul F. Shupp: “The Porte
was. .. hesitating to make any decisive move, fearing Russia and Great Britain should
there be evidences of overtures made by Turkey to France, and on the other hand
fearing Napoleon if Turkey developed closer relations with Russia and Great
Britain”.'*

Therefore from the Turkish point of view, without any certain prospects of
future, with Russian troops still occupying the Seven Islands Republic, the internal
situation within the state being extremely unstable (reforms of nizam-i cedid,
regional separatism, first Serbian uprising of 1804)- to break unilaterally the alliance
with Russia would mean endangering the state by a new war against the northern

neighbor.

At the same time in Russian-Turkish relations there were many undercurrents,
which should also be taken into account. Armaoglu points out that
misunderstandings between the Porte and St. Petersburg, to be more accurate the
Ottomans’ discontent with their ally, started about the Ionian Islands. According to
the Russo-Ottoman agreement on the status of that Archipelago, Russia had to

withdraw her 3.000 armed forces from the Islands within three months, but instead it

1 Ismail Soysal Fransiz ihtilili ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Ankara,

1987, p.301.
15 paul F. Shupp The European powers and the Near Eastern question, 1806-1807. - N.Y. 1966, p.47.
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even increased the number of troops.'*® Another point, which caused dissatisfaction
in the Porte, was the violation of the rules of passing through the Straits by the
Russian ships. For example, the Turkish historian mentions cases where the Russians

147

anchored in front of Istanbul and Russian sailors walked all over the city, ™" - to the

smoldering discontent of the Ottoman authorities.

The British and the Russians, in their turn, appeared to become dissatisfied by
the following fact- when Napoleon proclaimed himself on December 2, 1804 as
emperor, Sultan Selim III wished to recognize the title. In the end, however, he had
to refuse, for St. Petersburg and London made their point clear on that matter'*®,
Besides, a number of serious unsettled Russo-Ottoman contradictions left intact: the
questions of the Straits, Western Georgia and its Black Sea coast, and the still with

memories of rivalry over the Crimea.

To sum up, the nature of the Ottoman-Russian relations at the beginning of
1800-s was indeed of an extremely complicated character. On the one hand, there
were objective reasons for both parts to preserve the status quo, since no one wanted
to cause troubles in relations with the closest (if not in political and cultural, but at
least in geographical terms) neighbor, especially during such an unstable time in
European history as the epoch of the Napoleonic wars. Neither the Ottomans nor the
Russians needed a new armed conflict- the former because of the previous negative
experience, existing internal crises and uncertainty about the current political
situation on the continent and their place in it, the latter for the same reason of

complicated relations with France, as well as the difficult situation in the Caucasus,

::: Armaoglu Fahir 19.yiizyil siyasi tarihi (1789-1914). Ankara, 1997, p.88
Ibid.
3 Ibid.

67



where, after the Russo-Iranian war started in 1804, an additional rival would not be
welcomed. On the other hand, though, they were left the troublesome and in no way

settled issues, which had always been a ground for new conflicts in the future.

Although after long and tedious negotiations, started on Czartoryski’s
instructions, the Russian ambassador in Constantinople Andrei Iakovlevich Italinski
succeeded in concluding a renewal of the 1798 Russia’s alliance with the Porte on 23

5,' against the French, considered then to be the most serious

September 180
enemy, a great number of these bigger and smaller dissatisfactions eventually made

this alliance a short-lived one.

The Ottomans did not trust France, but even more they did not trust their north
neighbor. The reason for the Porte’s decision to extend the alliance could then be
explained by the fact that the words and promises of Napoleon at the time were
insufficient, and his victories over the Russian armies were yet to come. However, as
soon as Napoleon defeated the third coalition'”® in the battles of Ulm and Austerlitz,
and occupied Vienna and forced Austria to sign the Treaty of Pressburg'®' at the end

of 1805, the Ottoman government changed its position.

149 Norman E. Saul Russia and the Mediterranean, | 797-1807, Chicago, 1970, p.211; Anderson, M.S.
The great powers and the Near East, 1774-1923. Edward Amold, London, 1970, p.25.

1% 1n May 1803 Anglo-French hostilities broke out again. Also by 1805 a third coalition was formed
of Austria, Great Britain, Russia and Sweden against France. The third Coalition collapsed quickly
because British naval victories (Battle of Trafalgar, 21.10.1805) were again counter-acted by French
land victories- at Ulm (20.10.1805, one day earlier than Trafalgar) and Austerlitz (2.12.1805).

! The Treaty of Pressburg was signed on December 26, 1805 between France and Austria.
According to this treaty substantial European territories were taken from Austria. The French gains of
the previous treaties of Campo Formio and Lunéville were reiterated and Austrian holdings in Italy
and Bavaria were ceded to France. Certain Austrian holdings in Germany were passed to the German
allies of France.
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Already in January 1806 the Sultan recognized the imperial title of Napoleon,
thereby reversing the policy that had been shaped by Russian pressure'>2. Starting
from this year there arose more and more conflicts around the passage of Russian
military ships through the Straits. After the arrival of the French ambassador
extraordinary Horace Sebastiani in July to Constantinople the breaking-off of
Russian-Turkish allied relations became a matter of time. Not without the influence
of Sebastiani Sultan Selim III on 18 August 1806 deposed the pro-Russian hospodars
of the Danube Moldavia and Wallachia principalities. An immediate answer of St.
Petersburg was the occupation of both principalities before the end of the year. On 14
November the Porte denounced the previous defensive alliances, and on 18

December 1806 Selim III declared war upon Russia.

152 Norman E. Saul Russia and the Mediterranean, 1797-1807, Chicago, 1970, p.211.
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CHAPTER IV. THE SOUTH WESTERN CAUCASUS IN 1798-1806

IV.1 Incorporation of Kartli-Kakheti
All of the general tendencies in Ottoman-Russian relations at the break of 18-
19" centuries may well be traced also in the particular area of the Caucasus. The
alliance of the Sublime Porte with St. Petersburg, though not ending effaced, to some
extent reduced the tension existing between two Empires in this region. Although
Russia sought to put to an end the Ottoman nominal suzerainty over the Georgian
states, it also wanted to preserve, at the moment, its alliance with the Porte. 133 In the
words of Armani,
...one sees immediately the bitter paradox of these [Russian-
Ottoman] relations. The Porte, which needed Russia’s assistance to
protect its frontiers from possible French invasion, was expected to
pay the price of this aid by recognizing Russian suzerainty over
Georgia. Russia, on the other hand, while sorely tempted to seize
Poti, Sukhumi, Akhaltsikhe, in addition to Imeretia and Mingrelia,
was compelled by its other interests, to keep the trust of the
Ottoman govemment.154
Such was the picture of Ottoman-Russian relations in the Caucasus when, after

the deaths of Catherine II and Erekle II, there was opened a new chapter of Russia’s

involvement in Georgian affairs. During the years of its alliance with the Porte, St.

1 For example, Alexander in his Highest prescript (Vysochaishii reskript) orders to general-
lieutenant Karl Knorring, commander of the Caucasian line, to reject the petition of king Solomon II
about Imeretia’s submission to Empire, look: “Aleksander to Knorring (September 17 [29], 1801)”,
AKAK, Vol. 1, p.559; the same character has the letter of Chancellor, Aleksandr Romanovich
Vorontsov, to Tsitsianov: “...in regard to the consideration of overall relations... these general relations
should be taken more important in concern to local successes”, “Vorontsov to Tsitsianov (August 5
[17], 1803)”, Ibidem, Vol. II, p.873.

134 H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown Univprsity, Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.193.
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Petersburg strengthened its positions in the region, having incorporated the larger
part of the Southern Caucasian territories lying in between the Black and the Caspian

s¢€as.

While the Georgian internal disorders along with appeals for help did make the
process of incorporation much easier, there were also clear advantages Russia
objectively tried to reach regardless of Georgian or any other interests, having in
mind its own well being. Economic, political, strategic benefits were obvious reasons
to justify in the eyes of Tsarist state officials the necessity of expansionist politics in
the Southern Caucasus. It has to be stressed here, that apart from mere practical ones,
there evidently existed considerations of an ethical character. Many of the Russian
officials and military commanders did sincerely believe in the special nature of their
mission- to bring the backward savage peoples of the Caucasus to the daylight of
progress and civilization.'”> Of course, this belief never made Tsarist officials to

forget the fundamental interests of the Russian Empire.

Finally, though almost everyone considered the advance in the Caucasus to be
quite useful for Russia, still there was a certain uneasiness about possible
international consequences and St. Petersburg had to act here with the utmost
cautiousness. At the same time, the current decline of the old regional powers,
Ottoman Turkey and Persia, did enable St. Petersburg to interfere more actively into

the political vacuum that emerged.

135 Such an attitude goes in the line with so-called White Man’s burden, the famous principle
expressed later by R. Kipling in his poem of the same name (1899). In this view, non-European
cultures are scen as child-like as well as demonic, with people of European descent having an
obligation to dominate them until they can take their place in the world. Very remarkable are the
words from Alexander I’s Highest prescript (Vysochaishii reskript): “Russian tsar took the mission to
care about Georgia exclusively out of pity for poor Georgian people”, look: “Aleksander to Knorring
(September 17 [29], 1801)”, AKAK, Vol. I, p.562.
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Following Erekle II’s death, his older son George, born in the second marriage,
inherited the Georgian throne as George XII (1798-1800). The new king right away
after succession found himself in a difficult position. Despite all of his talented
father-predecessor’s attempts to create Greater Georgia the international and
domestic situation for this small South Caucasian state towards the end of the 18™
century increasingly worsened. In fact, George XII did not have an efficient, battle-
worthy army, which would be capable to defend the king and his kingdom, his
treasury was empty and his own brothers did not recognize him as the only and
legitimate ruler. Chaos, anarchy and complete decline were the obvious

characteristics of the period.

Soon after his succession to the throne, in October 1798, George XII sent
prince Garsevan Chavchavadze as his ambassador to St. Petersburg. Chavchavadze
had to find out about the status of treaties concluded earlier between Georgia and
Russia and to ask for military support. In addition, the new king of Kartli-Kakheti
wanted his son David to be officially appointed as his successor by the Tsar.'>® Next

spring, in April 1799, Paul I decided to confirm the Georgievsk Treaty of

157

protectorate >’ and to send P. Kovalenskii as Russian minister (ambassador) to

158

Georgia. ”° In addition, by the end of November, a corps of three thousand men

under the command of general Ivan Petrovich Lazarev entered Kartli-Kakheti.'>
Almost at the same time the newly appointed Russian ambassador Petr Ivanovich

Kovalenskii arrived in the Kartli-Kakhetian capital, Tiflis. The king had not only

1% M. Aydin XIX yiizyilda Kafkaslar'da niifiiz miicddeleleri (1800-1830), Ph.D. dissertation, Istanbul,
2001, p.52.

157 V. Degoiev Bolshaya igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’. Russkaia Panorama, Moscow,
2001, p.50.

158 «Instruction from State Collegium of foreign affairs, given according to H.M. decree to minister in
Georgia, Kovalenskii, April 16 [28], 17997, AKAK, 1, p.93.

1% v, Degoiev Bolshaya igra na Kavkaze- istoriia i sovremennost’. Russkaia Panorama, Moscow,
2001, p.50.
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accepted Kovalenskii and his people with the utmost hospitality, but also fulfilled all

of the suggestions made by the Russian ambassador.'®

Kovalenskii composed an extensive note about the general situation in Georgia

upon his arrival.'® He describes it in the following way:

“The situation in Georgia at this time was of the most critical
character... disagreement in opinion among people from all social
groups, and even in the capital itself, the small number of the
Russian army and the constant impossibility of getting supplies from

Russia; the lack of provisions in the capital...all this on the whole

caused total fear and despair everywhere”.'®*

Such was the picture at the end of 1799. Moreover, the conflicts and the spirit of
never ending competition between two chief Russian officials, general Ivan
Petrovich Lazarev and civilian Petr Ivanovich Kovalenskii never brought stability
and made the confused situation even worse. Lazarev and Kovalenskii constantly
disagreed with one another, and, lacking clear instructions, they took sides in the
dynastic arguments over the throne.'®® In the end George XII asked the tsar to recall
his ambassador, and in August 1800 Kovalenskii received a proper prescript from St.

Petersburg. 164

The general situation in Georgia thus never improved by 1800. It became even
worse when Fatkh Ali Shakh decided to restore the lost Persian influence in Kartli-

Kakheti, still considered by the ruler of Persia as traditionally dependent territory. In

160 «g ovalenskii to Knorring (Commander of the Caucasian line), December 2 [14], 1799, 4KAK, 1,

.39.
FG‘ “Note of Kovalenskii on Georgia (Zapiska Kovalenskogo o Gruzii)”, AKAK, 1, p.111-120.
162 Ihidem, p-115.
163 1 H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.40.
164 «Rescript, given to minister Kovalenskii (Reskript, danniy ministru Kovalenskomu), August 3 [15],
18007, AKAK, I, p.96.
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summer 1800 from Teheran to Tiflis there had been sent a delegation with letters,
demanding the eldest son of George XII to be placed as a hostage at the Shah’s court.

'8 Remarkably

At the same time a Persian army began to assemble on the frontier.
enough, George XII received Fatkh Ali’s envoys not in his own palace, but in the
residence of the Russian representative Kovalenskii, under the big portrait of the
Russian Tsar.'®® Thus, the answer of the Kartli-Kakhetian king was known even
before the very start of negotiations- encouraged by hopes for Russian support,
George XII rejected the demands of Teheran.'®” Fatkh Ali Shakh, in his own turn,
preferred not to run the risk of immediate confrontation with Russia and for the
moment did not attack his disobedient vassal protected with Russian bayonets (as he
certainly might have regarded the Kartli-Kakhetian ruler). However, despite the
retreat, the attitude of Persia towards the status of her northern borders could not
obviously change, Teheran could not simply renounce its traditional sphere of

influence to Russian newcomers and the threat of Persian invasion to the Southern

Caucasus had always been real enough.

The imminent foreign aggression, as well as the deepest internal crisis, made
George XII to look for two things to be preserved- integrity for his kingdom and
throne for his family. The king of Kartli-Kakheti made a decision to save both by
paying the price of independence and complete submission of his kingdom under

control of St. Petersburg.

13 John F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus. Richmond, 1999, p.60.

16 M. Aydin XIX yiizyilda Kafkaslar’da niifiiz miicideleleri (1800-1830), Ph.D. dissertation, Istanbul,
2001, p.53.

17 The new capital of Qajar dynasty
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On the other hand, as L. Rhinelander emphasizes, George XII thought in
Persian political terms and had a conﬁised understanding of the Russian form of
governmen’t.168 According to the king’s plan, Kartli-Kakhetians would obey all
Russian laws. At the same time it was requested that George and his descendants be
left as the autonomous heads of the domestic Georgian government (with the title of
King of Georgia).'® In other words, the king of Kartli-Kakheti saw his kingdom as
an integral part of huge empire, although this part was to be autonomous in its
internal affairs. While such agreements were possible within the Persian political
tradition, for Russia to give some special status to one of her provinces would be an
incredible thing,'” as St. Petersburg’s primary aim in domestic politics had always
been to reach homogeneity of the state, to make imperial administration to the

highest extent unified and centralized.'”’

Yet at that particular moment, in the mid-summer of 1800, the ruler of Kartli-
Kakheti was eager to realize the plans about joining his kingdom to Russian Empire.
George XII thought it as the only possible way to save Georgia from chaos, while the
Tsarist government in St. Petersburg had certain doubts about possible international

consequences for that step and was not in a special hurry with the answer.

At last, on December 22, 1800 Paul I had signed the Manifesto on the
incorporation of Georgia (Kartli-Kakheti) into the Russian Empire. That Manifesto,

however, was not ratified by the Kartli-Kakhetian king, who died one week after

'8 |_.H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972. p.39.

169 1hidem, p.39-40.

'™ Incorporation of Finland in 1809 and its autonomous status within the Russian Empire should be
considered an exception.

