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Abstract

The article observes the modern ethno-political and religious situation formed in today’s
world. In the context of globalization and trans-cultural processes, the new unexplored forms of
the ideology that influences social policies and procedures in the various regions of the world
occurred. Primarily, these are quasi-Islamic marginalized group movements. In a pilot study,
the author ponders the theme of the phenomenon of marginal quasi-religious entities.
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In the Modern World, in the environment of the open and continuously widening
informational space, marginalized streams emerge which transform the objects of their
influence into the subjects with the deviant orientation of the ideology (world view). Such
tendencies existed throughout the entire history in all the religious confessions. Most of these
anomalous  effects are described in literature quite thoroughly which frees us from the
necessity of analyzing them scrupulously.

The problem of so called “Islamic terrorism” (it must be noted here by the way, that this
term is fundamentally wrong) has always been the most important and under-investigated
theme which became especially challenging and crucial nowadays. We suppose that in the basis
of the problem lies the self-identification of those people who do not perceive themselves as
Muslims in the traditional understanding of this term; those who either do not accept much out
of the basic and normative tenets of the notion “Muslim” or do not profess any religion though
identify themselves with the cultural traditions of Islam. (on the actual basis of their birth or of
purely subjective reasons, which have nothing in common with the basic values of Islam).

The most general characteristics of the mentioned stratum of “non-Islamic” mode of life
automatically show the essence that accepts the traditional Islam as a norm and all the rest - as
deviation from this norm. In other words, those who do not follow the strict norms of the
traditional Islam in their everyday life are simply excluded from the Islamic cultural discourse.

This group of people are perceived as “others” and not only in the traditional preaching

houses - mosques but also in routine life.



At the same time manifestation of Islam, which penetrate existentialistic mindset of
those people on the genetic and historical-cultural levels create quite specific difficulties to
their sense of being. On the one hand, the life of those people passed through in endless trying
“run away from the shadow of Islam” in order to adapt more easily with Western values, make
re-estimation of social and cultural values and, as a result, become the subject of the really
diverse community - “the open society”.

On the other hand they have to undergo explicit non-acceptance from the real followers
of Islam who excommunicate them as “ the others” that hinders the process of their historical
and cultural self-identification, all the more that from the viewpoint of “ the others” Islamic
culture and politics significantly differ from the orientologic or any other approaches to the
mentioned issues.

In “ the others” mind, Islam is first of all a historical-cultural phenomenon and as for the
politics of Islam, it is a part of the system of political culture as a whole. This opinion is backed
up by the fact that the majority of modern concepts “defending the Islamic culture” are based
on such non-confessional features as ethnic belonging which gives us a reason to speak about
Islam spreading out of its own religious boundaries.

We can agree with the opinion that among others, protection of Islam is the priority for
the national movements though we do not think it possible to compare and all the more to
mix nationalism with “Islamic terrorism”.

We can consider the events taking place in Iran after the Islamic revolution of 1979 as
an example of the mentioned misunderstanding and mixing of the notions. Those events were
related to the activities of the Opposition of the Islamic republic of Iran, as a result of the
violent persecution of the political figures and well known cultural luminaries, who did not
share the clericalists’ views.

In the Islamic environment “the others” are noticed but ignored; heard but not
considered, as they often are not even able to articulate and formulate in the terms of Islamic
lexis their discourse of social and cultural diversities to which they belong.

In accordance with the norms of the religious piety anything that the Muslim people do
during all their life should be considered in the context of the Muslim religion. The assertion:
“If we take the way of Islam this way will be the way to Islam despite its end” has been widely
spread over Muslim people. The political constituent of this categorical imperative may be
interpreted as follows: only the Muslim part of East (not other historical, ethno-cultural and
confessional areas of the world) conduct the search for diversities [exclusively] within the
framework of the Islamic rules aiming the development of the cultural exclusiveness of their
adherents. The statement about “Islam has no alternative in the East” sounds similarly
unsubstantial and contradicts with the historical realm and real interrelations of religious
confessions with their cohabitation.

