
„ოსმალოს საქართველო” და „რუსეთის  საქართველო“: 
„ივერიის” მონაცემები

ბოლქვაძე თინათინ
ივანე ჯავახიშვილის თბილისის სახელმწიფო უნივერსიტეტი

სტატიაში განიხილება ომის მნიშ ვნე ლო ბა ეთ ნი კუ რი ცნო ბი ე რე ბის
კრის ტა ლი ზა ცი ი სათ ვის. ომისდროსხდე ბაადა მი ა ნუ რიდასხვარე სურ სე -
ბისმო ბი ლი ზა ცია, იბა დე ბასო ლი და რო ბისგრძნო ბა, იქ მნე ბასა ო მა რიპრო -
პა გან და და პო ზი ტი უ რი (ჩვენ) და ნე გა ტი უ რი (მტე რი) სტე რე ო ტი პე ბის
გან ვი თა რე ბით ძ ლი ე რდე ბა ნა ცი ო ნა ლიზ მის მა ხა სი ა თებ ლე ბი. სა ხელ მწი -
ფო ებს შო რის მიმ დი ნა რე ომი ხელს უწ ყობს ძა ლის ცენ ტრა ლი ზა ცი ა სა და
ინ სტი ტუ ცი ო ნა ლი ზა ცი ასდასა ფუძ ვლადედე ბაის ტო რი უ ლიიდენ ტო ბის
გან ცდას. 

რუ სეთ-ოსმალეთისომმამოსახლეობისერთნაწილშირუსულ-ქართუ-
ლი ერთობის განცდა გაამძაფრა მუსლიმანური ოსმალეთის წინააღმდეგ,
რომელსაც მიტაცებული ჰქონდა საქართველოს მიწები. სწორედ აქ ისახე-
ბოდა ,,ივერიის” მიზნები: თუ რუსეთი ოსმალეთთან ომს მოიგებდა, საქარ-
თველოსუერთდებოდაოსმალეთისმიერწართმეულიტერიტორიათავისი
მოსახლეობით, რომელსაც შეცვლილი ჰქონდა რელიგია და ნაწილობრივ
ენობრივი ცნობიერება, მაგრამ სწორედ ისტორიული ერთობის საფუძველ-
ზეფიქრობდაილიაჭავჭავაძესაქართველოსპოლიტიკურიმიზეზებითდა-
შორებული ნაწილების შეერთებას. ,,ივერია” ფართოდ მი მო ი ხი ლავ და
რუ სეთ-ოს მა ლე თის1877-1878წლე ბისომისფაქ ტობ რი ვადყვე ლადე ტალს.
ორ გე მა გე ბუ ნე ბის იყო ეს ომი სა ქარ თვე ლოს თვის. ,,აჭა რის, ბა თუ მი სა და
ქო ბუ ლე თის”შე მო ერ თე ბითრუ სე თიძლი ერ დე ბო დაკავ კა სი ა სადაბალ კა -
ნეთ ში, თანაც ხა დებ დათა ვისშორსმი მა ვალგეგ მებს, რომ ლებ შიცკონ სტან -
ტი ნე პოლ ში შეს ვლაც იგუ ლის ხმე ბო და. ხო ლო რუ სე თის პო ლი ტი კუ რი
ნა წი ლი–სა ქარ თვე ლო, იბ რუ ნებ დაის ტო რი ულმი წებსუკე თე სიცვლი ლე -
ბე ბის იმე დით. 

1877 წლის ,,ივე რი ის” რა მო დე ნი მე ნო მერ ში სა თა უ რით ,,ოს მა ლოს სა -
ქარ თვე ლო” და ი ბეჭ და ცხრა წე რი ლი, რო მელ თა გან ექვსს ხელს აწერს პეტ -
რეუმი კაშ ვი ლი, ხოლოორიხელმოუწერლადგამოაქვეყნაილიაჭავჭავაძემ.
პ. უმი კაშ ვი ლი იყე ნებს ტერ მი ნებს ,,რუ სე თის სა ქარ თვე ლო” და ,,ოს მა ლოს
სა ქარ თვე ლო”. ,,ოს მა ლოსსა ქარ თვე ლო” არარისსი ახ ლე, რად განესიყოწე -
რი ლე ბის სე რი ის სა თა უ რად გა ტა ნი ლი. ამა ვე ში ნა არ სით ილია ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე
მოგ ვი ა ნე ბითიყე ნებს,,ახ ლად შე მო ერ თე ბულსა ქარ თვე ლოს”. სი ახ ლეა,,რუ -
სე თის სა ქარ თვე ლო”, რო მე ლიც ბო ლო წე რი ლამ დე პეტ რე უმი კაშ ვილს არ
გა მო უ ყე ნე ბია. ,,ოს მა ლოსსა ქარ თვე ლოს” რუბ რი კითდა ბეჭ დი ლიწე რი ლე -
ბისმი ზა ნია, მკით ხვე ლებსგა აც ნოსესმხა რედახე ლიშე უწ ყოსამტე რი ტო -
რი ა ზე მცხოვ რებ თა ცნო ბა დო ბის გაზ რდას და ნარ ჩენ სა ქარ თვე ლო ში.
,,ოს მა ლოს სა ქარ თვე ლოს” მო სახ ლე ო ბა და ხა სი ა თე ბუ ლია ეთ ნი კუ რი შედ -
გე ნი ლო ბის, ენობ რი ვიმდგო მა რე ო ბი სადაწეს-ჩვე უ ლე ბე ბისმი ხედ ვითდა
ქართველ მკითხველებს არწმუნებს, რომ ოსმალოს საქართველოს
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მოასხლეობასთან მათ აერთებს ყველაზე მნიშვნელოვანი თვისებები,
რომელთა წყალობით სხვაობის გადალახვა ადვილი იქნებოდა. 

ილიაჭავჭავაძესპეციალურადწერდაამმხარისროლზესაქართველოს
გაქრისტიანებისა და გაერთიანების საქმეში, აგრეთვე ოსმალეთის მიერ
მიტაცებულ ქართულ მიწებზე მოსახლეთა განსაკუთრებულ როლზე
საქართველოსკულტურულცხოვრებაში. ქედანგამომდინარე, ბუნებრივია
რატომ მიიჩნევა ნა ცი ის ერ თო ბის გან მა პი რო ბე ბე ლი ფაქ ტო რე ბი დან გან სა -
კუთ რე ბუ ლი მნიშ ვნე ლო ბი ს მქონედ:მი ჯაჭ ვუ ლო ბა საკ რა ლურ ტე რი ტო -
რი ას თან, წმინ დან თა, გმირ თა და ბრძენ თა, წი ნა პარ თა საფ ლა ვე ბი თა და
ძეგ ლე ბითკურ თხე ულწი ნა პარ თასამ შობ ლომი წას თან; ,,ოქ როსხა ნა თა” სა -
ზი ა რო მახ სოვ რო ბა ნი, რო გორც ნა ცი ის ეთ ნო ის ტო რი ის მწვერ ვა ლე ბი, მა -
ტე რი ა ლუ რი და/ან სუ ლი ე რი და მხატ ვრუ ლი სიმ დიდ რის ეპო ქე ბი;
,,სა ხე ლო ვან მიც ვა ლე ბულ თა” და ნა ცი ი სა და მი სი ხვედ რი სათ ვის გმი რუ -
ლი თავ და დე ბის კულ ტი.