1" Thus the Russian political and administrative institutions and practices replaced during the 2™ part
of XVIII c. the unique institutions existing on newly subjugated Baltic, Byelarussian, Ukrainian
territories.
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(December 28, 1800) and was therefore unable to know the decision of the Russian
Tsar. For George XII's successor, David, the news of the Manifesto, when Russian
authorities officially proclaimed it for Georgians on January 18, 1801, came as a bolt
from the blue. The Commander of Russian army in Kartli-Kakheti general Lazarev
had to declare that Paul I would not appoint a successor to the Georgian throne, as
Paul I ordered the Russian military forces stationed in Georgia for the defense of the
kingdom to annex the country and dissolve the rnonarchy.172 Before long, however, a
quite unexpected event happened and brought some confusion about the fate of the
Georgian issue. The Russian Tsar had been assassinated during a court coup on

March 12, 1801.

The new tsar, Alexander I (1801-1825), having certain initial hesitations on the
subject, delayed the final decision concerning the future of the Georgian monarchy
until thorough discussion of this issue in the State Council. Some Tsarist officials of
the highest rank believed that the Caucasus was not worth attention. For example,
Viktor Pavlovich Kochubei'”® and Nikolai Nikolaievich Novosiltsev'’* preferred to
act in the Caucasus cautiously, trying to avoid any complications in relations with
Britain.!” On the other hand, it was also obvious, that in Russian interests it would

be better to strengthen the presence in the Southern Caucasus and have a valuable

2 4.). Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.145.

17 Kochubei Viktor Pavlovich (1768-1834)- Russian statesman in late 18-early 19" centuries, of
Ukrainian origin. Personal friend of emperor Alexander I. Diplomat, served in Russian Embassies in
Stockholm, London, Constantinople. Russian ambassador to the Ottoman Empire (1792-1797). Vice-
Chancellor of Collegium of the Foreign affairs, minister of internal affairs (1802-1807), State
Chancellor (1834),

1" Novosiltsev Nikolai Nikolaievich (1761-1836)- Russian statesman, personal friend of Alexander I,
his adjutant for special missions. President of Russian Academy of Sciences (1802-1810). After 1831
member of State Council and later its president.

A V. F adeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.102.
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foothold in the area. The Zubov brothers'® were the proponents of this latter point of

. 1
VIEW. m

The issue of the incorporation of the Kartli-Kakhetian kingdom had been
discussed in the State Council twice, on 10 and 15 April 1801.'” Moreover, at that
very time, in April, Alexander I also dispatched Lieutenant-General Karl Fedorovich
Knorring, the Commander-in-Chief of Russian forces in the north Caucasus, to

179

examine the situation on the spot.”” The Russian emperor could not choose whether

to make Georgia a Russian protectorate or to abolish its monarchy and incorporate it

180

as a part of the empire.”™ Alexander I preferred to think over carefully all of the

advantages and disadvantages in both options.

After long preparations Alexander I made the decision to annex Georgia,

181 on the abolition of the Georgian

signing on September 12, 1801 the new Manifesto
kingdom. This document proclaimed that the main reason for annexation was
Russia’s attempt to preserve peace in Georgia, to save her from external threat and

the royal princes’ struggling over the throne.'®? In fact, this Manifesto just confirmed

17 The Zubov brothers- Platon Aleksandrovich Zubov (1767-1822)- Russian statesman, general
(1800). Since 1789 the favorite of empress Catherine 11. In 1796 commander of the Russian Black Sea
fleet. Participant of the coup against Paul I, and of direct murder of the emperor (1801); Nikolai
Aleksandrovich Zubov, the elder brother of Platon, Russian general, also participated in the coup
against Paul I, and in the murder of the emperor (1801), Nikolai was married to field marshal
Aleksander Suvorov’s daughter; Valerian Alexandrovich Zubov (1771-1804)- Russian general,
commander of the expedition of 1796 to the Caucasus against Persia.
77 L H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.43.
'8 A.V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.106.
' 1 H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.41-42.
%0 Ihidem, p.44.
'8! “The Highest Manifesto (Vysochaishiy Manifest), September 12 [24], 1802 (Sic!)”, (Obviously a
glzisprint. Instead it should be of course 1801), AKAK, Vol. 1, p.p. 432-433.

Ibid.
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that of Paul I, proclaimed earlier.'®® However, it was only on 12 April 1802 that by
the Commander-in-Chief of the Russian forces in the Caucasus general Karl
Fedorovich Knorring there had been made the final announcement to the Georgian
people on abolition of the Georgian monarchy, dismissing the Bagratid dynasty and

establishment of the new administration in Tiflis.

Obviously it was not anomalous that a large segment of the population of
Kartli-Kakheti met the news with open hostility towards the newly introduced
Russian rule in the country. Instead of the supposed allied relations Georgia,
unexpectedly to many people, became just an ordinary part of the Russian Empire.
The numerous princes of the Bagratid dynasty, the Georgian nobility, clergy,
peasantry- all of them in their own way not only disliked the declaration, made by
General Knorring, but also formed an extensive opposition to the Russian

administration.

The numerous Bagratid princes looked to restore the monarchy and their
dynastic rights to the throne, the Georgian noblemen tried to restore their influence in
the state apparatus, for at the moment they had been for the most part replaced by the
Russian bureaucrats and thus lost traditional prestige and, what even counted more,
the usual source of income they previously had being at the state service.
Furthermore, their pride was hurt by the arrogance of many Russian officials,
treating the natives as savages, for the Georgians usually did not speak Russian or
French. L. Rhinelander gives the following description of what the Georgian

aristocrats might have felt:

183 1hid.
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The nobles were particularly upset. Their position as society’s leaders
was seriously threatened. Russian police captains were interfering in
what the nobles considered to be their private affairs by attempting to
police the clans’ gentry and peasants. Their dignity and pride were hurt at
being given orders by Russian officials of such a low rank- men who,
furthermore, did not even speak their language. 184

The following document, issued in St. Petersburg about prince Bagrat Georgiievich,
is eloquent: “To prince (tsarevich) Bagrat... H.M. granted a yearly pension of 3
thousand rubles from the state treasury and condescended to desire him quietly to
enjoy his property in Georgia, freely using the lands, that belong to him there”!®.

Though not bad in contents, this was undeniably humiliating in terms of noble and

national pride.

The Georgian autocephalous Church also eventually had to become a part of
the Russian Church,'®® subordinated to the Synod.'®” The Church services from now
on, if not instantly, but gradually were to be transferred into Russian, as in any
eparchy of the Russian Orthodox Church. The former property of the Georgian
Church henceforth ceased to belong to its previous masters. Thus the Georgian
clergy, fairly proud of their Church as one of the most ancient in the Christian

world,'® could not stay aside from the forces of anti-Russian opposition.

18 1..H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.79-80.

'8 prince Aleksandr Kurakin (vice-chancellor) to general Knorring, 27 May 1802, AKAK, I, p.282.

18 Since 1811 the Georgian autocephalous Church ceased to exist, when it became an exarchate
within the Russian Orthodox Church.

"7 The highest state organ of the church administration, created by Peter I in 1721, with the civilian
official (Ober-Prokuror) appointed by the emperor.

' The Georgian Orthodox Church got its autocephalous status in 487, when it separated from the
Patriarchate of Antiochy.
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As for the princes, brothers and children of George XII, they were expected to
become the leading figures of an anti-Russian opposition. For many members of the
royal family, however, the most essential question was the struggle for the throne.
Among the Georgian princes and noblemen there had been formed two parties: one
of them supported the elder son of George XII, David, while the other backed the last
king’s brother and, accordingly, an uncle of David, prince Iulon. The leaders of the
first party agreed to establish a Russian administration in Georgia, while the second
party insisted upon preserving an extensive internal autonomy (“own king” and “own
laws™). The open opposition to the Russian rule had been grouping around Erekle

IT’s son, prince Aleksandr.'®

The Russian authorities, in order to prevent possible unrest, tried to send away
to St. Petersburg all members of the former ruling dynasty. For that reason the
commander of the Russian army in Georgia Ivan Lazarev lost his life, being stabbed
by Tsaritsa Mariam, widow of George XII, on April 19 1803, when he came to arrest
her with the purpose of sending her to Russia'*®. Together with Mariam, there had
been sent to the Russian capital the sons of the last Kartli-Kakhetian king, George
XII: the heir to the throne Prince David and Prince Bagrat. Together with them their
uncle, brother of George XII Prince Vakhtang'®', was forced to go to St. Petersburg.
Old Queen Darejan, the widow of Erekle II, and her two sons, Princes Iulon and
Parnaoz were sent off soon after that'®’. Other children of Erekle II, Prince

Aleksandr and Prince Teimuraz fled from Georgia abroad, looking for asylum and

18 A. V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.97.
190 Ibidem, p.64-65.
L H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
11967?01-16)’54. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.87.
= Ibid.
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support in neighboring Imeretia and then Persia. Only one son of Erekle II, the head

of the Georgian Church, the Catholicos Antoni did remain in Georgia.'”

The same day, when the Manifesto of Alexander I had been proclaimed, on
September 12, 1801, there was issued another decree, defining the status of local

194 Georgia had been divided into 5 districts (uvezds), 3 of

Georgian administration.
them in Kartli (Gori, Lori, Dusheti), and 2 in Kakhetia (Telavi, Signakhi)'®.
Accordingly, Georgia ceased to exist as one politico-administrative body and the

Georgian lands were officially divided into several provinces within the Russian

Empire.

On May 8 1802 there was established the so-called Supreme Georgian
Government (“Verkhovnoe Gruzinskoe Pravitelstvo™), consisting of 4 departments
(“expeditions™) — Executive (ispolnitelnaiia), Treasury (ekonomicheskaia), criminal
(ugolovnaia), civil (grazhdanskaia). Together with the Russian bureaucrats there

participated in commissions the Georgian aristocrats.

For instance, the Executive department consisted of the following persons- the
Civil Director (Pravitel Gruzii) was the head of department, and two other
counselors, one from Russian bureaucrats, the other from the Georgian nobility;
Treasury department- the head was from Russian bureaucracy, and four counselors
from Georgian nobility, two Kartlian and two Kakhetian princes together with

treasurer (saltkhutses); Criminal department (the head was from Russian bureaucracy

193 1 -
Ibid.

1% Decree on local administration in Georgia, approved by H.M. on September 12, 1801, in Moscow

(Postanovleniie vautrenniago v Gruzii upravieniia, Vysochaishe utverzhdennoiie v 12 den’ sentiabria

1801 goda, v Moskve), AKAK, 1, p.437.

193 Ibid.
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and 4 other counselors were represented by the Georgian princes). The Civil
department (the head was again a Russian bureaucrat, and 4 counselors from

Georgian nobility). 196

The Civil Director of Georgia, the heads and councelors of departments formed
the Supreme Georgian Government. The general assembly of the members of this
government constituted the highest decision-making organ'”’. In fact, however, as
Russian historian A.V. Fadeev points out, all of the real power belonged to the Civil
Director of Georgia (“pravitel Gruzii”’) Kovalenskii, who was subordinated to the

Chief Commander in the Caucasus general Karl Fedorovich Knorring.'*®

Georgia became a completely Russian territory ruled in fact by Russian
officials. The annexation of the Kartli-Kakhetian kingdom by Russia, which
happened at the beginning of the 19™ century, came to be a result of the process,
started much earlier with the general Russian advance in the Caucasus, and, what is
more, that process of territorial enlargement did not finish with the annexation of
Kartli-Kakheti. At that time and for most of the 19" century, to use the expression of
L. Rhinelander, “...the whole Southern border of the Empire was fluid and would

remain so for time to come”.!”®

1% Decree on local administration in Georgia, approved by H.M. on September 12, 1801, in Moscow
(Postanovleniie vautrenniago v Gruzii upravleniia, Vysochaishe utverzhdennoiie v 12 den’ sentiabria
1801 goda, v Moskve), AKAK, 1, p.437.

"7 Ibid.

98 A, V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.107; look also: L.H.
Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia, 1801-
1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.66.

1991 H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.45.
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IV.2 General P. Tsitsianov as the Chief Administrator
(glavnonachalstvuiushchii) in the Eastern Georgia- subsequent
Russian advance in the area

Having ascertained that Knorring was incapable to provide peace and order
in Georgia, in view of considerable discontent among the Georgians with recent
events, Alexander I recalled him and on September 11, 1802 appointed to his place
Lieutenant-general Pavel Dmitriievich Tsitsianov.”® On 10 February 1803

Tsitsianov arrived to the Georgian capital Tiflis.*"'

There were several reasons for this appointment- origin, education, loyalty,
and experience of the new Chief Administrator in Georgia. First of all, one has to
mention that Tsitsianov’s ancestors belonged to one of Georgia’s noblest families.
His grandfather, Prince Paata Tsitsishvili, had emigrated to Russia in King
Vakhtang VI’s suite in 1724.%°% Thus Tsitsianov himself was born and had grown
up in Russia. Despite being wholly Russianized, at the same time, in a sense, this
Russian general was supposed to be not a complete stranger in Georgia. He knew
both Russian and Georgian customs and culture, and spoke both languages

203

fluently.” Mariam, the widow of George XII, the last Georgian king, was born

. .. 4 . .
Princess Tsitsianova,*®* hence was a relative of new Russian commander.

By the time of his appointment to the Caucasus Tsitsianov was already 48

years old, had spent all his life in Russian military service during the long rule of

20 A V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.108.

1 Abbas Kuli Bakukhanov Giilistan-i Iram. Baku, 1991, p.184.

202 1..H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.84.

23 Ibidem, p.85.

4 The list of Georgian Tsar Family (Spisok Gruzinskoi Tsarskoi Familii) AKAK, Vol. 1, p.200.
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Catherine II, distinguished himself in Russian-Turkish war of 1787-1791 and in
1796 participated in Count Zubov’s expedition to the Southern Caucasus.
Tsitsianov was an experienced and loyal officer, who could know the local
situation in Georgia and the Georgians themselves presumably far better than
anyone else in Russia at that time. Hence St. Petersburg would find this Russian

general a very valuable guard of Russian interests in Caucasian affairs.

When Tsitsianov came to Georgia, he had to strengthen those positions
Russia already acquired in the area. But this mission was supposed to be not an
easy one, for the reason that St. Petersburg tried not to complicate its relations
with neighboring regional Powers- the Ottoman Empire (at that time though an
ally of Russia, still afraid of possible encroachments from the North) and Persia
(already preparing for war, since the Persians considered Kartli-Kakheti, recently
annexed by Russia, to be their historically dependent territory). Russian strategic
aims in the Caucasus were clearly expressed in a memorandum by the state

05 sent to Tsitsianov.’®® The

counselor, Aleksandr Romanovich Vorontsov,z
general spirit of this document reflected the two-faced character of Russia’s
Caucasian politics. On the one hand, Vorontsov advises to act carefully and not
raise the possible doubts of the Sublime Porte about excessive Russian
aggressiveness, and on the other hand, shows interest in new territorial
annexations. While speaking about the prospect of taking the Akhaltsikh

pashalik from the Ottoman Empire, the Russian state counselor expresses that

vision:

205 Aleksandr Romanovich Vorontsov (1741-1805), Count (1760), Russian statesman and diplomat.
During 1802-1804 the state counselor.
206 «Memorandum of Count Vorontsov to Prince Tsitsianov”, AKAK, 11, p. 873-874.



...You, dear Sir, keeping thoughts about this annexation in absolute
confidentiality, let the flow of time to complete this, for it may happen
that time would give the possibility of doing this without special troubles.
Sometimes that seems impossible, which afterwards, so as it were
dropped into the hands. An example of that is acquisition of the
Crimea®”.

It goes without any saying, that St. Petersburg in order to hold firmly the
newly acquired territories situated in the Southern Caucasus and cut from the rest
of Empire by the Caucasian ridge, objectively had to seek ways to connect these
lands with mainland Russian areas. An obvious answer was to obtain both the
Black and the Caspian Sea littorals, uniting the Georgian coast of the Black Sea
with the Crimean Peninsula taken in 1783 and the Caspian side with the Russian
seaport of Astrakhan, located in the estuary of Volga river. Eastern Georgia thus
became only an initial foothold for further Russian penetration into the South
Caucasian region. Tsitsianov’s task was clearly to enlarge the strategic foothold

Russia got in Kartli-Kakheti.