In the occurred situation the issue of what is exactly going on with the non-Muslim

people in the East while they are looking for their cultural self-identification within the frames
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of Islam remain open. And what happens with the Muslim people born in non-Muslim
environment?

Trying to answer these questions resulting from the “Islamic discourse” we inevitably
enter the complicated overlapping of fields of the “diversity of Islamic law.”

Intellectual activity in such “lexical-terminological labyrinth” is extremely difficult as
out of the overall non-coordinated spectrum of the conflicting interpretations of any event or
fact taken to analyze, we are to choose “better Islam.” On this pass an investigator (or anyone
with reflecting mind who simply looks for the answers) finds only a metaphoric set of
definitions: “regressive Islam”, “progressive Islam”, “quasi-Islam” and “the true Islam” and the
real meaning of such definitions are no subjects to the rational interpretation.

In the given situation the intellectual energy of the inquiring reduces to quotidian and
meaningless announcements of the type “this explanation differs essentially from the others”;
“this explanation enables to get surprising results;” and so on. Such approaches and judgments
can be illustrated by the interpretation of the notion related to the quite worn-out cliché of
“Islamic feminism” in which the interpretations are not authentic to the original as far as in
the Koran in the form of verse, far more ideas are articulated about the gender equality than in
the Islamic-feministic interpretations of the Islamic rules and laws.

For example, what - more equal rights for women, means? Why should the rights of
women be based on the edicts which give no results, only slightly normal level of equality?
What supports such guideline?

The verses speaking about restrictions for women are interpreted in accordance with the
official tenets. But it is known that the semantics of any word contains several meanings. Does
not it mean that with regard to liberalization of the canonic definitions for the “others” the very
synonyms are always chosen which bear less restrictiveness than the authentic meaning?

The notes we spoke about here by no way negate the possibilities of changes in the
Islamic laws. We do not negate either the probability that future generation will introduce
necessary aberrations into the institutionalized Islamic law so that the law would reflect more
authentically the real situations of the modern world.

But we address our objection to those of “ the others” in Islam, who perceive the
forthcoming truth only in denying the Islamic discourse as the single alternative of the
existential and social life, as for them such bifurcation means splitting and losing the genetic
and cultural-historical self-identification.

Actually belonging to the values based on the cultural-historical discourse of Islam, “the
others” in Islam can search for the alternative to the traditional Islam only within Islam itself.
However, “the others” are forced to approach the human rights and freedom only in Islamic
interpretation as to the postulate without consideration of cultural relativity. By reference to
the principle which is based on the assertion that “beyond the Islamic world, for sure, there the
objections to our decisions can be found, nonetheless they respond to our way of life.” So called

“the others” do not have any rights to object such assertions as far as the followers of the “true
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Islam” are very suspicious to the attempts of re-interpretations of the canonic postulates of
Islam, as to the precedents allowing manipulations with the basic Islamic values and they
consider “the others” as renegades.

Liberally oriented researchers from the “non-Islamic world” should realize that “the
others” in Islam have a longtime attempt to overcome the intellectual and ethic barriers and
despite all the difficulties related with defending their own cultural-historical identification,
adhere to the different, non-Western mindset and behavior model. However, the silent
pluralism for the best case or insulting indulgency for the worst, deprives “the others” the
chance to enter the discussion in the process of which they could assert their intellectual and
ethic problems and reach constructive correction of their ideas.

The existing situation of intellectual vacuum provokes some kind of “cultural
xenophobe” as the problems being (even unconsciously) ignored unilaterally usually tend to
self-realization primary in the negative context. Maybe, such disregard of the existing problem
which lays in overcoming visually nonlimited intellectual-ethic barriers is exactly the factor
which provokes extreme forms of respond from the marginalized “ the others” when it seems
that the intellectuals integrated in the Western society - “ the others” in Islam, commit
irrational terrorist acts under egis of Islam to which such actions have nothing in common and
moreover - interdict with its basic values.

The phenomenon of the modern terrorism as a social-psychological manifestation is not
investigated so far either from criminal or from psychopathologic approaches. Nevertheless,
there are sufficient arguments enabling to admit the factors of intellectual bifurcation and
estrangement which affect the psychopathic stereotypes of potential and actual terrorists may
occur not the last link in the cause-effect relations provoking the acts of aggression which
cannot be motivated in rational way.