“Ottoman Georgia” and “Russia's Georgia”:
Data of “Iveria” 

Bolkvadze Tinatin
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University

Wars have always been of great significance of for the crystallization of eth­

nic consciousness. During a war, human and other resources are mobilized, the

sense of solidarity emerges, military propaganda is created, and, by way of de­

veloping of the positive (us) and negative (enemy) stereotypes, features of na­

tionalism are enhanced. An inter­state war facilitates to the centralization and

institutionalization of power and becomes a foundation for the sense of historical

identity (Smith, 1981, p. 78).

“For a certain part of the population, the Russian­Ottoman war made the

sense for the Russian­Georgian unity more acute against Muslim Ottoman, hav­

ing had occupied Georgian lands. The goals of “Iveria”, the journal which was

founded by the Greatest person of Georgia of 19th century, were reflected in this

way: if Russia managed to win the war against the Ottomans, Georgia would re­

gain the territory, conquered by Ottomans; Georgia would regain its population

who had changed the religion and partially linguistic consciousness; however,

based on the historical unity, Ilia Chavchavadze considered the unification of the

parts of Georgia, having been separated wring to political reasons. 

“Iveria” widely discussed virtually all the details of the 1877­1878 Russia­

Ottoman war (see picture 3). It published the appeal of General Felzechmeister

to the military of the Caucasus, in which he called for “defending the honor and

glory of the homeland,” the lands “where their fathers and brothers had shed

their blood”. It also published the appeal by Mikheil, the viceroy of the Russian
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emperor in the Caucasus; the appeal was addressed to the inhabitants “of Achara

and Kobuleti,” in which they were referred to as always loyal and favorite sub­

ordinates of the Russian emperor, “as brothers of the noble Georgian tribe,” in

order to stop the oppression of whom “the emperor willed to move his army”

(see pictures 1,2).

A significant question evolves in this case: what did General Felzechmeister

mean in the word “homeland” in his appeal? With what implication did the news­

paper “Iveria” want to deliver to Georgian readers? What was a homeland for

Viceroy Mikheil – the Russian empire at large, the widening of its remote part

and its establishment on the Black Sea would become as a result of the victory

against Ottomans, or the homeland “of the noble Georgian tribe,” in which a

reader would mean Georgia who would regain the earlier lost historical territo­

ries “where their fathers and brothers had shed their blood”? Bothe the general

and the viceroy meant Russia, within the confines of which, together with other

peoples, “the noble Georgian tribe” lived and it would be fair if brothers of noble

Georgians would join them. For “Iveria,” it was crucial to emphasize that the

homeland, mentioned in those appeals, was Georgia who had an opportunity to

regain once lost territories.
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Earlier, Ilia Chavchvadze had dwelt upon the conceptual aspect of the issue,

criticizing the 19th century Georgian self­consciousness in which the sense of

homeland was deemed to the meaning of one’s estate. Ilia made the word mean

the place of Georgians’ sacred, earthly and heavenly habitation (for more details,

see Kiknadze, 2005, pp. 28­47). Ilia and the whole team of “Iveria” saw the hope

of regaining the territories and the population for their homeland. Russia too

wanted to justify the hope because that sense would make ethnic Georgians fight

selflessly.

Beside the appeals, issue 8, 1877 publishes the editorial which, irrespective

of bloodshed and casualties, views the war as an uprising of a nation wanting to

defend its dignity and identity. However, there is some ambiguity – it is not ul­

timately clear which nation is meant. 

On the one hand, the editorial refers to a nation, defending its own identity,

and uprisen “to save another nation.” This is ambiguity. In the nation, defending

its own identity, one can easily detect Georgians who fight hoping to regain their

part, however, on the other hand, in the nation, having uprisen for the sake of

another nation; it is difficult to view Georgians as far as “dwellers of Achara and
Kobuleti” could not be another nation for Georgians. The nation, meant here, is the
one “who cares not only for themselves but also for the whole mankind.” Such
global goals cannot be ascribed to Georgians; the author of the article applies them
as a feature of the Russian army, and this can be considered as an acknowledge­
ment to Russia. The Russian emperor issued a slogan of “saving the oppressed

and stopping the oppressors” to soldiers It was the slogan under which it was

easy to unity soldier from the Caucasus. For Georgia the war of such a double

nature.
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By means of regaining “Achara, Batumi and Kobuleti,” Russia was going to

become more powerful in the Caucasus and the Balkans; they also declared

their long­term aims associated with invading Constantinople. Meanwhile,

Georgia, as a political part of Russia, was going to regain its historical lands

hoping for better in the future.

It is interesting that, against that background, in 1877, among other his­

torical documents, “Iveria” published the 1827 appeal to the Georgian pop­

ulation by General Adjunct Paskevich: He gratefully acknowledges Georgians’
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efforts who joined their force with that of Russia: everybody contributed who

could, who could hold a gun; they made up an army like their ancestors who

were adopted by Russia. The Georgians’ choice was due to the fact that Rus­

sia, who is always led by God, became a savior to Georgia’s religion and jus­

tice. The rhetoric is very close to the pathos of the text of the 1877 appeal by

Viceroy Mikheil. While General Paskevich promised Georgians that they

would receive the right to elect government and court officials, the victory

in the Russia­Ottoman war, having started in 1877, promised more – re­uni­

fication of historical territories and return of ethnic Georgians, suppressed

by Ottomans. 

It took Russia a long period of time to prepare for the war against Ot­

tomans and it waited for a right moment In 1877, London hosted the inter­

national political conference in which six countries took part – England,

France, Austria­Hungary, Prussia, Italy, and Russia. The London conference

resolved that the Sultan should have improved the conditions of the Chris­

tians living in his empire. Ottomans did not pay attention to the resolution

as far as they hoped that the participant countries would not be able to unite

to fight against them. Russia established covert and open links with individ­

ual participant countries; strengthened by means of various promises and

secret treaties, in 1877, Russia declared was to Ottomans. Russia made use

of the fact that the France­Prussia war was under way, that Europe was en­

gaged in revolutionary movement, and it had no obstacles to fight in the east

when, in 1875, in Bosnia­Herzegovina, the rebellion erupted and later Bul­

garia was involved in it. Georgians assisted the rebels both materially and

with people. Against that background, Georgians, of course, welcomed the

declaration of the war on the part of Russia. Success of the Russian army was

also due to the fact that units of Georgian volunteers fought together with

them in the hostilities in the Balkans and the Caucasus, specifically, at the

Achara and Abkhazia fronts. Russia won in the 1877­1878 war, which was

reflected in the resolutions of the San Stefano Peace Treaty and Berlin Con­

gress. The Russian empire regained south­western Georgia: Achara, Kobuleti,

Shavsheti, Klarjeti, Kola, Artaani, norther part of tao – Oltisi, and Batumi was

declared porto franco (Svanidze, 2002, pp. 216­220). It was Russia’s success

at the front in Abkhazia that gave hope of the increase of the Georgian pop­

ulation to Georgian intellectuals.   