The Chief Administrator started with the eastern direction. Within one
year after his appointment Tsitsianov undertook an expedition against the
Lezghian tribes, living to the northern east of the Kartli-Kakhetian capital Tiflis,
in the area called Jaro-Belokan. The Russian force under command of major-

general Vasilii Guliakov?® in March 1803 moved into Jaro-Belokan territory.

Embarking on this expedition, Tsitsianov pursued two aims: the first was to
protect the inhabitants of Kakheti from continuous devastating Lezghian raids,

the second- to extend further to the east the sphere of Russian control. Though

27 Ibidem, p.873.

% Guliakov Vasilii Semionovich (1751-1804)- major-general, took part in Russian-Turkish war of
1768-1774 and Russian-Swedish war of 1788. According to orders of Prince Tsitsianov he headed the
Russian expedition against the Lezghians in 1803. This expedition came to be last in his life-
Guliakov was killed by Lezghians on January 15, 1804.
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Guliakov himself was killed in January 1804, the campaign itself was successful.
Both aims were achieved- after some fierce encounters the Lezghians were
subdued and by the spring of 1804 Tsitsianov concluded an agreement with their
chieftains. According to this agreement, Tsitsianov recognized the Lezghians’
rights to the land and villages they had formerly possessed. In return, the
Lezghians swore fealty to the emperor and agreed to pay a yearly tribute of 220
pudy’®of silk, later converted to 13,200 rubles.”'® While in the past the tribute
was paid by the Georgians to the Lezghians, from now on the latter had to pay to

the Russian Georgian administration.

Another territory, which Tsitsianov was determined to submit, was the
Gence khanate, located to the south of Kartli-Kakheti. The reason that made the
Chief Administrator of Georgia come to this decision lay in the unfriendly
actions of Ganjians against the Georgian merchants and the unsteady politics of
Javad Khan, the ruler of the khanate.”'' On the grounds that Gence in medieval
times belonged to Georgian kings, the Russian commander demanded its
submission. As Javad Khan of Gence refused, in November 1803, when

hostilities still went on in Jaro-Belokan, Tsitsianov set out against the khanate.

In mid-December the siege started. Despite the fact that five letters were
sent to the defenders with proposals to submit and pay 20 thousand rubles of

contribution as well as to send the Khan’s son as a hostage to the Russians,?'? the

209 pyd- old Russian measure of weight, equals to approximately 16,4 kg.

210 1, H. Rhinelander The incorporation of the Caucasus into the Russian empire- the case of Georgia,
1801-1854. Columbia University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1972, p.91-92.

21 Abbas Kuli Bakukhanov Giilistan-i fram. Baku, 1991, p.185.

22 M. Aydin XIX yiizyilda Kafkaslar'da niifiz miicideleleri (1800-1830), Ph.D. dissertation, Istanbul,
2001, p.69.
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Ganjians still resisted, until on January 3, 1804 Tsitsianov’s forces managed to
take the fortress. On capturing the capital of khanate, there were slaughtered
from 1,500 (Russian sources) to 3,000 (Ganjevi and Iranian sources)

213 After the massacre of city population, which followed, and the

inhabitants.
death of Javad khan himself with some members of his family, Gence was
renamed into Elizavetpol.”'* Tsitsianov renamed the city after the wife of the

Russian tsar, Elizaveta, thus giving a message about the Russian intentions to

stay in the region for a long time, to be more precise- for good.

The Gence operation increased the concerns of neighboring Persia about
the trends of Russian politics in the region, perceived by Teheran as its own
sphere of influence. Moreover, it was a dangerous precedent of direct threat to
Persian security that could not be overlooked. The Southern Caucasus in its

eastern part appeared to be on the verge of Russo-Persian war.

To preserve his image and dignity, the Shah sent to Tsitsianov a letter,
composed in a stern, strict style, demanding the withdrawal of Russian troops from
the territory of shah’s vassal. In fact, it had a character of an ultimatum, providing
the last chance to keep status quo, thus avoiding war.2"® However, the effect
produced by the letter happened to be quite the contrary to the expected. The
outraged Russian general replied in equal terms, addressing the Shah:

If you, desiring the good fortune of Persia, will come to your
senses and reflect that neither the empty, grandiose threat nor the

Persian army numerous as the sands of the sea who fight with
feathers, not swords, are frightening to those who are accustomed to

213 M. Atkin Russia and Iran, 1780-1828. -Minneapolis, 1980, p.83.
214 Abbas Kuli Bakukhanov Giilistan-i fram. Baku, 1991, p.185.
25 The letter of Mirza Mamed Shafi (the head of shah’s government) to the Russian Commander-in-

Chief in Caucasus P.Tsitsianov, received on May 23, 1804, AKAK, vol. II, p.808.
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conquer in all parts of the world...etc. (in Russian original translation:
Oynme xe Bbl Omara Ilepcuu xenast, OIIOMHHUTECh H IOMBICIHTE, YTO
TEeM, KOM IIPUBBIKIA [100€XAaTh BO BCEX YaCTIX CBETA, HE MOTYT OBITh
CTpalllHBl HY IIyCTO BEIHKOJENHBIM YTPo3bl, HH BoHcka [lepcunckus,
MHOTOYHC/IEHHBIE HANlOA0OKE MOPCKOTO ITeCKa M BOIOIOIIHS EPhIMHY,
a He Mequ.,.).216

Thus Tsitsianov got for Russia new footholds in the Southern Caucasus
and showed no hesitation about the possibility of starting hostilities with Persia.
The Russian-Turkish defensive alliance, still in force, made the Chief

Administrator at the time more or less sure about his western flank.

In an atmosphere of growing confrontation the war was nearing and it
started soon with the siege of Erivan (Yerevan) in summer 1804 by Tsitsianov’s
Russian troops, who paid no attention to Persian protests and demands for the
withdrawal of the Russian army from the Southern Caucasus. According to the
usual way of treating the small khanates of the area, the Russian commander first
of all sent a letter with standard wording about the fortress’ surrender, the
quartering of Russian troops there and the necessary tribute payments.217 The
khan of Yerevan having in mind Persian support answered in the negative, and
after that Tsitsianov at the end of June moved against the khanate, where
eventually he had to fight more with Persians than with local forces. This
expedition was less successful than the previous. Despite initial success, when
on July 11, 1804 Tsitsianov for the first time defeated the Persian army near
Echmiadzin monastery,”'® he could not take Yerevan. Within several months

Tsitsianov’s forces, because of problems, usual for the Caucasian frontier,

216 The letter of P.Tsitsianov to Mirza Shafi, May 27, 1804, AKAK, vol.II, p.p.808-809.

27 M. Aydin XIX yiizyilda Kafkaslar'da niifiz miicddeleleri (1800-1830), Ph.D. dissertation, Istanbul,
2001, p.71.

218 A, V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.119.
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namely lack of supplies and increased disease, on September 3 had to raise the

. . 19
siege and return to Georgla.2

Without a doubt, Tsitsianov in less than two years having only a limited

,
number of forces>*

managed to increase the sphere of Russian political
influence. Taking Jaro-Belokan and Gence territories, the Chief Administrator
had reached at once attained both his aims- firstly, Kartli-Kakheti in fact became
free from Lezghian raids and secondly, the South Caucasian territories under
direct or indirect Russian control moved further to the East towards the Caspian.
At the same time, the war with Persia became inevitable, and in fact started with
military operations in Gence. However, the Russian commander did not show
much fear or anxiety about the prospect of that war, for technical organization
and discipline in the small Caucasian Russian army could not be compared to
that of the Persians, which though numerous, mainly consisted of irregular tribal
cavalry. In addition, the Ottoman Empire, still being a formal Russian ally, at the

time seemed to be not willing to have any significant military conflict with its

northern neighbors and did not make a threat of immediate new war on its part.

Russia’s South Caucasian policies along with the eastern direction had also
a western one. Besides Kartli-Kakheti, which had already became a part of the
Empire, there existed a number of other small political bodies created by the

Georgian people in the South Western Caucasus - Imeretia, Mingrelia, Guriia. At

219 Abbas Kuli Bakukhanov Giilistan-i [ram. Baku, 1991, p.186.

220 By the end of 1803 in Tsitsianov’s disposal for all Caucasian directions there were only eight not
fully manned infantry regiments, one dragoon and one Cossack regiment, the overall number of
soldiers reaching less than 15 thousand of infantry and cavalry (Fadeev, A. V. Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi
treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.115).
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the time they enjoyed de facto independence, nominally being vassals of the

Ottoman state.

After incorporation of Kartli-Kakheti, or Eastern Georgia, into the Russian
Empire St. Petersburg, as it was shown before, in order to control this new territory
in the Southern Caucasus in the most effective manner, had to connect it through the
sea coasts with continental parts of Russia. Otherwise Georgian possessions would
be in the position of legs, cut from the body by the high wall of the Caucasus, which
made any connections extremely difficult and sometimes even impossible. So,
among the top-priority strategic tasks of the Chief Administrator in Georgia the
joining of Western Georgian semi-independent territories also had its own important
place. Tsitsianov sought to provide direct communication of Georgia and the Crimea
and to get maritime bases for the Russian fleet on the Black Sea coast of the

221
Caucasus.

This is shown in the rescript of Alexander I (1801-1825) to Tsitsianov, “upon
completion of this order [to occupy Imeretia and Mingrelia, together with the seizure
of Baku, V.M.], you will proceed to establish uninterrupted communication between
Baku and Georgia, which, upon the occupation of Imeretia and Mingrelia, will unite,
so to speak, the Caspian Sea with the Black—thus opening to our trade a new route,
closed until now to Russia owing to the severity of the ...peoples of those places™?.

The first and foremost goal of the Russian state was to control the isthmus between

the Black and Caspian seas.

21 A. V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.111.
222 «Alexander I to Tsitsianov (26 October [7 November] 1803)”, AKAK, Vol. I, p.359-360.
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In view of the complicatedness of the general situation in the Caucasus,
including a number of domestic and international issues, the task obviously could not
be an easy one. Keeping in mind their two opponents, the Ottoman Empire and
Persia, the Russians had to act quite carefully in the whole Caucasus, always trying

to preserve good, or at least neutral, relations (as much as possible) with one of them.

The Ottoman-Russian alliance to some extent reduced the tension between two
Empires in the Caucasus. For Russia, although it sought to put to an end the Ottoman
nominal suzerainty over the Georgian states, also wanted to preserve, at time, its
alliance with the Porte.?? In the words of Armani,

...one sees immediately the bitter paradox of these [Russian-
Ottoman] relations. The Porte, which needed Russia’s assistance
to protect its frontiers from possible French invasion, was
expected to pay the price of this aid by recognizing Russian
suzerainty over Georgia. Russia, on the other hand, while sorely
tempted to seize Poti, Sukhumi, Akhaltsikhe, in addition to

Imeretia and Mingrelia, was compelled by her other interests, to
keep the trust of the Ottoman government.”*

The long-term strategic aims of St. Petersburg, however, did not leave much doubt.
The difference between Russian politics concerning the Western and the

Eastern parts of Georgia, was rather in tactics than in strategy. Unsurprisingly

3 For example, Alexander in his Highest rescript (Vysochaishii reskript) orders to general-lieutenant
Karl Knorring, commander of the Caucasian line, to reject the petition of ing Solomon II about
Imeretia’s submission to Empire, look: “Alexander to Knorring (September 17 [29], 1801)”, AKAK,
Vol. 1, p.559; the same character has the letter of the Chancellor, Aleksandr Romanovich Vorontsov,
to Tsitsianov: “...in regard to the consideration of overall relations... these general relations should be
taken more important in concern to local successes”, “Vorontsov to Tsitsianov (August 5 [17], 1803)”,
Ibidem, Vol. 11, p.873.

224 H.J. Armani The Russian annexation of the kingdom of Imeretia, 1800-1815- in the light of Russo-
Ottoman relations, Georgetown University, Ph.D. dissertation, 1970, p.193.
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Solomon II (1789-1810), the ruler of Imeretia,zzs the most influential Georgian
kingdom in the West, could clearly see the tendency and knew quite well what
should be expected from St. Petersburg in the near future. Now the Imeretian king, to
use Armani’s expression, might “vividly recall Russian violations of the Treaty of
1783 (Georgievsk), and their other promises of protection for the royal family of
Bagratids of East Georgia—all broken”.”® Yet Solomon lacked efficient capacity to
forestall danger, overhanging and distinctly felt. The general situation in the Western

part of Georgia was also, as in the East, developing according to the Russian

scenario.

Territorial dispute over Lechkhumi region between Solomon II and the prince
of Mingrelia, Gregory Dadiani, made it easier for the Russians eventually to
incorporate both states. Lechkhumi, the territory claimed by both Imeretia and
Mingrelia, according to their own interpretation of historical tradition, happened to
supply a good excuse for Russia to interfere. For example, Solomon II’s greatest
resentment may be seen in his answer to general Knorring:

I was surprised (wrote Solomon) by the letter of major general
Lazarev: he demands that I should reveal him the reason for

gathering my troops. The free kingdom has the right to give orders
within its borders- how, when and why it may deem necessary*’

In the course of hostilities Solomon II managed to conquer not only Lechkhumi, but
also many regions of Mingrelia proper.”® Gregory Dadiani, on seeing that he would

lose everything to the Imeretian king, asked St. Petersburg for help. Trying to get

5 Imeretia, together with Kartli and Kakheti, was one of the three kingdoms that came into historical
existence after the division of the medieval united kingdom of Georgia in 1491. Solomon II (1789-
1’810)- king of Imeretia, the last of Bagratids who reigned in Georgia, East or West.

28 Ibidem, P.171.

227 «golomon to Knorring (August 25 [6 September], 1802)", AK4K, Vol. I, p.574.

28 «Lazarev to Knorring (December 5 [17], 1802)”, AKAK, Vol. I, p.580 (“Tsar conquered the
provinces of Dadiani: Odishi, Lechkhumi, Guria, Suaneti. and Abkhazy up to the very Black Sea or
Pontus™).
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support against Solomon, Dadiani on December 2, 1803 swore Mingrelia’s
allegiance to the Empire. Now in internal Georgian conflict the Russians backed the

Mingrelians.

Nevertheless with Mingrelia’s coming under its protection, St. Petersburg was
still unable to establish a sound connection between the Crimean Peninsula and the
Caucasus, for Poti, the strong fortress on Mingrelia’s littoral was still in the hands of
the Ottomans. Except for the small place of Redut Kale, built by the Russians on the
seacoast, there were no other ports which Russia would be able to use. Upon the
Russian request to use the Ottoman port of Poti (the Ottomans called it Fas) in order
to land troops from the Crimea the Porte answered in the negative®®. On the other
hand, as Baddeley says, Imeretia was now isolated and could no longer hope to
maintain its independence®’. Thus Solomon II, in order to keep the chances of
controlling the disputed area, agreed to sign the similar Treaty of protectorate on
April 25, 1804, which meant in practice that Russian troops were placed in Imeretia

and Mingrelia.

On reading the Memorandum of Count Vorontsov, the foreign minister, to
Tsitsianov one may see that the fate of both West Georgian polities had been already
earlier decided in St. Petersburg:

However, the ancient borders of Imeretia and Mingrelia have to be
included into our territory. The prospects for the conquest of the
lands up to the very Arax river are a part of a wider plan, for which
might be put no specified time. But you, taking into consideration
your own opinions, follow this aim according to the circumstances
and resources at your command>".

29 «Tsitsianov to Alexander I (October 29 [10 November]. 1804)”, AKAK, Vol. II, p.483.
230 Baddeley, John F. The Russian conquest of the Caucasus, Richmond, 1999, p.66.
31 «yorontsov to Tsitsianov (August 5 [17], 1803)”, AKAK, Vol. 11, p.874.



At this time, nominally, upon signing the agreement with Imeretia, the Russian
South Caucasian dominions already extended from sea to sea. Despite the fact that
the convention was signed, Solomon did not get Lechkhumi, as was promised to him
by Tsitsianov. For that reason, Imeretia and the Empire became ever more hostile,
neither Solomon nor Russia observed the convention on a protectorate, which
nevertheless gave to St. Petersburg formal grounds to claim Imeretia, by this time
only existing on paper. The annexation of almost the whole Georgia at time still was
not decidedly sure. The king of Imeretia tried to turn to the Ottomans for
assistance,”? but even the Ottomans with their internal problems could not
effectively resist the Russian advance, despite the fact that were much concerned

about it.