However, we admit that the situation can be far more complex than it seems from our
interpretation.

“The others” on Islam do not lay their account for the imitations from the Western
liberals about their participation in discussions on the issue of the place and the role of Islam on
the parity conditions. Though they would not oppose to such polemic in the form of dialogue as
in the process of such equitable dialog on the actual issues the characteristic supercilious
condescension is not viewed as a productive method for stating the truth. At least, such dialog
could be helpful in reaching patience for the opposing considerations.

Reality and effectiveness of presumable discussions are potentially guaranteed also by
the fact that many of “the others” have much more in common with the representatives of the
other countries, nations and religious confessions than with the citizens of the own countries.
Though namely this situation creates the atmosphere of mutual suspiciousness and stable
distrust.

This is the reason for which we think that the political and cultural barriers can be

overcome only when the Islam defines and in articulated manner delivers its official credo
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expressed in the terms and notions consistent with the categories understandable for non-
Islamic science and politics.

Special attention should be paid to the correlation of the categories which stand relative
to each other such as state instructions and religion. As inconsistency of their relations is the
fact, nevertheless, the state institutions and religion often resort to mutual help when the full
scaled crisis takes place in the society. But it is the society itself, the average citizens, who have
to pay for the services, neither state institutions nor religion.

Another problem exists in constructing the space of contact for free sharing of opinions
concerning the deeds of the authorities, without fear of being accused in treason. The same can
be said about the right to be doubtful about any religious postulates, without the risk of being
anathematized.

Any attempt of going beyond the Islamic discourse in the process of seeking the truth
comes across the objection formulated in accordance with the thesis that *we have an Islamic
society, within the framework of which we should seek our cultural identity”. The argument
can serve as the answer to this: criticizing the Islamic law it should be considered that “actually
against the background of other factors (economic, historical, political and cultural) religion
cannot serve as a standard measure and as a single criterion to define trueness of the
estimations of a certain phenomenon.

In that case, using the language of post-modernist authors, the problematic field moves
from the object towards its interpretation. But this requires introducing some admissions
according to which Islam and its interpretations exist on the different taxonomy levels and
horizons, not coinciding with each other.

But will the supporters of the “true Islam” agree with it?

This is exactly that space in which the main (and unsolved) contradiction concentrates
occurring in the fact that those who don’t identify themselves with the Islamic world
inadequately understand conceptual and properly juridical limits for application of Islam. If the
Islamic law is as much universal as it can solve all collisions in adequate manner which occur in
the life of the society, thus it cannot be ignored only basing on the reason that there are many
interpretations which don’t always correspond with each other. Otherwise the definitions of
the Islamic law, blurred and unclearly formed from the point of the non-Islamic discourse,
would serve only very limited objectives of the analysis from the normative legislation systems
not covered by the jurisdiction of the Islamic world.

It is notorious that there are quite a number of people in the Muslim world itself who
are eager to make positive changes, understanding that only religion cannot carry the burden of
responsibility for numerous social diseases and the injustice can be found everywhere beyond
the Islamic law.

In the given situation we should proceed from the reality that it is necessary to struggle

not for reforming obsolete Islamic regulations in the framework of the Islamic law, but to



conduct such reforms in accordance with the existing processes taking place in the realm of the
widening world space.

Many people despite their religious confessions oppose all forms of oppression not only
those which are rooted in Islam. But the Muslim people and their relatives are to be responsible
for the fact that the protest against exploration and against violation of the human rights were
not heard as decisive and persistent as needed.

It should also be acknowledged that today, the main opposing force impeding the social
reforms is Islamic law formulation - where the law does not directly counteracts the attempts of
modernization social-legislative systems, it limits them in favor of the regimes which it
supports.

This is why, on the way of overcoming the normative-legislation ties, which impede
obtaining the justice, democracy and civic freedoms, it is necessary also to overcome not only
the absolute power usurped by the state but its main supporter - religion as the ideological
essence of this power.