After the Russia­Turkey war, Russia tried to populate the unsettled ter­

ritories around the Black Sea. Georgian intelligentsia complemented the at­

tempts with their desires and advised the Russian government to give the

lands to the Georgian peasantry. Irrespective of that, in 1902, the newspaper

“Tsnobis purtseli” criticized Georgian public figures of the 1860s that “Rus­

sia’s government wanted to settle the raged territory. Had our peasantry sup­

porter in that period, that beautiful province would be populated by

Georgians. However, unfortunately, almost no one has cared for that crucial

problem.”

Iakob Gogebashvili published a reply in “Iveria,” entitled “Wrongly ac­

cused (a reply to “Tsnobis purtseli”)” (“Iveria,” №108, 1902), arguing why
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he wanted Georgians to settle there: “If the country belong to anyone, it was

Georgians as far as, in past centuries, Abkhazia has frequently been part of

Georgia, and Georgians have shed blood in order to defend the province from

enemies. Meanwhile, western Georgia suffered and still suffers from the lack

of lands.” The Georgian intellectuals of the time were well aware of the im­

portance of the settlement of Georgians along the Black Sea coast. A number

of articles addressed the issue; among them, Iakob Gogebashvili’s article,

published in 1878 in “Tiflisski vestnik,” is particularly interesting; in it, the

author stated that “the best contingent for emptied Abkhazia can be Megre­

lians, lowland Imeterians and lowland Gurians.” In the beginning, Vedensky,

head of Sokhumi district, opposed the idea; however, after Iakob Goge­

bashvili wrote a larger article, published in twelve consecutive issues of “Ti­

flisski vestnik,” Vedensky supported Gogebashvili. It was also supported by

Staroselsky, deputy viceroy; its project was sent to Saint Petersburg but in­

fluential Katkov “started roaring in his newspaper “Moskovskie vedomosti”.”

He considered Staroselky’s opinion as harmful, compared it to betrayal, and

demanded that peasants from inner Russia be settled in Abkhazia. Katkov

succeded and spoiled everything. “Tsnobis prtseli” accuses the then Georgian

public figures for that. This unfairness if characteristic for young authors

who do not care to know what was done by those who had lived and acted

earlier” (Gogebashvili, 1902).

The aim of the present work is not to describe the details of the Russia­

Ottoman war; however, it is necessary to demonstrate that the Georgian Mili­

tia fought with the sense that historical territories were to be returned to

Georgia. The struggle was appreciated by Russia, and, the Georgian militia,

which had received the St George Flag in the Caucasus war, was awarded sil­

ver trumpets with the inscription “For the Excellence in the 1877­1878 Rus­

sia­Ottoman War.” “No other regiment was given such an award”

(Megreladze, 1974, p.73). It is clear why Russia encouraged so the Georgian

militia and why its members were proud of their merit.

During the Russia­Ottoman war, almost all issues of “Iveria” published

information about the movement of military forces both in the Caucasus and

in the Balkans. 

The special article “About the Danube Warriors” (“Iveria”, №18, 1877)

manifests the connection between the Caucasus and Balkan fronts; it openly

states that “the subject­matter of the current war is in the Balkan peninsular,

and, hence, the government paid more attention to the Danube hostilities. If

it is the truth, those regiments should spread in those territories. This is the

circumstance, justifying the attentions directed to the Danube and not to Asia

Minor, which is certainly very importance in the war but this importance ex­

ists at the extent how much Ottoman forces will be attracted by the military

forces in the Caucasus.”

The article is also significant in terms of the fact that, like other foreign

newspapers, it regards it possible for the Russian army to get to Istanbul, if

it goes through Serbia which was not involved in that war. Concerning this,

the editorial of “Iveria” refers to one of the Austrian newspapers: “Ottomans
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are afraid that Russian may take their army through Serbia because, in that

case, they will be obliged to drop weapons and make their fate to be judged

by other states. If Russia its army through Serbia, Ottomans will not be able

to oppose them and will be exhausted and will not be able to defend Istan­

bul.” However, it was the Russian emperor who excluded the opportunity

“stating publicly that the war was not aimed at either occupying new lands

or establishment of the great state of Slavs on the Danube. Russia wants to

establish peace everywhere and for everyone and it would be impossible if

Russia had the above said aim” (Smaller stories, “Iveria,” №18, 1877, p. 5).

Despite this statement, both before the war and during the war, based

on the internal situation in Ottoman, it was clear that the country was going

to be separated into smaller states: “It is easy to expect that various states

will divide the Ottoman possessions so as Poland was divided.” However, it

was not yet determined how the division should happen. It is a fact that the

development of the war in Ottoman will influence the future of Europe.

Therefore, “England says that, when the war between Russia and Ottoman

ends, all states should take part in the negotiations. At the first sight, it is

surprising: Russia sheds blood, pays money, is open to problems, and, when

she wins, other states, having done nothing, will come and write conditions

of peace. However, the matter is that the oriental issue is that of whole Eu­

rope and no single state can become an heir to Ottoman. All states are well

aware of that” (Chavchavadze, 1877b, p. 3). The passage reveals gratitude to

Russia for her efforts in the war with Ottomans for the sake of the re­unifi­

cation of south­western Georgia.

The publications, published about the Russia­Ottoman war and interna­

tional sentiments and tendencies published in “Iveria” in 1877­1878, dis­

closes the hope of Georgians, their expectation for the successful end of the

war. The similar hopeful sentiments are seen among ethnic Georgians, living

in the Georgian historical territories in Ottoman. The examples are the lead­

ers, Begi and Nuri Khimshiashvili and Hasan Beg Abashidze, who led the del­

egation of ethnic Georgians visiting Tbilisi in November, 1878. In Tbilisi, they

were welcomed with celebrations (Svanidze 2002, p. 220).

In issue 48, 1878, “Iveria” published the information, reprinted from

“Droeba” about the arrival of the deputation “from Achara, Batumi and Kob­

uleti.” “The delegation consisted of fourteen individuals: Husseyn­Beg

Bezhan­ogli (Bezhanishvili), Hassan­Beg Abashidze, Nuri­Beg Khimshiashvili,

spiritual judge of Batumi Hassan­Efendi (Surmanidze), Husseyn­Beg Sanjah­

beishvili, Osman­Beg Makriali, Hamed­Efendi (Maradidieli), Emin­Efendi (Ar­

danujeli), Catholic priest, Armenian priest, Greek priest and others.