Consequently the Russian-Ottoman antagonism had been gradually growing,

notwithstanding the defensive alliance, hitherto being in effect.

The shaky character of Russian-Ottoman relations in this period found its
reflection in the episode of late 1804- early 1805, concerning the conflict between
Gregory Dadiani’s widow Nino, supported by the Russians and the Abkhazian ruler
Kelesh-bek Shervashidze, the nominal vassal of the Porte. When Gregory Dadiani
died on November 5, 1804, his elder son and successor Levan had been kept in
Abkhazia at Shervashidze’s court. Kelesh-bek demanded from Dadiani’s widow a

huge contribution for the child, so that she turned to Russians for help.

232 “talinskii (the Russian ambassador in Constantinople) to Tsitsianov (June 18 [30], 1803)”, AKAK,
Vol. II, p.873 (The Russian ambassador to the Porte speaks about Solomon’s envoy to the Sultan, who
asked for the Ottoman help against Russians. It should be noted that, according to the information of
the Russian diplomat, the Imeretians got a negative reply from the Sultan government).



Tsitsianov, first of all sent to the ruler of Abkhazia a harsh letter.*** At the same
time, in early 1805, to the fortress of Poti there came an Ottoman emissary, Erib-
efendi. Russian representative in Imeretia and Mingrelia, general Litvinov, met him
and asked, as a formal ally, to influence the Abkhazian ruler Kelesh-Bek,234 for
Abkhazia, like many Ottoman Caucasian possessions, was nominally supposed to be
an Ottoman vassal territory. While Erib-efendi, ready to display the supremacy of the
Porte, wrote the letter demanded by the Russians, Tsitsianov sent his order to general
Rickhoff to make some demonstration of Russian strength on the border with

Abkhazia and provide the release of younger Dadiani, kept by Kelesh-Bek.

Rickhoff set out for this mission, but exceeded the instructions he got from
Chief Commander, having caused deeper aggravation of Russian-Ottoman relations.
On crossing the border between Mingrelia and Abkhazia the Russian general was
fired upon by the garrison of the small Abkhazian fortress of Anaklia, which
belonged to the Ottomans. Rickhoff never tried to make the situation clear and on
April 9, 1805 simply took this small fortress. However, there was no special
necessity in seizure of Anaklia, for Kelesh-Bek gave up Levan Dadiani already on
April 11%°, The actual political consequences of this action certainly went far
beyond the supposed military effects. Now it was not easy for St. Petersburg to
convince the Ottomans of its peaceful intentions. The Porte was shocked, and,
without a doubt, neither the apologies of Tsitsianov?*® or of the Russian ambassador
Italinskii, nor the fact, that Anaklia was returned on October 1, 1805, could reduce

her suspicions. On the other hand, for the present time both sides, the Ottomans and

233 «Tsitsianov to Litvinov, January 21 [February 2], 1805, AKAK, Vol. 11, p.497-498.

234 Fadeev, A. V. Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.120.

235 «Report of major-general Rikgof to Tsitsianov, April 16 [28], 1805, 4KAK, Vol. II, p.514.
336 «Report of Tsitsianov to tsar, April 12 [24], 1805”, AKAK, Vol. 11, p.510.
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the Russians, never wanted to upset prematurely the existing status quo and tried to
preserve a certain stability in the region, even renewed the defensive alliance

(September 23, 1805), with all undercurrents left.

With the affairs of the Western direction somewhat settled, by the end of 1805
the Russian Chief Administrator in Georgia once more turned to the East. There was
left still unconquered, but strategically very important the Baku khanate, situated on
the Caspian coast. In December 1805 Tsitsianov with a detachment of 1600 men and
10 guns set out from Gence in new campaign.”’ At first Tsitsianov on his way
annexed the khanate of Shirvan and on January 30, 1806 crossed the border of the
khanate of Baku,?® the fortress where ten years before during Zubov’s expedition he

had been commandant.

Upon Tsitsianov’s demand to surrender the Baku fortress, Hussein Kuli Khan
of Baku promised to give the keys of his capital to the Russian commander. The
ceremony of submission took place on February 8. The overconfident Tsitsianov
neglected all possible dangers and came to meet the Khan in person, only with one
adjutant. During the ceremony, at the moment when Hussein Kuli Khan handed him
the key of Baku, the Khan’s cousin from behind shot Tsitsianov in the head.?*’
Another Russian officer, who accompanied the general, was also killed. Afterwards
the head and hands of the Chief Administrator in Georgia were cut off and sent to

Teheran.?®

37 A. V. Fadeev, Rossiia i Kavkaz pervoi treti XIX veka. Moscow, 1960, p.123.

28 John F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus, Richmond, 1999, p.70.
29 Abbas Kuli Bakukhanov Giilistan-i Iram. Baku, 1991, p.188.

20 John F. Baddeley, The Russian conquest of the Caucasus, Richmond, 1999, p.71.
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Following the death of Tsitsianov, so praised by Russian historians and so
hated during his term of service in the Southern Caucasus by the indigenous
population,241 little changed in objectives of the Tsarist government regar&ing the
Caucasian direction of its politicies. So, by October 1806 Baku fell to the Russian
troops under general Grigorii Ivanovich Glasenapp.”** And yet Tsitsianov’s death
was a serious blow to the Empire’s positions in the region. In Tsitsianov Russia lost

the most ardent defender of her interests on the Caucasian frontier.

The achievements of the first Chief Administrator of Georgia were noteworthy.
Within three years Tsitsianov had managed notably to extend Russian possessions in
the Southern Caucasus from sea to sea, and all this despite a shortage of men and
supplies, at a time when the main focus of St. Petersburg’s politics had been
concentrated upon the problems caused by the rise of Napoleonic France in the West
(for example, while Tsitsianov prepared his eventually unlucky expedition to Baku,

Europe at the beginning of December 1805 witnessed the battle of Austerlitz).

Although from the Russian perspective many questions were left unsettled,
with Tsitsianov’s successors searching the ways to resolve them, it was Tsitsianov
who, following the traditions of the Caucasian policies of the Tsarist government in
the 18" century, provided a sound ground for further Russian advance into the area

in the next, 19™ century. All the achievements of the first Chief Administrator of

! Having taken charge of Caucasian affairs, Tsitsianov started a policy, which could be defined as
“Let them hate while they fear”. No wonder, Russian general became known, for instance, among the
local Turkic people as “ishpokhdor” (wrongly pronounced one of Tsitsianov’s titles, “inspector of the
Caucasian line”, which meant in local Turkic languages “his work is dirt”) and was called by the
Iranian chronicler Reza Qoli Khan Hedayat “the shedder of blood” (Atkin M. Russia and Iran, 1780-
1828. -Minneapolis, 1980, p.73).

2 Glasenapp Grigorii Ivanovich (1750-1819)- Russian general, of Baltic German origin. In his early
career participant of Russian-Ottoman wars of late 18™ century. After 1807 governor general of
Siberia (inspector of the Siberian Line).
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Georgia during his relatively short term of office in the Caucasus could simply be
read on the new political map. Having established a protectorate over Kartli-Kakheti,
the Russian Empire incorporated large territories to the East as well as to the West of
this small kingdom in the Eastern Georgia. The newly annexed lands of Imeretia,
Mingrelia and the Azeri khanates in point of fact already connected the coastlines of
the Black and the Caspian seas, even if the seizure of fortified places such as Anapa,

Sukhum, or Poti was a strategic task for Tsitsianov’s successors.
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Conclusion

Being throughout the centuries the border ground in the military-political
confrontation of various mighty powers, which in the course of time superseded one
another in their attempts to gain the full control of the region, the Southern Caucasus
by the late 18™-carly 19™ centuries became an arena of complicated diplomatic
games that involved both big and small actors- the Ottoman Empire, Russia, Persia,
and local Caucasian state formations. As for the South Western part of the Caucasus,
known as Georgia and since ancient times populated predominantly by the
autochthonous Kartvelian speaking people, by 1800 it was a conglomerate of
different self-dependent territories. Despite the common ethnic origin, linguistic and
cultural unity, since the end of the 15™ century these lands did not have any political
integrity. As a border territory surrounded by several imperial centers of power,
Georgia®® witnessed all the negative consequences of being a battleground for large-
scale imperial rivalry. As for the socio-political development of the area, it was
seriously slowed down by constant border conflicts and frequent military campaigns.
Moreover, the ethno-cultural concept of Georgia, as it mentioned above, simply did

not exist in political sense.

The dynastic reunification of Kartli and Kakheti, or Eastern Georgia, in 1762
under the scepter of Erekle II and with its capital in Tiflis marked a certain revival of

the Georgian statehood. In its relations with other local state formations of the

2% The term Georgia is used here in its larger sense, meaning not only Kartli-Kakheti (eastern part of
the Georgian lands, or Georgia proper), but also all other territories inhabited by people of the
Kartvelian ethnic group, namely Imeretia, Svanetia, Guriia, Adjaria, Samtskhe-Saatabago.
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Southern Caucasus, Kartli-Kakheti became one of the most influential regional
powers. Another favorable factor for Kartli-Kakhetian consolidation at this time was

internal disorder in Persia, lasting for several decades after the death of Nadir Shah.

However, by the end of the century the king of Kartli-Kakheti found himself in
a difficult situation. On the one hand, the decline of Persia was temporary and any
new Shah in government would try by all means to restore his lost influence in
Eastern Georgia. On the other hand, the growing antagonism of the Ottoman Empire
and Russia would surely also affect the affairs of the Southern Caucasus. Again in its

history Georgia appeared to be between powerful forces.

In line with the general rise of the Russian power and the steady Russian
advance to the South in the 2™ half of the 18™ century, together with the Black Sea
coastline and the Crimean Peninsula, the Caucasus increasingly attracted the
attention of St. Petersburg. The first serious demonstration of Russian interest in the

region was the Persian campaign of Peter I in 1722-1723, while during the rule of
Catherine II Russia’s interference in Caucasian politics already had a regular basis.
Among the primary objectives of St. Petersburg were to put under Russian control
the routes of Oriental trade, crossing the Caucasus, as well as to gain a strategic

foothold against the Ottoman Empire, thus expanding Russian influence in the area

and forcing out that of the Ottomans and the Persians.
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The treaty of Georgievsk on a Russian protectorate over Kartli-Kakheti,
concluded in 1783, deprived this small kingdom of the most important rights*** and
became the turning point in history of the Southern Caucasus. St. Petersburg in this
way sought to realize its program by getting Christian Georgia as an ally, whereas
Georgia tried to protect itself, by and large, if not with the Russian bayonets245 , but at
least through the possibility to threaten the local neighbors with potential interference
of Russia on the side of her ally. For the Ottoman Empire and Persia Georgievsk
treaty meant the real and serious threat. This plain fact could serve as an explanation
of activities of these two states in the Caucasus after 1783. Especially bitter was this
date for the Ottomans, as within that very year St. Petersburg subjugated the Crimea.
Since then the peninsula in a sense became a spearhead directed against the Ottoman
state. Now the desirable aim of Russia was to unite the Crimea with the Caucasus,
and that of the Porte- to prevent it. Accordingly, the mission of Ferah Ali Pasha in
reinforcement of the Ottoman fortresses in the eastern coast of the Black Sea, various
attempts to encourage indigenous Caucasian population in anti-Russian activities,
giving shelter to Sheikh Mansur, Battal Pasha’s expedition during the war of 1787~
1791- all these, as well as the Persian expedition of Aga Muhammad to Tiflis in
1795, might be seen as attempts to find an answer to growing menace from the

North.

Mutual distrust and hostility between the Ottomans and the Russians, however,

at the turn of the 18™-19™ centuries did not come in the way of an official Ottoman-

24 From now on the ruler of Kartli-Kakheti had to be confirmed in his office by Russia. Tiflis also lost
the right of independent foreign policy.

5 The troops sent by St. Petersburg (two battalions with four cannons) were obviously insufficient
for defense of the new ally. Moreover, this force had been withdrawn in summer 1787, just before the
Russo-Ottoman war, since St. Petersburg at time, lacking the necessary resources and infrastructure in
the Caucasian region, uprising of Sheikh Mansur in the rear, was not inclined to increase its already
numerous problems in relations with the Porte.
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Russian defensive alliance, concluded by the Sublime Porte and St. Petersburg in the
end of 1798. Such an unexpected alliance became possible due to important changes
in European politics- Napoleon’s Egyptian expedition together with the French
occupation of Ionian islands were treated by the Porte as a direct encroachment upon
Ottoman interests in Eastern Mediterranean. St. Petersburg, in its turn, looked for any
possible cooperation in preventing the dangerous revolutionary infection, spread by a
Republican France that had executed its own legitimate monarch. It should also be
mentioned, however, that the Ottoman-Russian contradictions were too strong and
that there was a large British contribution in creating such an extraordinary alliance

within the anti-French coalition.?*

Both empires, while being allies, in view of the joint struggle against the
Napoleonic France thus tried not to emphasize the problems existing in their own
relations in the Caucasus. The Porte had to recognize Russian suzerainty over
Georgia, officially declared on September 12, 1801 in the Manifesto of the emperor
Alexander 1. At the same time the Russians avoided disturbing the Ottoman
fortresses on the Black Sea littoral,- the episode of the Anaklia crisis is quite
expressive on that point,- as well as undertaking any expeditions against the Ottoman
pashaliks, adjoining the new borders of the Russian Empire, in particular the
pashalik of Akhaltsikhe.*”’ Yet it was St. Petersburg, which strengthened

significantly its positions in the region during the time of this alliance.

With the acquisition of Kartli-Kakheti Russia could not stop her advance, for

this newly gained quite important strategic foothold was isolated from other

6 See: J. C. Hurewitz, The Background of Russia's claims to the Turkish Straits/ Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Belleten, Volume 28, No 3, 1964.
247 «Count Vorontsov to Prince Tsitsianov, August 5 {17], 1803, AKA4K, Vol. 11, p. 873.
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mainland Russian territories by the ridge of the Greater Caucasus and the best way to
keep it was to connect Kartli-Kakheti with the Black Sea and the Caspian littorals,

wherefrom with Astrakhan and the newly gained Crimean peninsula.

In many respects the activity of Prince Pavel Dmitriievich Tsitsianov
(Tsitsishvili) in the post of Chief Administrator in Georgia much contributed to
realization of this task. Despite the lack of supplies and peoples, unfamiliar for the
Russian soldiers the climate and terrain, not always friendly attitudes of the local
population Tsitsianov managed within little more than three years to enlarge the
Russian possessions in the Southern Caucasus. The Georgian areas of Mingrelia and
Imeretia in the West, a number of Turkic Azeri khanates in the East (the Jaro-
Belokan area of Daghestan, Gence and Shirvan khanates) as a result of Tsitsianov’s

diplomatic and military activities had to recognize Russian sovereignty.

Among the factors, which considerably facilitated the work of Tsitsianov there
should also be noted political fragmentation, internal struggling within the Kartli-
Kakhetian ruling dynasty after the death of Giorgi XII, as well as rivalry between the
neighboring Georgian state formations (the territorial conflict of Imeretia and

Mingrelia is an illustration in point).

We must also mention the cultural dimension, which was of a two-fold kind.
Though all of the Georgian social institutions for centuries were influenced by
Oriental models, religiously the Georgians stayed Christian and thus in that sense
close to the Orthodox Russians. Moreover, there had already existed a Georgian
diaspora in Russia since the time of Vakhtang VI, Tsitsianov’s own family being an
example. Therefore St. Petersburg had certain real possibilities to influence the

situation in Georgia according to its interests and indeed efficiently used them.
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Starting from Kartlo-Kakheti, Mingrelia and Imeretia at the beginning of the
19" century, the process of incorporation of the most part of the Georgian ethnic
territories into the Russian Empire, meant, on the one hand, that Georgia in the sense
of an independent, or even dependent politico-administrative unit simply ceased to
exist. On the other hand, as an indirect consequence of the politics of St. Petersburg,
for the first time since 1491 almost all of the Georgian lands appeared to be united
within one state. That objectively helped to preserve the area from the traditional
devastating raids of the rival imperial neighbors and to some extent, together with the
fact of existing of the certain anti-Russian opposition among the Georgian
aristocracy as well as peasantry, provided the long awaited social stability in the

region.