Surely we don’t mean moratorium for applying the Islamic law and neither the strict
isolation of the Islamic ideologists from the legislative and executive processes. We mean only
that it is necessary to analyze the Islamic law without prejudices in its full spectrum, as the
factor the limited treatment of which should be breached.

The democratic statutes should enhance consensus between the religious believers but if
the defining characteristics of such consensus stand on the Islamite accents, it seems to become

impossible to build liberal-democratic society on the mentioned basis.

Resume

The main conclusion driven from the presented research is the statement that in the
conditions of ongoing globalization processes in the world with its dominant features of
multiculturalism and transculturation, it is necessary to avoid illusions of “common
egalitarianism,” of “more freedom”, and of unconditioned acceptance of vulgar perception of the
gender equality, which serves as camouflage of feminism loyalty to the same gender marriage.
All the mentioned is necessary in order to reach the aim of building of the free society.

The same can be said about the illusion that the Islamic law in its present status has
enough instruments to deal with the all above mentioned issues as well as others, of the social
or existentialistic character. Herewith, we should judge by the fact that the changes in many
formulas do not mean simply recoding of the old law statements into the system of the terms of
new regulatory laws; it means conceptual rethinking of the whole system which was originated
from the obsolete corporative sense and autonomy of all the religions in the world.

Based on the given arguments we can conclude preliminarily that reaching the goals of
the social equality, civilian rights and freedoms, gender equality and others, must be viewed
beyond the limits of confessional law-normative legislation and especially, beyond their

political interpretations.



This requirement is related with different religious confessions and ethnical-cultural
groups. The future world of globalization has no alternative way but researching and cultivation
of the mainstream in direction to the social structure for everybody without exception for all
social cultural and confessional strata.

Anyway, unless the representatives of religious and sub-social groups armed with the
political will conduct the full-scaled revision and reforms in order to make their mental and

world-view paradigms consistent to the modern realms of global world.
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European Charter and the Issue of Regional or Minority
Languages in Georgia

Abstract

The policy of international relations within the country, conducted by modern Georgian State
is based on rich historical traditions of our country and on the fundamental provisions of the two
documents approved by the world international organizations — “European Charter for Regional
or Minority Languages” and the “Framework Convention on Human Rights for Ethnic,
Religious and Linguistic Minorities.” Besides, the European documents give the prerogative
to the authorities of concrete countries taking into consideration the democratic principles,
to determine the criteria basing on which a certain language spoken in the territory of this
or that country will be given the status of an independent language.”

It was natural that Russian occupation of Georgia had left its trace in every area of the
social life in the country. The people of different nationalities living in Georgia always preferred
their children to go to Russian schools which were widely spread all over the country and
restrained the area of using the Georgian language. Additionally, it conditioned the low level of
civil identification. This in its turn caused the situation in which the ethnic groups living in Georgia
perceive themselves as the representatives of their historical homeland, and not as the members of
the Georgian society. This is such situation which represents the main peculiarity of Georgia in
comparison with Western civilized countries. If the mentioned situation is not taken into deliberate
consideration, conducting the right policy of international relations within the country will not be
successful.

After restoring the independence of Georgia , the motivation to learn the Georgian language
has increased among the national minorities living in Georgia. The situation is improving slowly
but steadily.The State Language regains its due position which means that the linguistic
situation in the country is returning to its natural position.

One part of population of ethnic Armenians (in Javakheti) and Azerbaijanians (in Kvemo
Kartli) on the ground of the wrong interpretation of the Charter and other related European
documents have been insisting on announcing their native languages as the regional ones. It would
be the great and unforgivable mistake, while, the Georgian State does everything to deepen the
integration of non-Georgian population of these regions in linguistic, cultural, political or
economical spheres.

Moreover, when the local non-Georgian population show great interest and try to replace the
Russian language by Georgian, and when such politics has already shown positive results,
introducing the status of regional languages in the mentioned territorial entities will decrease the
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motivation of learning the Georgian language by non-Georgian population and will impede the
ongoing process of integration.