This is the first visit of our once compatriots in the ancient capital of Geor­
gia Tbilisi. For more than two hundred years, they have been distanced, they
changed the religion, subordinated to another king, to distinct rules and laws,
but, even at one glance, one can recognize ancient, real Georgians; the same
face, the same language, the same customs and traditions, and everything else.

Welcome to our capital! The brothers, separated due to historical misfor­
tunes, re­united brotherly, friendly and faithfully!
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We welcome them cordially...” 
“Iveria” tells about other facts as well: “Droeba” has found out that “the

delegation from Batumi, Kobuleti and Achara visited the viceroy of the Cau­

casus on Monday. They were accompanied by Komarov, military governor of

Batumi district, and Efimov, head of Artvin province.”

The aspiration towards the historical homeland of the population, in­

habiting the Georgian lands occupied by Ottomans, was enhanced the un­

bearable situation owing to the tax policy imposed by Ottomans. Before the

war, in 1876, the Ottoman government made the population of the country

pre­pays the taxes for the coming two years; the fact in point intensified dis­

like towards them.

Ilia Chavchavadze discussed the treatment of the non­Turkish popula­

tion in his special article “About the Ottoman Constitution” (“Iveria,” № 5,

April 2, 1877): “One writer says that”had there been a different government

instead of Ottomans, there would be no Slavs on the Balkan peninsular. God

knows whether this idea is totally true or not, but it must be admitted that

the Ottoman rule had one excellent aspect: a certain official used to come,

used to rob people and leave them alone; he said that he did not want either

his language or his inner sentiments or his traditions. They do not resemble

some of the European educated states, for instance, Germany who treats peo­

ple tenderly so that they do not notice how it eats them up” (Chavchavadze,

1877).

The loyalty towards Russia, expressed by the population, inhabiting the

historical Georgian territories in south­western Georgia, was also due to the

fact that Ottomans imposed an enormous burden of taxes on ethnic Geor­

gians. One of the articles of “Ottoman Georgia” tells in detail about the issue:

“So far, their government viewed the Georgian part as a place paying taxes;

the local officials did not care for anything except taxes. People viewed them

only as tax­collectors and as those who took those money for themselves...

People only want the taxes not to be increased. However, that does not hap­

pen and the burden of taxes becomes more and more heavy” (Ottoman Geor­

gia, “Iveria,” № 12, 1877, pp. 1 1­12; the article has no signature; according

to P. Ingorokva, it may have been written by P. Umikashvili. See above about

him).

As it was stated, Ottomans made people pay the taxes for the coming two

years in advance, while, Russia, thanks to its agents, did its best appease the

Muslim population in order to settle them in Christian provinces and to in­

habit deserted lands of Asia Minor. Besides, they were necessary to recruit

the army contingent, the more so that the Sultan promised some benefits,

and it influenced people’s minds.

During the Russia­Ottoman war, “Iveria” mostly published about the his­

torical Georgian lands and their population. it was in that period, namely in

1877, when several consecutive issues of “Iveria” published the nine articles,

entitled Ottoman Georgia.’ Six of them have been signed by Petre Umikashvili

(initials P. U. and P. Um.). In P. Ingorokva’s opinion, two unsigned articles,

published in issues 8 and 12, also belong to Petre Umikashvili. researchers
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consider that this can be claimed based on the style and content. The un­

signed article with the same title, published in issue 9, should have been writ­

ten by Ilia Chavchavadze, as concluded by P. Ingorokva. On the one hand, it

is attested by Gr. Kipshidze, Ilia’s biographer, and a small collection of his

writings, published in 1909, and, on the other, its style. The article was pub­

lished in 1915 in a small anthology called “Muslim Georgia,” published by

Georgian students of Tbilisi (P. Ingorokva).

In order to explain the antinomy us and them, characteristic of wars, we

should see how Petre Umikashvili conceives of that opposition who, follow­

ing Pavle Ingorokva, wrote eight articles about Ottoman Georgia. In the final

article, in which P. Umikashvili discusses Georgian surnames, he uses the

terms “Russia’s Georgia” and “Ottoman Georgia.” “Ottoman Georgia” is no

novelty as far as it was a title of the series of articles. With the same meaning,

Ilia Chavchavadze uses the term “re­gained Georgia.” “Russia’s Georgia” is a

novelty, and it was used by Umikashvili in the final article. the following be­

long to “Russia’s Georgia”: “Kartli and Kakheti, Imereti, Guria, Samegrelo,”

while to “Ottoman Georgia” – “Achara, Shavsheti, Kobuleti (Including Batumi

– T. B.), Livana, Klarjeti, Tao, Kola, and Chaneti.”

By means of the names – “Russia’s Georgia” and “Ottoman Georgia,” Petre

Umikashvili correctly characterizes the political situation of Georgia. The

country is divided and it strives for unification under Russia. Russia’s Georgia

was eager to be united with their blood brothers, inhabiting the territories

captured by Ottomans. In Umikashvili’s opinion, one of the factors to facili­

tate the re­unification of those two parts was the restoration of relationships

between the surnames of Russia’s Georgia and Ottoman Georgia; many sur­

names, found in Russia’s Georgia, occur in Ottoman Georgia as well. “Like

here, in Russia’s Georgia, ancient surnames remember their histories, in Ot­

toman Georgia; it is remembered in the same way. This is the factor that cans

rapproach both parties and re­unites them spiritually. Nowadays, the old

Georgian respect and love to the famial blood and kin have been retained

more in Ottoman Georgia than here, either in Imereti or Kartli and Kakheti.

Family surnames in Ottoman Georgia are more mutually respective and more

connected” (Umikashvili, Surnames, Ottoman Georgia, 1877, p. 6).          

The author calls for the readers that people of one and the same sur­

names in Russia’s Georgia and Ottoman Georgia to establish links with each

other.  “Mutual visits of relatives will be beneficial. Their rapprochement will

be beneficial for Georgians at large and for neighboring peoples. Their mu­

tual visits will facilitate the development of trade; this will make people

richer, roads will be constructed, they will learn from each other, it will im­

prove their lives and draw Georgians closer to each other... Georgians, living

on the other side of the border, are willing to see their kinds. They have not

seen them; they have just heard that they have had common forefathers and

that they have common surnames. Georgians, living on this side of the bor­

der, fight each other so as if we are going to be enemies forever. What a dif­

ference! The other Georgians keep old traditions. In ancient Georgia, people

with common surnames were not hostile to each other. They kept family tra­
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ditions. Therefore, their respect to Georgian surnames is a role model and

acceptable for us” (Umikashvili, Surnames, 1877, p. 7).