At the same time the Ottoman-Russian antagonism stayed a one of the most
important elements in the system of European international relations throughout the
whole 19" century. The Southern Caucasus, a valuable territorial acquisition of St.
Petersburg, as a foothold for potential Russian invasion further southwards obviously
constituted a serious threat for the Ottoman state and continued to be the scene of

tense struggle between the Sublime Porte and Russia.

At the beginning of the 19" century, though the larger part of the Georgian
ethnic territories got under growing Russian control, the Ottomans still did not lose
all of their own means of influence in the Caucasus. At the Porte’s disposal were the
fortresses on the Eastern coast of the Black Sea (the chief one was Anapa), some
opportunities to keep up relations with the local Caucasian tribes, and diplomatic
help from the European states, but to hold their shaken positions in the area became

an ever more difficult task for the Ottomans.
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Along with the numerous contradictions existing between two powers in
Europe, the Russian advance in Georgia, no doubt, was one of the factors that further
worsened the Porte’s relations with St. Petersburg, accelerating the new war, started

in 1806.
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APPENDIX

JloroBop 0 nNpU3HaHUH
mapem Kapramuackum u Kaxerunckum Mpaxnuem 11
IIOKPOBUTENBCTBA U BEpXOBHOH BracTH Poccun

(TeoprueBcKui TpakTar)

24 yronsg 1783 r.

Bo umsa bora Bcemoryiero exusHoro B Tpoulle cBATo# cnaBuMmoro. OT gaBHEro
BpeMeHH Bcepoccuiickass uMIepHs O €IMHOBEPHUIO C IPY3MHCKUMM HapoJaMu
CIyXuIa 3aIMTON, MMOMOLIbI0 M YyOeKHIIeM TeM HapoAaM H CBETICHIIHMM
BJIafieTelIsIM UX TIPOTUB YTHETEHMI, KOUM OHH OT COCEIEH CBOUX IOJABEPKEHH! OBLIH.
[TokpOBHUTENECTBO BCEPOCCHACKMMH CaMOIEPXKIAMU 1ApsM IPY3MHCKHM, pPony H
DOJNaHHBIM MX JapyeMoOe, IPOU3BEI0 Ty 3aBHCUMOCTh MOCIEAHUX OT IEPBBIX,
KOTOpass Haumade OKa3bIBAETCI H3 CaMOro DPOCCHHCKO-HMIIEPATOPCKOIO THTYJA.
E.n.B., HBIHE  OJIAroNOIyYHO HAPCTBYIOIIAs, JOCTaTOYHBIM 00pa3soM U3bsBHIIA
MOHapiIee CBOe K CHM HapoiaMm OlaroBO.ICHHE M BEJUKOAyIIHBIA o Onare mx
NPOMEICENI CHJILHBIMA CBOMMM CTapaHUSAMH, NPHIOKEHHBIMH O M30aBICHHHM HX OT
ura pabcTBa ¥ OT NOHOCHOH JaHM OTPOKaMH U OTPOKOBHMIIAMH, KOTOPYIO
HEKOTOphle M3 CHX HAapoOAOB [aBaTh 00s3aHbl ObBUIM, U NPONOJDKCHUEM CBOETO
MOHApIIETO NpPU3PEHUS KO BIAJETESIM OHBIX. B ceM caMOM  pacIoNOXEHHH
CHUCXOIS  Ha IIPOIIEHUsS, KO IPECTONy €€ IIPHHECEHHBIE OT CBETJECHINEro Iaps
KapTaIMHCKOro u KaxeruHckoro HMpaxnus Tefimypa3oBMda O NPHHATHM €ro co
BCEMM €r0 HACJIEIHUKAMH M IIPEeMHUKaMH H CO BCEMHM €ro HapcTBaMH M obracTsaMu
B MOHApIIee IIOKPOBUTENBCTBO €.B. U €€ BBICOKMX HACIECIHHKOB H IIPEEMHHKOB, C
IpU3HAHHAEM BEPXOBHOM BIACTH BCEPOCCHHCKHMX HMMIEPATOPOB HaJA IapsaMH
KapTAIMHCKUMHM ¥  KaXETHHCKHMH, BCEMMWJIOCTHUBEHIIE BOCXOTENA MOCTAHOBHUTH
H 3aKJIOYHATh C IOMSHYTBIM CBETJIEHININM  IapeM JpY>XEeCTBEHHBIH JOTrOBOD,
IOCPEICTBOM KOEro, ¢ OJHOH CTOPOHBI, €r0 CBETJIOCTh, MMEHEM CBOMM H CBOHX
[PEEMHHUKOB IPU3HABasl BEPXOBHYIO BJIACTh U MOKPOBUTENLCTBO €.M.B. H BBICOKHX
ee IPEEMHMKOB Haja BiajeTeNsiIMH ¥ Hapojamu napcts Kapramuuckoro u
KaxeTvHCKOrO W Tpounx 00nacTei, K HUM IpUHAIIEKAIIUX, O3HaMEHWI Obl
TOPKECTBEHHHIM M TOYHBIM 00pa3oM o0s3aTensCTBA CBOM B PaCCyXICHHH
Bcepoccuiickoif umnepuy; a ¢ Apyro#, e.M.B. TakoXAe MOIJa Obl O3HAMEHHTDH
TOPIKECTBEHHO, KaKOBBIC IIPEUMYIIECTBA ¥ BBITOJBl OT IUEAPOM M CHIIBHOH ee
JECHHUIIBI JAPYIOTCSA MOMSHYTBHIM HapoAaM ¥ CBETJICHINNM MX BJIaJCTEIAM.

K 3akmoueHHI0 Takoro JOroBOpa €.U.B. YNOJIHOMOYHTHL M3BOJMIIA CBETICHINErO
kua3g Pumckoit umnepun ['puropus Anexcanaposuda IToTeMKHHA, BOHCK CBOHX
reHepai-aHmeda, MOBEJIEBAIOIIEro JIETKOX KOHHHMLEH PEeryJsspHOH H HEPEryJIIpHOM
W MHOTMMM IPYIMMH BOEHHBIMH CHJIaMH, CEHAaTOpa, FOCYNapCTBEHHOM  BOEHHOM
KOJUICTHH BHIIC-IIPE3UAECHTA, acTpaXxaHCKOro, capaTOBCKOrO, a30BCKOTO u
HOBOPOCCHHCKOTO TocyldapeBa HAaMECTHHKA, CBOEr0 TIeHEpal-alblOTaHTa H
JEHCTBUTENBHOIO KaMeprepa, KasajeprapJckoro Kopiyca mopy4uka, Jieio-reapauu
[IpeoGpaskeHCKOTO  IIOJIKA  IIOJMOJIKOBHHKA, IJIABHOIO HayalbHHKA MacTEepOBOM
opyxeiiHOM manmaTel, KaBalepa opaeHoB CB. amocroida  Amnjpes, AJEKcaHapa

114



Hegckoro, Boennoro C.Benukomy4deHuka ['eoprus u CB. paBHOAIOCTONILHOIO KHA3S
Brnagumupa OONBIINX KPECTOB; KOPOJEBCKUX IPYcCKoro UepHOro M NONBCKOTO
Benoro 240 Opnos u Cs.Cranucnasa, meeackoro Cepadumos, marckoro Ciona u
Toncturckoro CB.AHHEBL, CO BIACTHIO, 3@ OTCYTCTBHEM CBOHMM H30paTh U CHaOAUTH
TIOJIHOIO MOYBIO OT cebst, Koro oH 3a Gnaro paccyIHT, KOTOPBIA 1Mo TOMy H30pain U
YIIOJHOMOYHJI MPEBOCXOIUTENBHOIO TOCHOAVHA OT apMHM €.M.B.  IeHepal-
[IOpyYHKa, BoiickaMH B AcTpaXaHCkoi TIyOepHHH KOMaHIYIOLIEro, €.H.B.
JNEUCTBUTENLHOTO ~ Kameprepa W opaeHoB poccuiickumx — Cs.AjekcaHzapa
HeBckoro, BOGHHOr0 BENHKOMYYeHHKa U modemoHocna 'eoprusd B OJCTHHCKOIO
CB.AHHBI kaBaiepa [laBna [loTeMkuHa, a €ro CBETIOCTh KapTAIMHCKHA H
KaxeTuHCKMH waps Hpaxmuit TeiimypasoBud H30pal M YMOJHOMOYHJI C CBOEH
CTOPOHEI MX CHUATENILCTB CBOEro TIeHepala oOT JeBod pykm Kua3g Msana
KoncranTtnHOBHYa barpatuoHa M ero CBETIOCTH TE€HEpAI-aJBIOTAaHTa KHI3A
I'apcepana YapwaBagsesa. lloMsHyTBIE MOJHOMOYHBIE, IPUCTYIIMB C IIOMOIIBIO
Boxuelt K meny W pa3MeHSB B3aUMHBIE IIOJHOMOYHS, IO CHJIE UX IIOCTAHOBHIIH,
3aKITIOYMIIY M [TOATIMCAIH CICYIOUE apTHKYJIBL.

ApPTHUKYII [IepBBIX

Ero ceeTniocTh napb KapTAIMHCKUI U KaXeTHHCKHANR HMEHEM CBOUM, HaClI€IHUKOB
1 TPEEMHHUKOB CBOMX TOPXKECTBEHHO HaBCErJa OTPHIAETCs OT BCAKOIO BacCallbCTBA
WM TI07 KaKuM Obl TO THUTYJIOM HH ObLIO, OT BCsSKOM 3aBucuMocTu oT Ilepcuu unm
HHOI ep>XaBbl X CUM OOBABILACT IIEPe ] IMLOM BCETO CBETA, YTO OH HE IIPHU3HAET HaJl
co0o¥ W mpeeMHHKaMH  HHOTO  CaMmOIepiKaBHs, KpOME BEPXOBHOM BIacTH U
[OKPOBUTEIBCTBA €.H.B. H €€ BBICOKMX HAcIeIHHKOB M IIPEEMHHMKOB IIPECTOJIA
BCEPOCCHHCKOr0 MMIIEPAaTOPCKOro, obemas ToMy IIPECTONY BEPHOCTh M FOTOBHOCTH
ocoGCTBOBATE TI0/1b3€ FOCYAapcTBa BO BCAKOM CiIydae, Ile OT HEro To TpeboBaHO
Oyzer.

ApTHKYJN BTOpO#

E.H.B., IPpHEMIISL CO CTOPOHBI €0 CBET.IOCTH TOJIb YUCTOCEPACTHOC oGemanne,
PaBHOMEPHO o6emae’r )51 06Halle)KI/IBaeT HMIEPAaTOPCKUM CBOHUM CJIOBOM 3a cebs u
[IPEEMHHUKOB CBOHX, YTO MHJIOCTh H IOKPOBHTEJIBCTBO HX OT CBETJIEHIIHX Uaped
KapTaJHHCKHUX M KaxX€THHCKHX HHKOrJa OTBEMJICMBI HE 6}’2[}"1' .B J0Ka3arcliIbCTBO
gero €.B. JacT MMIICPAaTOPCKOE CBOE py4yaTeabCTBO HaA COXPaHCHHE INCIOCTH
HacTOSAIIMX BrageHuil ero ceewiocTd uaps Vpaxmus TeiiMypasoBuua, Ipeamnonaras
pPacnpoCcTpaHuTh TaKOBOE pY4aTENbCTBO M HA TaKHE BJIANCHMS, KOM B TCHUCHHC
BPEMEHH IO  OOCTOSTENsCTBAM — MPHOOpETEHBl W NPOYHBIM 00pa3oM 3a HHM

YTIBEPXXAEHH OyOyT.

ApTUKYJ TpeTHiA

B H3BSBIECHMM TOrO0 4YUCTOCEPACYMS, C KaKOBHIM €ro CBETIOCTH Iaph
KapTATMHCKMNA W KaXeTHHCKHH NPH3HAET BEPXOBHYIO BIACTE M IIOKPOBHTEJECTBO
BCEPOCCHHCKUX HUMIIEPATOPOB, MOCTABJIEHO, YTO INOMSHYTBIE ILapH, BCTymas
HACJIEACTBEHHO Ha LAPCTBO MX, MMCKIOT TOTYAC H3BEUATh O TOM POCCHHACKOMY
MMIIEPaTOPCKOMY ABODY, MCIpaluvBas dpe3 HOCNAaHHWKOB CBOMX HMMIIEPATOPCKOIo
Ha 1ApCTBO TOATBEPXKIECHHUSA M WHBECTHTYPOH, COCTOSINEH B rpamMoTe, 3HAMEHH C
repbom Bcepoccuifckoit uMmepud, HMEIOMHM BHYTpH ce0si rep0 MOMSHYTBHIX
1apcTB, B cabiie, B MOBEUTEILHOM Xe3Jle ¥ B MAHTHH MM €laHde I'OpHOCTacBOM.
Cux 3HaKd HWIA [OCIHaHHUKAM BpY4YEHBl OyIyT, HIM XK€ dYpe3 IIOrpaHHUIHOE
HAYaILCTBO JOCTABIEHBI OyNyT K Iapio, KOTOpbli NpH IOIYYEHHH HX B
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IPUCYTCTBHM POCCHMCKOTO MMHHCTPAa IOKEHCTBYET TOP)KECTBEHHO YUHHHTH
OPUCATY Ha BEpHOCTH W ycepaue K Poccuiickod uMIepun M Ha MpU3HAHHE
BEPXOBHOH BJIACTH M MOKPOBHTENLCTBA BCEPOCCHMHCKHX MMIIEPAaTOpOB MO (opMe,
mpuiaraeMod npu ceM Tpaktare. OOpsI ceif ¥ HBIHE HCIOAHEH ga OyAeT co
cTopoHs! ceetneinero naps Mpaxua TelimypazoBuya.

ApTUKYJ 4eTBEPTHIH
I[J'Iﬂ J0Ka3aTCJIbCTBA, YTO HaMEPECHHUA €ro CBCTJIOCTH B PACCYXIACHUHU TOJIb
TECHOTO €ro coeauHeHus co Bcepoccuiickol uMIepueil U npu3HaHUSA BEPXOBHOM
BJIaCTH M IIOKPOBUTENHCTBA BCENpPECBETICHIIMX TOH mMmmepuu olianareneidt CyTh
HEIIOPOYHEI, o6emaeT €ro CBETJIOCTH Oe3 IIpEIABAPHUTEIILHOIO COIJIALICHUS C IVIaBHBIM
NOrpaHAYHbIM Ha4YaJbHUKOM B MHUHUCTPOM €.H.B., IIPH HEM aKKPEAUTYCMBIM, HE
HMECTh CHOUICHHUA C OKPECTHBIMH  BIAJCTC/IAIMU. A xorma oT HHX [IpUEAYT
NMocnanubl UJIH OpHCIaHbI GYIIYT MACBMA, OHBIC IIPHHUMAs, COBETOBATE C I'NIABHBLIM
NOrpaHUvIHbIM HAYJIBHUKOM H € MHUHHUCTPOM €.H.B., O BO3BpAlICHUM TAaKOBBIX

IOCHAHIIEB ¥ O HAUISKAINEH MX BIAACTEIIM OTIOBEIH.

ApTHKyN NATBIA

Yro6 ymobHee UMETh BCAKOE HYXXHOE CHOLICHUE M coriameHue ¢ Poccuiickum
UMIICPATOPCKHUM ABOPOM, €r0 CBETJIOCTh Laph KEIAa€T UMEThH IIPX TOM ABOPE CBOETO
MHUHHCTpPA HJIA PE3UIACHTA, a €.1.B., MUJIOCTUBO TO IPHEMIIA, 00EINAET, 9TO OHBIH NpH
ABOpPE €€ IIpHHUMaEM GYHGT Hapsany ¢ NpOYrMMH BIAACTCIIBHBIX KHS3eH MHUHUCTpaMH
paBHOI'O €My XapaKTepa, ¥ CBepX TOr0 COM3BOJNSET M CO CBOEH CTOPOHBI
COJEpKaThb IIPH €ro
CBCTJIOCTH pOCCHﬁCKOFO MUHHUCTPA WIH PEINICHTA.