On the base of analysis of the conflicts having happened recently, it is not difficult to predict
the results of such politics: introducing the status of regional languages will encourage the
segmentation of Georgia, will support separatastic attitudes and all this will consequently
bring new conflicts. The main sufferers from such situation will be the population of the
regions themselves. Thus, instead of improving the situation, which by no doubt is the aim
of the Charter, we will receive totally opposite results.

Keywords: European Charter, ethnic minority, Diaspora, regional languages.

The culture of international relations of Georgian nation, its tolerant spirit with other people
have been practiced for many centuries. Through all the ancient years of history of Georgia there
are no facts of riots or other kinds of violence against Jewish or any other nationalities living in
the country. The national minorities living in Georgia were always able to afford their own cultural
development, keep their traditions and national identity, use their own language. The Georgian
State always respected people with different religious confesses. The clear example of it is the
existence of Orthodox Christian, Gregorian, Catholic Christian churches, also Islamic mosque and
Jewish synagogue just on 200 square meters in the capital city of Georgia.

Georgian State policies of interrelations between different nations base on rich historical
traditions of the country and on the fundamentals documented in the different conventions adopted
by the international organizations.

On November 5, 1992 “European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages”was
adopted in Strasbourg. On December 18, 1992 by the UN resolution #47/135, the Declaration on
the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic
Minoritieswas adopted in New York. Based on this declaration on November 1, 1995 the
European Council adopted the “Framework Convention on Protection of the Minorities”.In
1995,“The Recommendations on the Educational Rights of the National Minorities~ were
developed in Hague. Three years later, the document on defending minority languages followed,
known as “Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of the Minorities”
(February, 1998), which in details describes the linguistic rights of the society belonging to the
national minority in the given State.

According to the Charter, the ethnic minorities have rights to open kindergartens, schools
and higher institutions in their native language (Article 8); the State is obliged, if requested, to
conduct the court proceedings on criminal, civil or administrative cases in the native language of
the minorities; the evidences whether written or oral should not be considered

unacceptable because they are formulated in the regional or minority language; the court
also is obliged to produce, on request, documents connected with legal proceedings in the relevant
regional or minority language, if necessary by the use of interpreters and translators involving
when the documents are settled in the state language The Charter also obliges the States to accept
appeals for hearing formulated in the minority language (Article 9); the local authorities should
ensure that all kinds of applications and documentation are available in the regional or minority
languages or are bilingual (Article 10)); States parties to the Charter should ensure at least one
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radio and one television channel broadcast in regional or minority languages or envisage
programmes in the broadcasting structure to be delivered in the regional or minority languages.
The same regulations refer to newspapers. Besides, the States parties to the Charter should
organize free radio or television broadcasting from the neighboring countries, in the language
which is identical or similar to the language of the given minority (Article 11); the parties of the
Charter undertake to facilitate and foster accessibility of the scientific or literary works written in
the language of the minority using different means for this; the authorities are obliged to give a
proper place to cultural works of minorities in the international cultural relations of the State
(Article 12);the parties of the Charter are obliged to eliminate any provision from the legislation
prohibiting or limiting without justified reasons using of the regional or minority languages in the
documents related with the economic or social life; they are obliged to restrict the practice aimed
against using the regional or minority languages in the economic or social activities; they should
enable and promote trans-frontier cooperation between governmental or local authorities on the
territories of which the same language is used in identical or similar form (Article 13) and so on.

But herewith neither the European Charter nor other above mentioned documents explain
such ethnical-linguistic terms as: autochthonous population, language of a national minority,
dialect and others.

European Charter and other documents about the minority languages caused serious
controversies in opinions in many of the European States.

Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia consider that the European Charter relates only to the
autochthonous languages. To their opinion, the principles of the Charter cannot be spread over the
ethnic groups, which were inhabitied in the territories of the above mentioned countries only some
decades ago with special political regards. Up today, the only official language of Estonia is
Estonian, though in some municipality where the Russian speaking population represents the
majority, the administration provides bilingual services for the local population in the different
spheres of everyday life.