As already noted, the articles, published under the heading “Ottoman

Georgia,” were aimed at acquainting readers with the province and facilitate

to the increase of consciousness towards inhabitants of those territories in

the rest of Georgia. Inhabitants of “Ottoman Georgia” were characterized ac­

cording to their ethnic composition, language situation and customs and tra­

ditions: “The whole of Ottoman Georgia has been inhabited mostly by

Georgians and Chans. There are few and scattered Armenians, Greeks, Ot­

tomans, Circassians. Georgians speak Georgian and Chans speak Megrelian;

however, Georgian is spread as far as Chans travel both to Achara and to

Guria, Kartli and Tbilisi. They still remember the unity by blood. They are

aware that they are ethnic Georgians, that once they were part of the Geor­

gian kingdom, and remember Vakhtang Gorgasali, David the Builder, Queen

Tamar, and even King Erekle though, under the latter king, they were sepa­

rated from us.

Customs and traditions, popular beliefs, way of life are the same as in

Kartli and Kakheti. They still respect old churches, celebrate holidays as in

our part. By religion, they are Muslims but, by their traditions and language,

they still are Georgians almost in everything. Their Georgian is almost un­

changed; at home, all of them speak only Georgian; they use Georgian when

they write to each other.”  (Umikashvili, 1877, pp. 10­11).

What features did Petre Umikashvili pay attention when he presented

various parts of Ottoman Georgia to readers of “Iveria”? He wrote the special

articles about Achara, Shavsheti, Kobuleti, Livana and Klarjeti, Tao, Kola and

Chaneti.

Ottoman Georgia and the rest of Georgia had all the common features,

considered to be a nation’s basic characteristics: language, historic memory

(respect to kings, memory of Christianity and facts of concealed Christian­

ization) and customs and traditions. The religious difference might have been

an obstacle to such a unity but Petre Umikashvili does not see a threat to in­

tegration in it as far as Ottoman Georgians did not lose “respect to old

churches, celebration of holidays, sacrifice; it is the same as here. By religion,

they are Muslims but, by their traditions and language, they still are Geor­

gians almost in everything.” The same idea is repeated when he describes

Achara, another province of Georgia; “In Achara, everybody knows that they

are Georgians by origin and that their forefathers have been Chrsitians; side

by side, they have our brothers and kinds; those, living near the border, come

to Tbilisi for trade” (Umikashvili, Achara, Ottoman Georgia, “Iveria,” №13,

1877, p. 12). Besides, as already noted, Petre Umikashvili paid attention to

those Georgian surnames which were spread in both parts, and emphasized

the willingness on the part of ottoman Georgians to come closer with those

of the same surnames, living in Russia’s Georgia, and he called his compatri­

ots for to respond to their efforts with care and love, to do their best to es­

tablish links with the people, living in the territories occupied by Ottomans.

Besides the fact that readers of “Iveria” were informed about the situa­
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tion in Ottoman Georgia, there were special publications about its history

and its historical significance for Georgia. That was why David Chubinashvili

published an article about Cappadocia and its historical links with Georgia,

entitled “Ethnographic Discussion of Ancient and Modern Cappadocia or In­

habitants of Chaneti,” in which the author claims that the etymologies of to­

ponyms and hydronyms of Cappadocia reveal salient kinship with Georgian;

besides, based on “Geographic Description of Asia Minor” by Vivien S.

Marten, D. Chubinashvili argues that “Cappadocia’s had customs and tradi­

tions, way of life, household, and rule, also fire worship, resembling very

much to those of ancient Georgians.” As far as the Cappadocia people were

related to the Georgian people that were why Cappadocia holy fathers

wanted to establish Christianity in Georgia.” He lists Cappadocia saints, vis­

iting Georgia, and undoubtfully assumed that they spoke Georgian. “If those

saints did not speak Georgian, they would not dare to visit Georgia and they

would not succeed to make people believe them.” Particular love to St.

George on the part of Georgians has been explained by Chubinashvili by the

fact that he was Cappadocian. “St Nino was kin to St George. She also was

Cappadocian and spoke Georgian; without it she was not able to preach

Christianity and to convert Georgians.” David Chubinashvili regards Svimon

Mtsire (Svimon Minor) (521­592) the reason why Ioane Zedazneli and his

disciples were sent to Georgia. “The said saints spread and enhanced Chris­

tianity in Georgia as far as they were Georgians; they introduced the Julian

calendar, following which a new year’s day is still celebrated in January”

(Chubinashvili, 1877, p. 8­11).

While, in the beginning of the article, D. Chubinashvili developed the idea

that “the Georgian nation is divided into two based on language and speech:

the first are Georgians, that is, inhabitants of Kartli, Kakheti, Imereti, Guria,

Samtskhe­Saatabago; the second is Megrelians and Chans living in Samegrelo

and Chaneti, that is, ancient Cappadocia” (Chubinashvili, 1877), in its later

part, he goes further and tells the reader about the Kingdom of Ponto and

Colchis (”Iveria,” №15, 1877). The third part of the article deals with the fol­

lowing issue: “Ancient and new inhabitants of the Kingdom of Ponto, their

kinship with the Georgian nation and sameness of their language” (Iveria,

№16, 1877). Based on ancient Greek sources, D. Chubinashvili discusses the

habitation of ancient Georgian tribes – Phasi, Tao, Khalib, Makron, Tibaren;

he pays special attention to the fact that “it was the province where the

Bagrationi appeared for the first time. It was their homeland” (Iveria, №16,

1877).

The opinions, stated in the David Chubinashvili article of David Chubi­

nashvili “Ethnographic Discussion of Ancient and Modern Cappadocia or In­

habitants of Chaneti,” are interesting and sometimes arguable from the

standpoint of present­day scholarship, but it is significant in order to show

how the Georgian intellectuals of the time viewed Ottoman Georgia, in what

historical and cultural contexts they regarded it. The article highlights soem

facts which are unarguable even in our days: 
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>  The territory, occupied by Ottomans, is the place where the Georgian

Bagrationi are from;

>  The land was inhabited by ancient Georgian tribes. 

Links of Chaneti and Cappadocia and Cappadocian saints’ knowledge of

Georgian can not be proved by means of salient artifacts. This arguable opin­

ion does not derogate the authenticity of the first two opinions.

Popular journalistic, and not scholarly, articles are more significant in

newspapers, as far as they are more accessible for readers:

>  dealing with a specific actual public and political issue;

> showing an author’s standpoint;

>  aiming at facilitating of the establishment of public opinion;

> posing a problem;

>  drawing the arguments which do not require any specialized knowl­

edge on the part of a reader.

Such article becomes more significant whenever its author is a recog­

nized celebrity like Ilia Chavchavadze. It is true that David Chubinashvili’s

article is very interesting, but, with its pathos and rhetoric devices, Ilia

Chavchavadze’s article, included in the series “Ottoman Georgia,” is a more

effective means to demonstrate the historical significance of south­western

Georgia and particular importance of Georgians’ participation in the Russia­

Ottoman war.   

Ilia Chavchavadze pays attention to the following:

a) The role of this province in Christianization of Georgia;
b) The particular role of this province in the unification of Georgia;
c) The particular role of this province in Georgia’s cultural life.
The facts, emphasized by Ilia Chavchavadze – Christianization of the

country and basic cultural values are the features, which have been of para­

mount importance for national identity, and one can even shed blood for the

sake of them without hesitation. It is proved by inhabitants of various parts

of Ottoman Georgia, evidenced by Petre Umikashvili, their attitude to histor­

ical heroes, which, together language and customs, can become a basis for

the unification of Russia’s Georgia and Ottoman Georgia.