ApTHKyH IIecTOH

E.n.B., npuemns c¢ OnaropojeHueM [PU3HAHHE BEPXOBHOM €€ BJIAcTH U
IIOKpOBUTENLCTBA HaX HapcTBamu Kapramuackum u I'py3uHCKEM, 06emaeT UMEHEM
CBOUM M IIPEEMHHUKOB CBOUX:

1. Hapompl Tex NApCTB NOYMTATh MNpeOBIBAIOIIMMHM B TECHOM COKO3E H
COBEPUIEHHOM COIJIACUM C HUMIepHedl ee W, CIEACTBEHHO, Hempuarened Mx
IPH3HABATH 32 CBOUX HelpuaTenei; yero paiu Mup, ¢ [lopro#t OTToMaHCKOH uaH
¢ [Ilepcueii, wmnm wmHOM JdepxaBoi H 00NacTbIO 3aKIIOYAEMBIH, JOJDKEH
pacrpoCTpaHATHECS U Ha CHHU IIOKPOBUTENBCTBYEMEBIE €.B. HAPOHL.

2. Ceerneffiinero naps HMpaxmus Teiivypazosuda U €ro JoMa HacIeIHHKOB X
IIOTOMKOB COXPaHATh fecriepeMeHHO Ha napctBe KapranmHckoM H
Kaxerunckom.

3. Bnacts, cO BHYTPEHHHM YIIPaBJIEHHEM CONPSDKEHHYIO, Cy[l M paclnpaBy ¥ c6op
mojaTed IpeJOCTaBUTH €ro CBETIOCTH LAapi0o B IONHYIO €r0 BOJIO U IIONB3Y,
3anpemas CBOEMY BOCHHOMY M IPaKIAaHCKOMY HA4ajlbCTBY BCTYNATHCA B KaKHe-
60 pacmopsHKEHHS.

ApTUKYN ceIpMOM
Ero cBemnocte naph mpuemis ¢ JOCTOXOKHBIM OJIarOroBeHHEM TOIb
MHJIOCTHBOE CO CTOPOHBI €.M.B. OOHajexuBaHHe, oOelaeT 3a cebsf M IOTOMKOB
CBOMX:
1. BeITh Bcera roroBBIM Ha CITy0Y €.B. C BOHCKaMH CBOMMH.
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2. C HayaTbHUKaMH pPOCCHMHMCKHMH oOpainasck BO BCErJalllHEM CHOIIEHHUH IO
BCEM JeNaM, J0 CIOy)XOBl e.H.B. KacaroluMcs, yIOBICTBOPATH HX TpeOOBaHUIM U
IOJaHHBIX €.B. OXPaHATh OT BCAKUX OOUI M IPUTECHEHHHA.

3. B onpenenenuM roged K MeCTaM M BO3BBIUEHHM HX B YMHBI OTMEHHOE
OKa3blBaTh YBa)XXEHHE HA 3aCIyTH IEpel Bcepoccuifickoit ummnepueit, ot
[OKPOBUTENLCTBA KoeH 3aBHCHUT CIIOKOHCTBHME H OnaromeHcTBHe LAPCTB
Kapranuackoro u KaxeTunckoro.

ApTHKYJ OCBMOH

B moxazarenscTBO OCOONHBOIO MOHApIIEro OJIAaroBOJICHHS K €ro CBETJIOCTH
[api0 W HapoJaM €ro W i BAMEro coeauHeHus ¢ Poccuel cuX eIMHOBEPHBIX
HApOMOB, €.M.B. COM3BOJIAET, YTOO KATONMKOC UIH HAYAILCTBYIOIMH apXMUENUCKOI
X COCTOSJI MECTOM B YHCIE POCCHHICKHX apXuepeeB B  OCBMOH  CTENeHH,
AMEHHO moclte  TOGOIBCKOro, BCEMMJIOCTHBEHINE JKaIysl eMy HaBcerga THTYII
Caareiiimero CuHOga WieHa; O YNpaBACHMH K€ TIPYy3MHCKMMM II€pKBaMH U
OTHOIIEHHM, KaKOBO€ JOJKeHCTByeT OwniTh Kk CuHOXy poccmiickoMy, O TOM
COCTaBUTC OCOOJIUBEII apTHKYJL.

ApTHUKYT OeBATHIA

IIpocTupas MIJIOCTH CBOIO K IIOJNAHHBIM €0 CBETJIOCTH Laps, KHA3BSIM H
JBOpSHAM, €.M.B. YCTaHOBJISIET, 4TO OHBIE BO Bcepoccuiickod umnepuu OymayT
[0JIB30BaTbCA BCEMH TEMHM IpeHMYLIECTBAMH M BBITOJAMH, KOHM POCCHHACKUM
0J1aropoJHBIM IIPACBOEHBI, a €ro CBETJIOCTh, NpHeMJId ¢ OIarogapHOCTBIO TOJb
MHJIOCTHBOE K MOJJAaHHBIM €r0 CHHCXOXJEHWE, OOs3BIBacTCS IpHUCIaTh KO
JBOPY €.B. CIIMCKHA BceX OnaropomHbix gamunuif, 1a0bl IO OHBIM MOXHO OBLIO
3HATh B TOYHOCTH, KOMY TaKOBOE OTIMYHOE IIPABO PUHALIEKHUT.

ApTuKyn necateii

HOCT&HOBJ'ISICTC}I, YTO BCC 13006me YPOXCHIBI KapTAIMHCKHE W KaXCTHHCKHC
MOIYyT B Poccun CCIUTBHCA, BBIC3XKATh MW I[IAaKH BO3BpallaThCsa 663B036paHHO;
IIJIEHHBIC K€, C€CJIM OHBIC OPYXHEM WM IEPEeroBOpaMH y TYPOK H HNEPCHAH HIH
JpYyTHX HapoioB oOcBOOOXIEHB OymyT,  Ja OTIYCTATCA BOCBOSICHM IO HX
JXeJIaHusIM, BO3Bpallasd TOJABKO HM3ACPAKKH HA HUX BBIKYII M BBIBO3; CHE CaMO€ H
€ro CBETJIOCTh Naph OOEINAET MCHONHATH CBITO B DACCY>KACHHHM POCCHHCKHX
MOAAAHHEIX, B IIJICH K COCEOAM MO IAIOIMHUXCA.

ApPTHKYI TIEpBHIA Ha JECATh

KynequTBo KapTAIMHCKOC K  KaXCTHHCKOC HMCET CB060}Iy OTIIPABJIATH
CBOHA TOprd B P OCCHH, IIOJIb3YACh TEMH XK€ IIpaBaMH U NPEHMYINCCTBAMHA, KOHMH
IIPUPOIHEIC poccniflcxne NOANAaHHBIC MOJB3YIOTCA; B3AUMHO XK€ MHapb o6e111aeT
IIOCTAaHOBUTH C I[VIaBHBIM HA4YAJIBHHKOM IOTPaHHYHBIM HIIA ¢ MUHHCTPOM €.B. O
BCCMCPHOM obJler4yeHun Kymie4ucCTBa pOCCHﬁCKOI‘ O B TOPIre UX B obnacTax ero iy B
Ipoe3/ie UX UL TOPry B Ipyrue MecTa; ub0 6e3 Takoro TOYHOIO IOCTAHOBJIEHHS U
YCJIOBHE O BBII'0JAaX €TI0 KylIe4eCTBa MeCTa HMETH HE MOXKCT.
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ApTHKYJ BTOpO# Ha JECATH
Ceit moroBop nenmacTcss Ha BeYHble BpeMeHa; HO €XENH YTO-TMO0 YCMOTPEHO
OymeTr Hy)KHbIM [EpEMEHHUTh HIH INpHOABUTb IJIA B3aMMHOHR IOIB3BI, OHOE Ja
BO3BIMECET MECTO ITIO 060CTOp0HHeMy COTIIAaICHHIO.

APpTUKYI TpeTUH Ha IeCITh
Patuduxanyu Ha HACTOAIMI TpakKTaT JODKEHCTBYIOT pa3MEHEHBI OBITh B LIECTH
MECAIICB OT NOMIIHUCAHNA €0, UK U CKOpEC, 6}’1‘[6 BO3MOXHO.

B mocToBepHe uero HMXKEMOINWCABLINECS ITOJTHOMOYHBIE MO CHJIE UX IOJHBIX
MOYEH TOAMUCAIA CHH apPTUKY/IBI M MPUIOKAIM K HUM CBOM IeyaTy B ['eoprueBckoit
Kpenocty, urons 24-ro gus 1783 r.

Ha noxnunasoMm nognucaso:
ITaBen [loTemkuH.

Kus3p VBan barpatuos.
Kua3e 'apceBan YaBuaBanzes.

CEITAPATHBIE APTHKYVJIbI

ApTuKyn cenapaTHblil IEPBEIN

Teepmoe e.n.B. HamepeHHe, Nabbl €IUHOBEPHBIC € HapOJBl, TOJNH TECHBIMH
y3aMH C HMIIEpUEH ee COeNUHEHHBIE, NMpeOBIBAIM MEXTy COOOH B IpYXECTBE U
COBEpIICHHOM COIJJACHH B CTpaxX 3aBHUCTBYIOIMHUM MM COCEASIM M B OTpaKCHHE
COCIUHEHHBIMH CHJIAMH BCAKOTO MOKYIIEHWS Ha HX cBoOody, CHOKOMHCTBHE H
6naroneHcTBHE, noOyXJaeT e.B. Ipenogars €ro CBETJIOCTH 1apro
KapTaldHCKOMY ¥ KaxeTumHcKoMy Fpaxmmio TeliMypa3oBu4y ApYKECTBEHHBIE
COBETHI M YBEIAHHMS O COXpaHEHHH IPYXObl U JOOPOIo COIVIacHs CO CBETICHIIMM
napeM umepeTuHckuM COJIOMOHOM H O ITOCTAHOBJIEHHH BCETO TOTO, YTO MOXET
TOJIBKO ITOCOOCTBOBATH IIPECEUEHHMIO PA3MTHYHBIX paclpei U K yIPEXIECHUIO BCAKHX
HelopasyMeHuii, ofemas  KUMIEpaTOpCKMM  CBOMM  CJIOBOM  HE  TOJBKO
CIIOCIEIIECTBOBATh CTAPAHUSAMHM CBOUMH COOBITHIO CETO TOJHKO IIOJE3HOrO Jiena,
HO U Ha
TaKOBBII MUp M COTJIACHE aTh CBOE PYy4aTEIBCTBO.

Ero cBernocts maps HMpaxnuii, npuemis ¢ JODKHOM 6JarofapHOCTBIO
BEJIMKOMYINHBIE €.B. IIONEYEHHUS O COONMIOACHHHM ApPYXOBl MEXIy HapoJamu
€IMHOrO IPOMCXOXICHUS U 3aKOHA M BBICOYAMINEE €€ pyYaTeNnbCTBO, HCIIOBEAYET
CHM, 4TO B JIelaXx HMX B3aMMHBIX cO cBeTyeiimuM napeM COIOMOHOM HBIHE H
BIOpEAb INpPH3HAeT €.M.B.  COBEpPIIEHHHIM apOMTpPOM, IOABEpras pacupud #
HEI0pa3yMeHus, MEXIy AByMs BJIaJICTEISIMU Iaye BCAKOIO YasHUSA
[IPOUCXOMSAIINE, €€ BEPXOBHOMY PEIIEHHIO.

ApTHKYJ cenlapaTHBIA BTOPOH
I[.TIH OXpaHCHHUA BJIaJcHuR KapTaTIHHCKHX H KaXCTHHCKHX OT BCIKOI0
IPUKOCHOBCHUSA CO CTOPOHEL cocenmet 1 ans TIOAKPCILICHUSA BOHCK €ro CBETJIOCTHU
oapg Ha 060p0Hy e.1.B. o0emaer COEPKaTh B 00J1acTAX €ro aBa IMOJTHBIX OatannoHa
MEXOTHI ¢ YETHIPbMA IIyHIKaM#d, KOTOPBIM MPOBHAHT H (bypaxc o ©uX MmTaraM
IIPOU3BOOUTECH 6y,ueT B HaAtype€ OT 3CMJIH II0 COINAUI€HHIO €ro CBCTIOCTH C
TIaBHBIM IIOrpaHHYHBIM HAYaJIBHHKOM 3a IOJOXKEHHYIO B IIITaTax LICHY.
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ApTHUKyH cenapaTHBIA TPETHH

Ha ciygail BOMHBI TI7aBHBIM [OTPaHWYHBI HAYaJbHHUK BCETZHA CO CTOPOHBI
€.M.B. YIIOJHOMOYEH OBITH JZOJKEHCTBYET C €r0 CBETJIOCTBIO LIAPEM KapTaAIHHCKAM
Y KaXeTHHCKUM COIVIACHTP U TMOJIOKUTH HA Mepe O 3alllMIICHUM O3HAYEHHBIX 3€MeENb
M O [IeHCTBHM INPOTHB HENpUsATENd, KOTOPHIA HE MHAKO Kak 3a oOLIero Bpara
paszymeeM ObITh moKed. [IpiayeM MOCTaHOBIISETCA, YTO €xXendu OBl yacTe BOMCK
KapTaIMHCKMX M KaXeTHHCKUX ymoTpeOneHa Obina and ciryxObl €.M.B. BHE
IIPEJENIOB UX, TO OHBIM UMEET OBITh MPOM3BOAMMO IOIHOE COIACPXKAHHE IIPOTHBY
IIPOYUX BOHCK €.B.

ApPTHKYI celapaTHBIN Y€TBEPTHIN
E.nB. ofemaeT B ciaydae BOMHBI YIIOTPeOMTh BCE BO3MOXHOE CTapaHHe
moco0MeM OpyXwWs, a B CIydae MHpa HAcTOSHUEM O BO3BpAllCHUH 3€MENb U
MecT, wu3jgaBHa K napctBy KapramuHckoMmy M KaxeTHHCKOMY NpPHHAIUIEKABIIUX,
KOM M OCTaHyTCS-BO BIAJCHHHM Lapel TaMOIIHUX HA OCHOBAaHHMU TpakKTara o
IOKPOBUTEIHCTBE U BEPXOBHOI
BJI4CTH BCEPOCCUHCKMX MMIIEPATOPOB, HaJl HUMH 3aK/IIOYEHHOTO.

Cuy cenapaTHbI€ apTUKYJbl OyOyT MMETh TaKylO Xe CHIy, Kak OBl OHBIC B
CaMBIi TPaKTaT OT CJIOBA B CIOBO BHECEHBI ObLIM. Uero paau u paTHQUKalHd Ha
HUX B TOT JX€ CPOK BMECT€ pa3MEHEHBbI OBbITh JOKEHCTBYIOT. B moctoBepue
Yero HIDKCMOAMUCABINKECS MOJHOMOYHBIE 10 CHJIE HX ITOMHBIX MOYEH NOANHCanH
CHM apTHKYJIBl M NPHIOXKUIM K HUM
cBon nedard B EropreBckoii kpenocty uroid 24-ro nua 1783 r.

Ha nonnuzHOM IIOAIIHCAHO:
[TaBen [loTemkuH.
Kus3p UBan barpatuon.
Kus3s 'apceBan UaBuaBa13es.

JIOTTOJIHUTEJILHBIN APTUKYJT

Kak xaprandeckie ¥ KaXeTHHCKME Lapd OT JaBHUX BpPEMEH BEHYAIOTCH
[ApPCKUM BEHIIOM M IIOMa3ylOTCS Ha LEpCTBO CBATBIM MHPOM, TO €.4.B. HMMEHEM
CBOHM M IIPEEMHHKOB CBOEr0 HMMIIEPATOPCKOro IpecToNa He TOJIBKO
BCEMILTOCTHBEHIIIE TO3BOJIET OMSIHYTBIM LapsM yrnoTpeOieHue Cero CBSINEHHOro
o0psima, HO eime B BsIIee JOKa3aTeNbCTBO OTIMYHOTO CBOErO  OJIaroBOICHHUS
KaTyeT UM CBEPX IPOYMX 3HAKOB MMIIEPATOPCKOM Ha HapCTBHE MHBECTUTYDEHL, B
JIOTOBOpE MOJOXKEHHBIX, OOBIKHOBEHHYIO IApCKYI0 KODOHY, KOTOPYIO KaK €.BBIC-
BO HbHe Bianelomuil mapb Mpaxmuii II ynmorpebisaTs, Tak U CBeTIEHINHE €r0
IPEEMHUKH TOH e BEHYaeMBI OBITH JOIKEHCTBYIOT.