It was in “Ottoman Georgia,” when Ilia Chavchavadze stated his famous

opinion about the fact that, together with language and religion, and blood

kinship, historical memory is such an influential unifying factor that it

awakes very easily owing to a certain fact or event: “Every nation feeds itself

with its history... In our opinion, neither the unity of language nor religion

can link people to each other so strongly as the unity of history. A nation is

strong whenever they have common deeds, common historical fate, common

battles, common fortunes and misfortunes. Even if time separates them,

whenever there is linkage, a certain instance is sufficient to make the history

wake up and to make unity reign. This is the case with us and Ottoman Geor­

gia” (Chavchavadze, 1877a). “The historical linkage of separated parts of a

nation” has been regarded a factor, easily revitalized by a certain event. In

this context, the significance of religion has been moved towards the back­

ground together with language and origin. It was the factor to ignite the ar­
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gument about that, in his article, ilia Chavchavadze rejected his own opinion,

stated in his youth, and its was associated not with political but rather with

translation problems.

Young Ilia, concerned with the Georgian translation of Kozlov’s “Mad­

man” by Revaz Eristavi, severely criticized the translator for the choice of

the text to be translated and for the low quality of the translation. It was the

reason of Ilia Chavchavadze’s famous words: “Three divine treasures we have
from ancestors: Homeland, Language and Religion. If we do not take care of
them, what kind of people are we going to be? What are we going to tell our
followers? We would not forgive even our own father if he derogates our native
tongue. Language is a divine artifact, it is a common property; man must not
touch it with a sinful hand” (Chavchavadze, 1861, pp. 557­594).

It was the opinion, stated in “Ottoman Georgia,” that as though made “the

divine treasures” fade, which was recognized as the principal slogan of Ilia

Chavchavadze in the 20th century. The two opinion, stated at different peri­

ods of time (if we do not refer to them as slogan, we will be able to avoid

much awkwardness), do not contradict to each other. It demonstrates the

change of a political situation and not the change of the goals of either Ilia

Chavchavadze or the Georgian intellectuals of the 19th century.

The opinions, stated concerning that triad, can be divided into two, con­

tradicting groups. In order to illustrate one of them, I will refer to Mariam

Ninidze’s statement: “In fiction, in idioms and aphorisms, there is a gradation

principle: the gradual enhancement of an idea, in accordance with which the

most significant message appears at the end; in St. Ilia the Truthful’s state­

ment “Homeland, Language, Religion,” having become a national slogan, re­

ligion is a crown over Homeland and Language. It attaches to them the divine

grace — “Religion is the truth of heart and can not be double­faced in one

and the same heart. Like the double­faced truth is impossible, it was the same

with faith…“Georgia, Georgian language and Orthodox Christianity” (Ninidze,

2003, pp. 12­13). 

The contradicting opinions were often heard on December 17, 2002, at

the Caucasus House, at intellectuals’ discussion (The discussion “Homeland,

Language, Religion” has been reflected in the anthology Georgia at a Cross­
roads of Millennia. Tbilisi: Arete, 2005). “At the discussion, it was repeated

stated that that slogan or motto was not very efficient for national identifi­

cation as far as , on the one hand, there are other religions in Georgian be­

sides Orthodox Christianity (Christian and non­Christian), and, on the other,

the population of Georgia is multilingual (nothing to say about multi ethnic­

ity. Special attention was paid to Megrelians as a Georgian tribe with “double

identity” in terms of their language” (Marsiani ,2005, p. 23).

On the one hand, the removal of this “not very efficient slogan” is not re­

garded a difficult job; moreover, Ilia himself changed his idea during bthe

Russia­Ottoman war when there emerged a hope of the return of the occu­

pied lands and distanced brothers, and history substituted both for language

and religion. “Ilia Chavchavadze has no more discussed the triad, moreover,
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he had never made it the acting slogan of his country and nation” (Gaganidze,

2007).

First of all, we should address the genesis of the triad, that is, “the three

divine treasures.” It has emerged within the eastern Christian tradition and

best worded in Ioane Merchule’s hagiographic work “Life and Deeds of Saint

Father Grigol of Khandzta:” 

>  “And Kartli consists of that spacious land in which the liturgy and all
prayers are said in the Georgian language.” It was the formula on which the
Georgian state was founded:

>  Homeland (Kartli consists of that spacious land)
>  Language/Language of Liturgy (in which the liturgy and all prayers are

said in the Georgian language)
> Religion/Eastern Christianity
Discussion about the eastern Christian tradition can be found in Chapter

1 “Ilia and Globalization.” despite of the fact that, in the period when Ilia lived,

“Life of Grigol of Khamdzta” was not yet discovered, Ilia Chavchavadze got

into the basics on which the Georgian state was built. It can hardly be as­

sumed that Ilia Chavchavadze changed his idea about the importance of

Christianity for Georgia. At various periods of time, he equally emphasized

the great of Christianity for Georgia’s statehood: “Christ was crucified for the

world and we were crucified for Christ. We opened the breast of small Geor­

gia and erected a church to Christianity on it as on a rock. We used our bones

as stones and our blood as limestone... We were killed, we did not spare our

families, we stood unequal wars, we sacrificed flesh for the sake of soul, and

one small nation maintained Christianity; we did not let it vanish in this small

country whom we proudly refer to as our homeland” (Chavchavadze, 1898).

For us, Christianity meant the land of all Georgia, our Georgians. Even in

our days, in the whole Caucasus, Christian and Georgian are synonymic

words. Christianization means to become Georgian. Our clergy were well

aware that homeland and nationality, united with faith, is an invincible sword
and unbreakable shield.

... The teaching, brought by Christ to the world, became a shelter for our
homeland, our nationality; Christianity saved our land, our language, our iden­
tity, our nationality” (Chavchavadze, 1898).

When presenting the characteristic features of the population of “Ot­

toman Georgia,” it was stated that the only likely preventing condition for the

integration of Russia’s and Ottoman Georgia could be a religious difference.

It was necessary to show the conscious attitude: “The difference in religion

does not frighten us. Georgians, having been crucified for their own faith,

know well how to respect other’s religion. ..Those, oppressed and chased for

their faith, have found shelter and freedom of conscious in our country... I say
that we are not afraid of the fact that our brothers, living in Ottoman Georgia,
are Muslims; we wish the happy day came when we re­unite, and Georgians will
once again prove that they are not aggressive towards human conscious and
they will accept their brothers in a brotherly way; and Georgians are ready to
shed their blood for what our glorious forefathers shave not spared themselves”
(Chavchavadze, 1877).
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For Russia’s Georgia, to use Petre Umikashvili’s term, this is a necessary

condition for the re­unification of long distanced parts. As we saw, Ilia

Chavchavadze believed that the religion of the population, living on the re­

gained territories, should have been untouched. Sergei Meskhi had the same

opinion. In issue 147, 1878, of “Droeba,” he published an article “New duty,”

saying that it was Georgians’ duty to compose new textbooks for Acharians

and to distribute them among students free of charge. Religion was not to be

touched if they did not want it themselves. “The religious difference will not

hinder our and their brotherhood and unity!” (Meskhi, 1878).