E.Beic-Bo naps Mpaxnuii, curo BEICOYAHIyr0 MHIOCTE €.M.B. C JOCTOHOIDKHBIM
OnaroroBeHueM M ONarofapHOCTBIO mpHeMisd, obcmaeT MMEHEM CBOHM U
IIPEEMHUKOB CBOMX, 4TO OOpSI CBSUICEHHOIO Te€X NMPEEMHMKOB €ro Ha LapCTBO
BEHYAHMs ¥ [IOMa3aHHsi HE Ipexae coBepmiaeM OyNeT, Kak MO0 YYHHEHHH
TIOJIOXEHHOH TPAaKTAaTOM IIPUCATH Ha BEPHOCTh BCEPOCCHICKOMY HMIIEPATOPCKOMY
OpecToly ¥ 10 IOJYy4YEHWW YTBEpAMUTENLHOH HMIEPATOPCKOH IPaMOTHI C
HMHBECTUTYPOH.

Ceit apTuxym HMeeT MOYUTaeM OBITh INpPHHAMIEKAMMM K YHCIY APYTHX,
TPaKTaT COCTABJISIONIMX, B JOCTOBEPHE YETO YIOIHOMOYEHHBIE K IIOAIMUCAHUIO TOrO
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TPaKTaTa Mo JaHHO# MM JAOBEPEHHOCTH OHBIH MOANUCATY YU MEYaTSIMH YKPENUIU B
24 ... mecsita 1784 r.

[TaBen IToremkun.

Kus3s MBan barpatuon.

Kua3p "apceBan YaByaBaazes.

OBPAREL], [TO KOTOPOMY EI'O CBETJIOCTbD
LTAPb KAPTAJTMHCKIA U KAXE TMHCKIIT UPAKTHIA
TEVIMYPA30BUY
YUMHUT KJISTBEHHOE OBEIIAHUE HA BEPHOCTD

E.N.B. CAMOJIEPXXULIE BCEPOCCUIMCKOM U HA ITPUSHAHME
I[TOKPOBUTEJILCTBA Y BEPXOBHOM BJIACTU BCEPOCCUNCKUX
UMIIEPATOPOB

HAJ HAPAMU KAPTAJIMHCKMMHA Y1 KAXETUHCKHMMU

«A3 HIKEMMEHOBaHHBIM, oOemaroch U KIsHych Bceemoryumm borom mpen
CBATBIM €ro EBaHrenneM B TOM, YTO XOLIy M JOJDKEH €.M.B. BCelpecBeTielmeil u
JEpKaBHEUINEN  BEIMKOM  rocyzapblHe  MMIEpaTpulle U caMoepiKulle
Beepoccuiickodi  Exatepune  AusexceeBHe u ee  soOe3HeHIneMy  CHIHY,
IpecBeTIeHIIEMy rocyJaplo LiecapeBuyy M BeaukoMmy KHsa3io IlaBimy IletpoBuuy,
3aKOHHOMY  BCEpPOCCHICKOIO HMMIIEPaTOPCKOTO IPECTOJIa HAacJIEIHHKY, M BCEM
BBICOKHM IIpEEMHHKaM TOTO pecToia BEPHBIM, YCEPIHBIM 7§
Jo6poxeareabHbIM Obrth.  [lpu3HaBas uUMEHEM  MOHM, HAacJIEOHHUKOB U
IIPEeMHHUKOB MOMX M BCEX MOMX LIapcTB M oOnacTe Ha BEYHBIE BPEMCEHA
BRICOYAMIIEE IOKPOBHTEILCTBO M  BEPXOBHYIO BNAacTh €.M.B. M €€ BBICOKHX
HACJECIHUKOB HANO MHOIO U MOMWMH [pPEEMHHKaMH, LApSMH KapTAIMHCKUMH H
KaxeTUHCKUMH, U BCIEACTBHE TOTO OTBEprasl BCSIKOE HAJ0 MHOIO M BIAJCHUSMH
MOUMH, IIOA KaKuM Obl TO THTYJIOM MJIM IIPELIOrOM HH OBLIO, TOCIOJCTBOBaHME
WM BJAaCTh APYTHX rocylapedt W Jep)aB M OTpHLAiCh OT INOKPOBHTEILCTBA WX,
00sf3pIBAIOCE [0  YHCTOM MOeH  XPUCTHAHCKOH  COBECTH  HEMpHATENCH
Poccuiickoro rocyaapcTea moYuTaTh 3@ CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX HempusATeNel, ObITh
HOCAyWIHBIM H  TOTOBBIM BO BCSKOM Caydae, rzae Ha ciyx0by en.B. H
rocyaapcTsa Bcepoccuiickoro norpebex 6yay, U B TOM BO BCEM HE INaIWTh XHBOTA
cBoero [0 mociennedt xamad kpoBd. C BOEHHBIMM H TPOKHAHCKHMH €.B.
HayaJIbHUKAMK U CIY)XKUTEISMH oOpawmarbcss B HCKpeHHeM cornacud. M exenu
Kakoe-mub0 MpenocyauTeNbHOe IONB3€ U CIaBe €.B. M €€ UMIIEPUU HENO WM
HaMepeHHE y3HAlO, TOTYac JAaBaTh 3HaTh. OIHHMM CIOBOM, TaK IMOCTYNaTh, Kak
II0 EOUHOBEPHIO MOEMY C POCCHHCKMMH HapoJaMH U IO O0OS3aHHOCTH MOEH B
pacCy>XACHHU ITOKPOBUTEILCTBA M BEPXOBHOM BIACTH €.M.B. IIPUINYHO M JOJIKHO.
B zamouenune ceit Moeil KIIATBBI HEJYIO ClIoBa U kpecT Cnacutens MOero. AMUHBY.

Ceit oOpazenr uWMeeT CIyXUTh W OyIyouM BIpegs UapsAM KapTaTHHCKUM
U KaXeTHHCKAM JUI1 YYUMHEHHWS KISTBEHHOro oOemaHMs IpH BCTYIUIEHHMHM HX Ha
I{apCTBO M NpH MOJYyYEHHUH MOATBEPANTEIBHON I'PaMOTHI CO 3HAKaMH HMHBECTHTYDBI,
OT POCCHHCKOT0 HMIEpPATOPCKOIO BOPA JKATyEeMOM.

B noctoBepue cero HUXenoAUCaBIIUECS [TOJJHOMOUYHBIE 10 CHIIE HX
IIOJIHBIX MOYe# ToT 0Opa3el] DOAUCATH U IPUIOKIIN K HEMY CBOM IIE€UaTH
B Eroprenckoit kpenoctu urons 24-ro aus 1783 r.

Ha monmuHOM noanucaxo:
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[TaBen [TotemkuH.
Kus3s MBan barpatnon.
Kus3b NapceBan UapuaBa1zes.

(Source: http://www.hist.msu.ru/ER/Etext/georgia.htm )

Bricouaiimuit Manugect o npucoenuseruu ['pysun k Poccun
ot 12-ro-cents6ps 1801 roma

Boxueit MuiIocThIO, MBI, Anekcagap nepBslit, imneparop u Camonepxen
Bepoccuiickuii, 1 npoyas ¥ Ipoyas ¥ npodvas.
OO6psBsieM BceM oOuTarteNsiM napcTpa [ py3MHCKOIo, KOMY O TOM BEJATh HAICKUT.
[ToKpOBHTENECTBO M BepXOBHas BnacTh Poccuiickoid Mmnepum Hax mapcTBoM
I'py3uHCKMM Bceria Hajaraly Ha MOHApPXOB POCCHMCKHMX M JOINT 3amuTel. B 1796
rOAY, IPOTHB CUIBHOTO BHAJeHHS K BaM Aru-MaromerT-xaHa, B bo3e moduBaromas
BENIMKas rocyaapbiHs mMiepaTpuiia ExarepuHa AsexceeBHa Iociajia 4acTh BOMCK
ceoux. CTOJb yCHEIDHOE TOTZa HE TOKMO CIaceHHe uapcTBa I'pysmHCKOrO, HO H
CYaCTIHBOE MOKOpEeHUe BceX obacTeil ¥ Hapoaos ot Oeperos Kacnuiickoro mops 1o
pex Kypel u Apaxca orpaxnany Bac OT BCSKuMX omnacHocTed. OcTaBaioch, TOKMO
BHYTpPEeHHUM OyaroyupekaeHueM OIaroneHCTBHE Balle YTBEpAUTh HaBeku. Ho
BHE3aTHOE M CKOPOIIOCTIDKHOE OTCTYIUIEHME BOHCK poccuiickux u3 Ilepcun,
ApMeHHuH U U3 IIPe/eoB BAlIMX HCIPOBEPITIH CIPaBEINBOE OXKuAaHue Bame. Bee
[IOTOM TpETEPIEHHBIS BaMU OEINCTBHUS: HAINECTBUE HEBEPHBIX M WHOIUIEMEHHBIX
HApOJOB, Pa30pEHHE TOPOJIOB U CENEHUi, mopaboleHHeE H yBIEUEHHE B IJICH OTIOB,
Marepeif, XeH U JeTell BalllMX, HaKOHEI pa3sfop LapcKkod damuiIuu M paslencHUe
Hapoja MeXIy pa3HbIMH HCKAaTeJSIMH ILapCKOT0 JIOCTOMHCTBA BJIEK/IHM Bac B
MexnoycoOnble Opanu. OKpyxarolye Bac XHUINHEIE HApOAbl TOTOBBI OBUIM HANacTh
Ha [[apCTBO Ballle ¥ HEHAKa3aHHO pacTep3aTh ero octaTkd. COeNMHEHHUEM BCEX CHX
3071 HE TOKMO HapoJ, HO JaKe W MMS Hapoza IPYy3MHCKOro, XpaOpOCTHIO Ipex[e
CTOJIb CNIABHOTO BO BCeld Asuu, HCTpeOunoch Ol oT una 3emiu. Crod B Ge3nHe cei,
HEOXHOKPATHO, NPU3LIBATH Bbl IIOKPOBHUTEIBCTBO pocchiickoe. BeTymenue BoHCK
Hamax #u mnopaxemde OMap-XaHa aBapcKOro MPHOCTAHOBHIM TIuOens Banly,
YCTpaIIMB BCEX XMITHUKOB, HAIIOMHAIOIIKX ropsl KaBkasckue, M TeX, KOM pa3qupaioT
obnacte Ilepcum m Benmxoi ApmeHuH. 3aTHXJIH KpaMmoOJIBl IIOCPEIH Bac, U BCE BEHI
eIMHOMYUIHO M TOPXXECTBEHHO BO33BAJM BIACTh DPOCCHMCKYIO YNpPaBIITh BaMHU
HEMOCpPeJCTBEHHO. MBI, BCTYNsS Ha BCEpOCCHHCKHMH INpecTos, oOpemu NapcTBO
I'py3unckoe, mpucoeannenHoe K Poccun, o ueMm u mManudect B 18-H neHb sSHBaps
1801 roma u3zaH yxe ObUI BO BceHApOAHOE H3ReCTHE. BHUKASA B MOJIOXKEHHUE BAlUE U
BHJIS, YTO IIOCPENCTBO M IPUCYTCTBHE BOHCK poccuiickux B ['py3un M JOHBIHE OJHO
yIEPXXKHBaeT NPOJUTHE KPOBY HAM €JWMHOBEPHBIX ¥ KOHEYHYIO FHOeNb, YTOTOBaHHYIO
BaM OT XMIIHBIX U HEBEPHBIX, COIpEENLHEIE BaM HapOAOB, Xelnanu Mbl HCIBITaTh
eme, HET JHU  BO3MOXHOCTM  BOCCTAHOBHTH IIEPBOE  [IPABIICHHE  IIOJ
IOKPOBUTENHCTBOM HammM 1 coXpaHuThL Bac B crokoficTuu u 6e3onacnoctu. Ho
Ommxaiiline o ceMmy HcciefoBaHMs HakoHen ybemunu Hac, uto pasnele yacTu
HapoAa Tpy3WHCKOrO, PaBHO JparolleHHblE HaM N0 YeJIOBEYECTBY, IIPaBETHO
CTpaINaTCcs TOHEHHS U MECTH TOTO, KTO U3 MCKaTesel JOCTOMHCTBA IIapCKOTO MOT G5l
JIOCTHTHYTb €r0 BJIACTH, HOENUKY IIPOTUBY BCeX HX Oonblias 4acTb B HApOJE CTONb
sBHO cebs oOHapyxwmna. OZHO COMHEHHE M CTpPax CHX IOCIEICTBHH, BO3pOJIUB
GecrokoiicTBa, HeMHHYeMO OBUTH GBI HCTOUHUKOM MEXIOYCOOHH ¥ KPOBOIPOIHTHS.
Caepx TOro ObIBIIEE NMpABIECHHUE, JaxKe U B LapcTBO Lapsa HMpaxmus, KoTOpBIA KyxoM
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H JOCTOMHCTBOM CBOMM COE€IMHHMJ BCE IO BIacTh CBOIO, HE MOTJIO YTBEPAHTE HHU
BHEINHEH, HA BHyTpeHHeH Oe3zomacHocTH. HanpoTuB, CTONBKPAaTHO BOBIEKAIO Bac B
Oe3Hy 301, Ha Kpao KOe# U HBIHE BBl CTOMTE M B KOTOPYIO, 110 BCEM COOOPaXECHUAM,
JIOJKHBI BbI OyZeTe HU3BEPrHYTHCS, €CIM MOITHAs pyKa CIpPaBeAIHBON BJIACTH OT
nafeHus cero Bac He yaepxur. Cuia oOCTOATENBCTB CUX, 00Iee rocemMy HyBCTBO
Ballle ¥ [JIac IPY3MHCKOTO Hapoja NpekiIoHW: M Hac He ocTaBUTH M He IpeaaTh Ha
XkepTBy O€INCTBHA S3bIK €JMHOBEPHBIN, BpVUMBINUE JXpeOMil CBOH BENIHKOIYIIHOM
zamute Poccun. Bo30yxaeHHas Haaexna Bamia Ha ceif pa3 oOMaHyTa He Oynaet. He
JUIS TIPUPAIIEHUs CUJl, HU JUIS KOPBICTH, HY I paclpOCTPAHEHUS IPENENIOB U TaK
yXe obmupHelne B cBeTe uMIlepuy npuedieM Mel Ha ceba OpeMs ynpaBiieHus
napcrea ['py3unHckoro. EnWHOE OOCTOMHCTBO, €IMHAs YECTh H 4YEIOBEYECTBO
HanararoT Ha Hac cBSIIeHHBIH 10JIT, BHAB MOIEHHUIO CTPAXKIAYIINX, B OTBpaIlEHUE UX
ckopOeit, yupemuTs B [py3u mnpaBieHHe, KOTOpoe MOINIO OBl YTBEPOUTH
PaBOCYAUE, TUYHYIO U HMYIIECTBEHHYIO O€30IaCHOCTh U JaTh KaXIOMY 3alluTy
3aKkoHa. A moceMy, u30paB Hawero reHepal-neiiteHanta KHoppurra OBITBH
TJIABHOKOMaHIYIOUIMM IIOCPeAY Bac, Jad MBI eMy ITOJHBIE HACTABICHUS OTKPHITH
cue HpaBjicHHe 0COOCHHBIM OT MMeHH Hamero oOBsBIEHNEM M IPUBECTH B CHITY U
JeiicTtBue mpedHadepTaHHoe oT Hac mnocTaHoBleHHME, K HCHOJIHEHUIO KOETO
npuobinas u30paHHBIX M3 Bac NO JOCTOHHCTBAM M MO0 0OINe#t JOBEPEHHOCTH,
yIIOBaeM, YTO BB, BBEPSCh MNpPABICHHUIO CEMy, HECOMHEHHO IOJ CEHBIO OHOTO
HAYaIbHO CIIOKOHCTBHE M 0e30macHOCTH oOpsineTe, a MoTOM M OJarofeHCTBHE U
n300mIHNe.