Now, it is difficult to say whether the intellectuals of “Iveria” and

“Droeba” would need much effort in order to spread that idea in public. It

might not need special activities. Here, we should pay attention to the issue

which had long been an abuse for those, living in the re­gained territories.

With the title “Sad custom,” in 1913, “Batumis gazeti” published a special ar­

ticle by Heydar Abashidze: “We, the Georgians who are Muslims, are referred

to as “Tatars,” and we, Georgian Muslims understand that.

Whenever a Georgian Muslim is asked who he is, he will answer “Tatar;”

It is very rare when someone answers that he is “Georgian Muslim.” Those

who say that they are “Tatars,” are mistaken. Those, saying that they are

“Georgian Muslims” are mistaken too, as far as it is not acceptable to speak

about your religion when you are asked about your ethnic origin. For in­

stance, take our kin Georgian Christian. If we ask him “Who you are?” he is

sure not to reply “Georgian Christian.” When you ask about religion, the an­

swer will be “Christian.” If we, Georgian Muslims are asked who we are, we

should answer that we are Georgians; whenever we are asked about our re­

ligion, we will answer “Muslim.” In my opinion, it is a mistake to refer to us,

Georgian Muslims as “Tatars.” This mistake should not become a habit be­

cause it conceals our national face, our Georgians.”

It seems that this should have been the principal reason why Ilia

Chavchavadze highlighted the role of history, against religion and language,

for the sake of rapprochement of the distanced parts of the nation. Language

might have been none the less problematic issue at that period of time be­

cause, it is true that P. Umikashvili wrote that a greater part of those living

in Ottoman Georgia speak Georgian, but it could not be sufficient for actual

integration. Besides, Ottomans paid special attention to the issue of religion

when they tried to make them return to Turkey.

Ottomans emphasized the issue of religion when, in April, 1917, they oc­

cupied Batumi district. In order to illustrate that, I will refer to the story of

Hasan Tkhilaishvili, active member of “Committee of the Liberation of Mus­

lim Georgia.” 

Here, religion has nothing to do. This is a political issue, and we will not

be mistaken if we do not vote for Ottomans. Vote for our brothers – Geor­

gians. The governor noticed that and invited him to visit him. He asked him:

“Are you Muslim or Christian?” Hasan answered: “I am Georgian Muslim.”

“Do you want to be Muslim or Christian?” – “I want to be Muslim but I do not

want to be a slave to Sultan’s people.” The governor got angry and ordered
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the soldiers to take the man to the chief of gendarmerie. The, he was brought

to the booth and he voted for Georgia and very many people watched that

(Akhvlediani, 1972).

That happened thirty­five years after the Russia­Ottoman war, demon­

strating that, while, during the Russia­Ottoman war, Georgians were tempted

by Ottomans regarding religious and economic issues, in the 1910s, only the

religious issue was appealed, further clarifying Ilia Chavchavadze’s call the

religious difference is nothing compared to the historical unity and the desire

of common future. “Now, we have one great duty: we must welcome our

brothers in a brotherly way everywhere and in everything; we must take care

of them in the same way as of ourselves, we must be selfless for them in the

same way as for ourselves. If we manage to be brothers in need, our unity

will be undestroyed. What opens the way for the establishment of that unity?

Akaki Tsereteli said and we will say too: learning, knowledge and science...

Learning, knowledge and science – this is the power which cannot be op­

posed by anything: neither a fist nor a sword nor numerous armies. Knowl­

edge is an invincible shield for existence, a sharp sword to resist.” What is

the knowledge, dealt with by Ilia Chavchavadze that could be useful for them

for their existence and for opposing enemies? It may be assumed that both

Ilia and Akaki meant the conscious knowledge of the history of one’s country,

the conceptualization of which would highlight the role of Orthodox Christi­

anity and of the Georgian language both for the whole history of Georgia and

for the 19th century.

After re­unification of Batumi, new frontiers were being established. The

Berlin Congress determined the frontiers with a direct line on the map. Now,

Russian and Turkish officers were establishing it on the ground. The re­uni­

fied territory was 22 330 square kilometers with the population of 250 000.

Kars and Batumi districts were created. The established frontiers stayed un­

changed in 1880 and in 1881. In 1918, Turks gained a great part of the ter­

ritories, lost during the 1877­1878 war, and Georgia kept control only over

territory comprising the Acharan Soviet Socialist Autonomous republic. The

current border with Turkey was established in 1921 (Megreladze, 1974, pp.

90­91).

When the Russia­Ottoman war was over, new problems emerged for the

peoples living in the liberated territories – it was adaptation with Russia.

“Serbians and Russians could not agree; Bulgarians and Russians did not un­

derstand each other. When seeing that Bulgarians were not very much ex­

cited by them, Russian correspondents said that Bulgarians were not grateful

and that they could not perceive great efforts, taken by Russians, for the sake

of their happiness. Say, Bulgarians expressed some doubt and indifference

towards the elderly (later, it appeared that Bulgarians had enough arguments

for that). It is noteworthy that the elderly seemed to have just recognized

their younger brothers. It is true but now go and ask: where is that unity and

invisible thrust to each other while they did not even know each other? ‘It is

true that we are oppressed, it is true that you supported me but you should

be generous enough not to remind me about it every time, not to offend my

self­respect, not to suppress my soul. It was you who said that ethnicity is
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the most essential. I agree, and that is why I want to defend my identity, my

ethnicity, my own language, and customs. As a matter of fact, total freedom

and unity flourishes on the soil which you have not created, and what can

you give me” (Letters from Petersburg, Letter Three, “Iveria”, №40, 1877, p.

10).

After joining Russia, the Georgian population could see no good – offi­

cials treated them carelessly; they did not care for their fate, thus facilitating

to their return to Ottoman. In order to get rid if the in obedient, Russia’s gov­

ernment irritated them by means of their activities and new laws, and sup­

pressed them. One of the factors, and not the only one, was religion as far as

by means of it they generated confrontation between Christian and Muslim

Georgians. All the factors together conditioned that the number of those who

left Kars and Batumi districts reached 140 000. This sad fact can not derogate

the significance of the 1877­1878 Russia­Ottoman war for the course of na­

tional consolidation in Georgia (Megreladze, 1974. pp. 92­96).