Bce momatu ¢ 3emun Bamreii moBenenu Mel oOpamnath B HONB3Y Bally, M 4YTO 3a
COZEp)KaHUEM IMpaBICHHUA OCTaBaThcad OyIeT, yHOTpeOniaTe Ha BOCCTRHOBICHHE
pasOpeHHBIX TOpojoB M ceneHmit. Kamaeii npebyner npu INperMyInecTBax
COCTOSIHHS CBOETO, IIPH CBOOOTHOM OTHPABIEHHH CBOEH Bephl M IIPH COOCTBEHHOCTH
CBOEH HENMPHUKOCHOBEHHO. l{apeBnun coXpaHAT yaeisl CBOH, KpOME OTCYTCTBYIOIIUX,
a CHM roJoBO# JOXOX C YJEJIOB UX €XErOXHO NMPOU3BOIUM OyIeT ACHbraMH, Ie Obl
OHH He oOperamuch, MUIb OBl COXPAaHSIH AOJIr NpHCATH. Bo B3aMMHOCTE CHX
BEJMKOAYIIHEIX nonedennii Hammx o Onare Bcex u kaxuoro u3 Bac, Ml Tpebyem,
yT0OB! BBI, U1 YTBEPXKICHUS [IOCTAHOBJICHHOM Haj BaMU BIACTH, M [IPHUCATY B
BEpHOCTH 1O ¢QopMe, IpH ceM NpHIoKeHHOH. JIyXOBEHCTBO, fKO MACTHIPA
JyIIEBHBIE, IEPBBIE JOJKHEL 1aTh IPUMED.

Haxonen na mo3HaeTe U BHI IeHY J0OpOro npaeieHus, a BOABOPSTCS MEXIY BamMu
MHp, [IPaBOCYyANe, YBEPEHHOCTh KaK JIM4Has, TaK 1 UMYIIECTBEHHA, Aa IPECEKYTCA
CaMOYIIPAaBCTBA U JIOTHIE HCTA3aHYsA, Aa OOpAaTHTCA KAKABIH K JIYYIIHM IIOJIL3aM
CBOMM M OOINECTBEHHBIM, CBOOOJHO M HEBO30paHHO YIPAXHSACh B 3eMIIEIENUH,
IPOMBICTIAX, TOPIOBNIE, pYKOJENHAX, IIOX CEHBIO 3aKOHOB, BCEX DPaBHO
IIOKPOBUTENBCTBYIOMUX. V36bITKH M ONaroeHCcTBHE Bame OymyT NpHATHEANIEIO U
exuroro nust Hac Harpaporo. - Jlan B npectonbHOM rpajge Mockse, cenTa0psa 12-ro
nusa 1801 rogxa.

Hommunseiit noxnucan cobcrsennoit E.M.B. pykoit tako: Anexcanap”.

M.IL

[Teuarano B Mockge, npu Cenare, 1801 r. cenTs6ps 20 aus

(Source: Axtel cobpannbie KaBkazckoii Apxeorpaduyeckoit Kommuccuero. Towm 1.
Tudmnuc, 1866. C. 432-433)
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IlocTaHoBneHUE BHYTPEHHETO B | py3UH ypaBICHHUA,
Bricouaiime yTeepxxaeHHoe B 12-i1 neHs cenTa6ps 1801 roga,
B Mockse

[py3us pasgensercs Ha 5 ye3noB, u3 koux 3 B Kapranunuu: ['opuiickui,
Jlopwmiicknit u Jywerckuit, u 2 B Kaxetuu: Te1aBckuit 1 CHrHaxckuit.

UMHOBHHMKHM M MECTa 1A yripaBieHus [ py3ueil HazHauatoTcs Chneayromue:
["naBHOKOMaHAYIOLIMH.
ITpaButens.
BepxogHoe I'py3utckoe [paBHTENBCTBO, KOTOPOMY HMETh NpeOBIBAHHE CBOE B
Tudnuce.
BepxosHoe I'py3unckoe [IpaBuTenbcTBO 1€IMTCS HA YEThIPE 3KCIEAULIMU:
1) Ins nen MCONHUTENBHBIX WK NpaBieHud. B Hell npeacenaTenbCTBYET NpaBUTENb
I'py3un u 2 copeTHHKa WM MaUBaH-0€era, - 0a1MH U3 PoccHiCKHMX YMHOBHHUKOB, a APYyroi
u3 kHs3ed [ py3nHCKuX.
2) ns nen ka3eHHBIX M 9KOHOMHUECKHX. B He#t HauanbHUK U3 PoccHiickuX YMHOBHUKOB
Y 3aCeJaloT YEThIPE COBETHUKA WM MAMBaH-Oera u3 KHs3e# [ py3uHCKHX, - 2
Kapranuuckux u 2 KaxetnHckux v rybepHCKHi Ka3Hayel uim cantxyuec.
3) lns gen yronoBHeIX. B Hell HayanbHUK M3 PoccHiickMX YMHOBHUKOB M 3acenaloT 4
COBETHMKa WM MAuBaH-Oera u3 kHa3el [ py3HHCKUX.
4) ina gen rpaxkaaHckuX. B He#t HayansHUK K3 Poccuiickux YHHOBHHMKOB U 3acearoT 4
COBETHHMKA UM MIuBaH-Oera u3 kHsa3ei [ py3uHCKHX.
IpaButens I'py3uu, HaUaNBHUKH U COBETHHKH 3KCIIEJMLIMIA CYTh 4eHbI BepXoBHOro
['py3unckoro [IpaBurensctra.
B o0me#t cobpanuy OHOro npeiceaTeNbCTBYET [IaBHOKOMaHAYIOUIHH, a B HEOBITHOCTD
ero npasurens [pysuu.
O61ee co6panue Bepxosnoro I'py3unckoro [IpaBHTenscTBa €CTh MECTO, KOTOPOE
MPUHUMAET aneIAUMH Ha SKCIIEAMUMH 1 OOIBIIMHCTBOM IOJIOCOB pELIacT Aena
OKOHYaTELHO.
Akcneannuun nocrynaiot: MenonuurensHas no npasunam ['ybepHckomy IpaBnenuo, a
Kasennas, Yronosnas u I'paxknanckas - [Tasatam, ocoGeHHO U BceM BooOLie B 3aKOHaX
Poccuiickoit IMnepuu NOCTaHOBNEHHBIM, € TOIO OHAKO OTMEHOIO, KAKOBYIO N0
coobpakeHHIO 0OCTOATENBCTB HalleT Hy>KHbIM BBECTH INIAaBHOKOMAaHAYIOLMI BMECTE C
npasurenem ['py3un, ¢ Beicouaiimero yreepxxaeHus.
Oxcneauuys YroloBHas BHOCUT A€Ja, KO MOABEPraloT KHA3S WK JBOPSIHMHA
JIMLIEHHIO XH3HU WM YECTH, K MMIaBHOKOMaHAYIOILEMY, a el ¢ MHEHMEM CBOMM
npeacrtasnset oHsle Y. B.
B xaxxnom yesae 661tk YesnHomy cyny.
B xaxxaom ye3qHOM cyae 3aceflacT ye3HblH cyaps U3 PocCHHCKMX YNHOBHMKOB U 2
3acefaTeNs WM MCaJKy/y U3 IBOPsH I py3HHCKHX TOH OKpyTH.
K vcnonHeHuIo cux cya0B OTHOCATCS AeJia MPUHAAJIe)KallHE K YE3AHBIM CYaM 1O
Poccuiickum 3aKOHOMONOKEHHUAM, CEACTBEHHO M aneIsLA Ha CHM CY/kI BHOCSATCH 110
pony Aex B skcreauuuy BepxosHoro I'pysunckoro [pasurenscTsa.
B xaxxnoMm yesze ObiTh YnpaBe 3eMCKOM MOJHLIMH.
B Heii 3acenaet kan.-ucnpaBHUK M3 Poccuiicknx YHHOBHUKOB U 2 3acenartens Wiu
scaynsl u3 ABOpsiH ['py3uHCKUX TO# OKpyry.
VYnpaBsl CUH MOCTYNAOT MO NPaBUIaM, Ha4YepTaHHBIM B 3aKkoHax Mmnepun aas Hukaux
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3eMcKHX CYI0B M 0COOEHHO 151 3eMCKMX KOMHCCapOB.

[To3ronsieTcs rnaBHOKOMaHAYIOLIEMY BMECTE C NpaBuTeneM ['py3uu yupeauTs
MarucTparthl B TEX ropojax, r’ie OKaxxeTcs npsiMas B HUX HyXJa, co BeeBricouaiiiero
YTBEPXKACHHUSL.

B ['pysun yupesknaercs MeauumHckast Ynpagsa, Ha TOM OCHOBAHHH, KaK OHBIE
cyLiecTBYIOT no rybepHusam Mimnepuun Beepoccuiickoii.

B roponax: Tudmuc, I'opu, Jlopu, Hywere, Tenae u Curnaxe GbITh 10 OZHOMY
Ka3HAyYero MY Xa3uHaaapy U3 OBopsiH [ py3sHHCKHX.

B cux e ropoaax GbITh 110 OJHOMY KOMEHIaHTY 13 POocCHICKMX YHHOBHHKOB U B
MOMOLLb UM 10 OIHOMY TMOJHUMEMCTEpY MM HauBaily M3 ABOPsAH [ py3MHCKHUX.

K oburatomum B I'py3un Tarapam Kazaxckum, Bopuanunckum u [lambaxkckum
OMpeIeNUTh IPUCTaBAMU HITM MOYpaBaMHU U3 [ py3HMHCKUX KHA3EH, K KXIBIM I10
OJHOMY, a K MoKojeHHsM XeBcypoB, [TmaBos 1 TyllEB - OAHOTO U BCIKOMY U3
MPUCTABOB CUX MpPHAATH B IOMOLUB MO OJHOMY M3 YHHOBHHKOB Poccuiickux.

BHogs Beineaiure u3 Kapabara ApmsHe, no 0coOblM NPUBHIETHAM yNIpaBaseMbIe,
OCTalOTCs N0/l HaYalbCTBOM CBOMX MEIMKOB.

[TprcTaBOB CUX M HAYAJIBCTBYIOLIMX ApMSHaMH INTABHOKOMaHAYIOIHMH HMeeT CHabaUTh
Ha OTHpaBNeHHE JOKHOCTEH X HAacTaBIEeHUAMH co0Opa3HO TeM NpaBHIaM, Kakue
npenojaHbl Kamn.-uCIIPaBHUKAM U PaBHO KaK CHH, NOCTABAIOTCSA NMPUCTABLI TE M MEJIUKH
B COOTHOLLUEHHE K NPaBUTENBCTBAM U CyAaM, B 3eM:1e I py3MHCKO#R yupexnaeMbIM.
Hasnauenvie u3 ['py3uHCKUX KHs3€H U JBOPSIH B JO.PKHOCTH T10 MECTaM, KO BBILLIE A1
HHX TPe0CTaBlIEHbl, 3aBUCHUT OT JIYHLIEr0 yCMOTPEHHS MaBHOKOMAaHAYIOLIEro, a0kl
Ha MEPBBII pa3 BCTYIMIM B AOJDKHOCTH IO CnocoOHeMe U OTaM4aeMble 001uM
YBaXKEHHEM U IOBEPEHHOCTBHIO COrPaXaaH CBOHUX.

Mo ucTeyeHnu jxe rofa OT OTKPBITHs BHOBB yupexJaemoro B ['py3uu [IparutenncTsa,
BBIOOp B COBETHUKH M B IPOYHME AOJDKHOCTH, [ Py3HHCKHUM KHSA3BAM H ABOPSHAM
npeaocraslsieMble, OTAATH B BOJIO KHA3€H # ABOPSH, /IS YEro rijaBHOKOMaHIy OLIUH
BMECTE C MpaBUTENEM U 0013aHBI NIPEAYrOTOBUTEL 3aBPEMEHHO NPUCTONHBIE NIPABUIA 1
NpEeaCTaBHTh OHbIE Ha Bricoualimee Bo33penne.

Jlena rpaxaaHcKue UMEIOT GBITh NPOM3BOAMMBI N0 HAacTOAIMM [ py3UHCKUM 00blyasnm,
KOM ClIeAyeT NPUBECTH B U3BECTHOCTh, KakK CAENaHO cHe MpH yupexaeHuu B Kabapne
PomoBEIX CyNOB ¥ pacnpaB U o YIIOXKEHHIO W3JaHHOMY uapeM BaxrtaHnrom, sixo no
KkopenHoMmy I'py3uHCcKOMY 3aKkoHy. [ naBHOKOMaHAYIOWMI BMecTe ¢ npaBuTeeM 'py3un
JOJDKHBI HAUEPTaTh U3 YIIOXKEHHs Cero U u3 oObyaeB HApOAHBIX NPaBHa MOBEACHU
Bcex B ['py3uu yupexaeMbIX MPaBUTENBCTB, U B CIyyae KaKoro Jinbo HeJoCTaTKa,
KOTOpBLi B MPOJIODKEHHUH BPEMEHH, KOHEUHO, 0Ka3aThCsl MOXET, PYKOBOACTBOBATHLCA
3akoHamu Beepoccuiickoit mnepun. YronioBHEIe JKe Jea MPOM3BOANTE M0 061IMM
3akoHaM Poccuiickoro INocynapcTBa, £03BOIAS OHAKO raBHOKOMaHAYIOLIEMY BMECTE C
NpaBUTENEM COOOPA3UTh UX C YMOHAaYEPTaHUAMHU TAMOLIHEr0 HapoJa ¥ BMECTE 110
0o6enM CHM CTaThAM NPEJCTaBUTh MHEHHE CBOE Ha Brlcoualiuiee ycmoTpeHue. A Mexay
TeM OUTENBHO HaOMOAaTh CleyeT, YTOOB! BO BCEX 3eMIIAX, YNIPARJAEMBIX UMEHEM U
Bnactvio M. B., npeceuens! 6b111 Beskue 3moynotpebneHus, HecpapeAMBOCTH,
yrHETeHHUs, pa3boH, CMepTOYOMICTBa, a TakKe UCTA3aHMs MO eNaM yroloBHeM. Jloar
raBHOKOMaHAywouero Oyaet obneryars xpeOuii U caMux NMPeCTYNHUKOB 61arocThiO
3aKkOHOB PoccHHCKMX M HCTPeOUTH MBITKA U CMEPTHYIO Ka3Hb.

HHonneMeHHEIM HapoJaM, B ['py3uu o6HTaIOIMM, B pa3OUpaTebCTBE 10 YAaCTH A
IpaXAaHCKUX OBITH HA MPEXHEM HX MOJIOXKEHUH H B leNIax YrONIOBHBIX MOCTYNATh C
HUMH 10 OOLMM BbILIEHaYePTaHHBIM Ui [ py3HHCKOro Hapoja npaBuiiaMm.

Ha noanurHoM cobctBeHHowo E. U, B. pykoto Hanucano tako: "BeiTh Mo cemy. -
Anexcanap."

(Source: Axtsl co6pannsie KaBka3sckoii Apxeorpaguyeckoit Kommuccuero. Tom 1.
Tudmnuc, 1866. C. 437-438)
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Exa TapuHo,
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aCrasponons

1
1 Aamapus 9 UlupaaHckoe x-ga
2 Merpenun 10 Hy6nuckoe
3 Csaxernn 11 Bakwnckoe .
4 Hwmepetus 12 Epesanckoe \
5 Dmapo-Benaxancxan o6a. 13 Haxuuesawcxge - <%
6 langmnHcKoe Xx-80 14 Tanwwckoe \
7 Hapabaxckoe 15 Ocatua l P
8 LWenuncxoe " 16 HMurywerus J n E E

KABHA3 B HAYAIJIE XIX BEKA
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