Ilia Chavchavadze wrote special articles paying attention to two issues:

1) Why should a state be generous to its people; and 2) When people are loyal
to a state? He called the Russian empire for supporting the miserable popu­

lation of “re­unified Georgia” as far as “that support and generosity was more

beneficial for the state. Able population means more power for the state than

suppressed and downgraded people; only encouraged and enhanced people

are an endless source for a state’s wealth and power.” In its turn, it would

enhance the trust to the state on the part of the people: “Only the people, ex­

cited with love, can be reliable in every misfortune that can encounter a state

in its history; only such people can give their lives and properties for the sake

of a state’s well­being; only by means of the people, strengthened by love, a

state can make miracles, the examples of which abound in human history

and which we are still surprised of. Wherever there is such love, a state is a

hollow; whenever a wind blows; it breaks into pieces at once...”

Caucasus Journal of Social Sciences 

47



References: 

აბა ში ძე, ჰ. (1913). ჰა ი დარ აბა ში ძე, სამ წუ ხა რო ჩვე უ ლე ბა, ბა თუ მის
გა ზე თი, №34.

ახვლედიანი, ხ. (1972). ხარიტონ ახვლედიანი, სამხრეთ საქართვე-
ლოს განთავისუფლებისათვის მებ რძოლ ნი, გა მომ ცემ ლო ბა საბ ჭო თა
აჭა რა, ბა თუ მი. 

გოგებაშვილი, ი. (1902).  იაკობ გოგებაშვილი, უსა მარ თლო ბრალ -
დე ბა (პა სუ ხად “ცნო ბის ფურ ცელს”), ივე რია, №108.

ინგოროყვა, პ. (1955). პავლე ინგოროყვა, ილიას ნაწარმოებთა
ტექსტისათვის (სარედაქციო შე ნიშ ვნე ბი), წიგ ნში: ილია ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე,
თხზუ ლე ბა თა სრუ ლი კრე ბუ ლი ათ ტო მად, ტ. V, სა ქარ თვე ლოს მაც -
ნე, სა ქარ თვე ლოს სსრ სა ხელ მწი ფო გა მომ ცემ ლო ბა, თბი ლი სი. 

კიკნაძე, ზ. (2005). ზურაბ კიკნაძე, ილიას მამული, კრე ბულ ში: სა -
ქარ თვე ლო ათას წლე ულ თა გა სა ყარ ზე, გა მომ ცემ ლო ბა არე ტე, თბი ლი -
სი.

მარსიანი, (2005). მარსიანი, გამოხმაურება დისკუსიაზე მამული,
ენა, სარწმუნოება, კრებული საქართველო ათას წლე ულ თა გა სა ყარ ზე,
გა მომ ცემ ლო ბა არე ტე, თბი ლი სი. 

მეგრელაძე, შ. (1974). შამშე მეგრელაძე, საქართველო
აღმოსავლეთის ომებში (ქართველი და რუსი ხალხების საბრძოლო
თანამეგობ-რობის ისტორიიდან), საქართველოს სსრ მეცნიერებათა აკა-
დემია, ს. ჯანაშიას სახელობის საქართველოს სახელმწიფო მუზეუმი,
გამომცემლობა “მეცნიერება”, თბილისი.

მეს ხი, ს. (1878). სერ გეი მეს ხი,  ახა ლი მო ავ ლე ო ბა, დრო ე ბა, # 147.
ნინიძე, მ. (2003).  მარიამ ნინიძე, მამული, ენა, სარ წმუ ნო ე ბა, სა პატ -

რი არ ქოს უწ ყე ბა ნი, №30 (238), 1-7 აგ ვის ტო, 2003.
სვანიძე, მ. (2002). მიხეილ სვანიძე, ოსმალეთის ისტორია (1600-

1923), ტ. II, საქართველოს მეცნიერებათა აკადემია, აკდ. გიორგი წე-
რეთლის სახელობის აღმოსავლეთმცოდნეობის ინსტიტუტი,
აღმოსავლეთ-დასავლეთის ურთიერთობათა ცენტრი, თბილისის აზი-
ისა და აფრიკის ინსტიტუტი, გამომცემლობა “ქრონოგრაფი”, თბილი-
სი.

Anthony D. Smith. (1981). The Ethnic Revival, Cambridge University
Press.

უმიკაშვილი, პ. (1877). დაბეჭდილია ხელმოუწერლად, პ. ინგოროყ­

ვას მტკიცებით უნდა ეკუთვნოდეს პეტრე უმიკაშვილს, (ოს მა ლე თის
ქარ თვე ლე ბის თვის და წე სე ბუ ლი გა და სა ხა დე ბი) ოს მა ლოს სა ქარ თვე -
ლო, ივე რია, №12. 

უმიკაშვილი, პ. (1877). პეტრე უმი კაშ ვი ლი, აჭა რა, ოს მა ლოს სა -
ქარ თვე ლო, ივე რია, №13.

Caucasus Journal of Social Sciences 

48



უმიკაშვილი, პ. (1877). პეტრე უმი კაშ ვი ლი, გვა რე უ ლო ბა ნი, ოს მა -
ლოს სა ქარ თვე ლო, ივე რია, №44.

ღაღანიძე, მ. (2007). მერაბ ღაღანიძე, ილია ჭავ ჭა ვა ძის “ოს მა ლოს
სა ქარ თვე ლო”: ეროვ ნუ ლი კონ ცეფ ცია, ლი ტე რა ტუ რუ ლი ძი ე ბა ნი, შო -
თა რუს თა ვე ლის ქარ თუ ლი ლი ტე რა ტუ რის ინ სტი ტუ ტის გა მო ცე მა,
ტ. XXVIII, თბი ლი სი.

ჩუბინაშვილი, დ. (1877). დავით ჩუბინოვი, ეტნოგრაფიული გან-
ხილვა ძველთა და ახალთა კაპადოკიის ან ჭანეთის მკვიდრთა მოსახ-
ლეთა, ივერია, №14, 17.

წერილები პეტერბურღიდან, (1877). წერილი მესამე, ივერია, #40.
წვრი ლი ამ ბე ბი, (1877). ივე რია, #18.
ჭავჭავაძე, ი. (1861). ილია ჭავჭავაძე, ორიოდე სიტყვა თავად რევაზ

შალვას ძის ერისთავის კაზლოვიდგან “შეშლილის” თარ გმნა ზე და, 1860
წელ სა, ნომ ბრის 5­სა დღე სა, ჯურ ნა ლი ცის კა რი, №4.

ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე, ი. (1877). ილია ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე, ოს მა ლე თის კონ სტი ტუ ცი -
ის შე სა ხებ, ივე რია №5.

ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე, ი. (1877ა). ოს მა ლოს სა ქარ თვე ლო, ივე რია, N­9.
ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე, ი. (1877ბ).   ილია ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე, აწ მყო აღ მო სავ ლე თის საქ -

მი სა, ივე რია №15.
ჭავჭავაძე, ი. (1898). ილია ჭავ ჭა ვა ძე, რა გით ხრათ? რით გა გა ხა -

როთ? ივე რია, №1.

Caucasus Journal of Social Sciences 

49