Ratification of the European Charter became the subject of violent discussions in Ukraine as
well. Many experts in this country consider that the main goal of the Charter should be to defend
not the languages of national minorities but those languages that are under the risk of disappearing.

On 7 May, 1999 signing the European Charter almost caused political confrontation in
France. French Constitutional Court blocked ratification of the Charter. The Court considered that
the principles of the Charter were controversial with the French Constitution, according to which
the official language of the whole territory of the country and the state institutions is French.
According to the evaluation given by the Constitutional Council to the requirement of the Charter
about the specific rights of the certain linguistic groups is controversial with the integrity of the
country, equality before the law and the idea of integrity of the French people. On 29 November
2002, by the resolution of the State Council the law was abrogated about bilingual teaching at
schools, colleges and lyceums.

The State Council decided that it went beyond the frames of studying the regional language
and accordingly decreased the function of French as a state language. By the regulation dated on
12 May, 2003, it was prohibited to teach any separate subject in any regional language without
any exception.
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Despite the above mentioned, the French Government acknowledges the rights of the
regional and minority languages but only in the limited framework (without applying official status
for them). The main agency of the French language was renamed into "The main agency of the
French language and the languages of France”. The term “the languages of France” was
implemented though no other language except French has got the official status.

What is the reason of such cautious attitude of one part of European states in the matter of
joining these documents?

The fact is that despite holding the wide discussion on the issue of national minorities and
their languages, there is no settlement found and no shared position achieved so far among the
member states of the European Union. That is why some European countries (Austria, Estonia,
Germany, Luxemburg, Russia, Slovenia, Switzerland, Denmark, and Macedonia) made some
comments and remarks conditioned by the specifics of their own country, or named definitely
those minorities towards which they were going to apply the provisions of the Charter and of the
Framework Convention.

Georgia joined the European Charter and the Framework Convention without any stipulation
of conditions in 2000. On October 13, 2005 the Parliament of Georgia ratified the Framework
Convention; as for the European Charter, its ratification is still suspended due to the increasing
protest expressed by the Georgian society.

According to the documents by the European Union, the variation of the state language and
the language of migrants should not be referred to as the minority languages. Namely, in the first
paragraph, clause a, part II, and also in the 32" ‘explanation, it is clearly underlined:
“Regional/minority languages do not imply (do not include) the variations of the state
language, dialects and the languages of migrants.”

It follows hereof that European states consider only aborigeneous autochthonous minorities
as national and linguistic minorities. For example, some millions of Turkish people born in
Germany are not regarded as minorities of this country. Despite quite long history of existing
Turkish diaspora in Germany, Turks are viewed there only as migrants. We have the same picture
in France where the Algerians born in this country remain being migrants there; the same about
England where the Hindu origin people also have the similar status and so on. Resulting from its
specific conditions, only the USA represents an exception in this respect.

Sometimes the unusual interpretations made by the experts or the authorities can be seen
towards this question; e.g. to the government of Poland the “national minority” is a nationality
having its national state somewhere but living in Poland (for example, Germans in Poland) and the
ethnic minority is an ethnic group of people not having its sovereign national State and live in
Poland (for examplethe Gipsies). Some experts consider Armenians living in Poland as an
autochthonous minority. And the strangest thing is that the ancient Armenian language which
disappeared long ago is recognized as the language of that group.

The Charter does not provide the definition of the notion “linguistic minority”. It doesn’t
either define “under what circumstances a certain mode of expression may be considered as
a separate language”. It only provides its own vision about the general definition of the regional
or minority language: The adjective "regional" refers to the languages spoken in a limited
part of the territory of a State, within which, moreover, they may be spoken by the majority
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of the citizens. The term '"minority" refers to situations in which either the language is
spoken by persons who are not concentrated on a specific part of the territory of testate or
it is spoken by a group of persons, which, though concentrated on part of the territory of the
State, is numerically smaller than the population in this region which speaks the majority
language of the State.

“The Charter gives the prerogative to the authorities of the given country, taking into
consideration the democratic principles, to determine the criteria basing on which a certain
language spoken in the territory of this country will be given the status of an independent
language” (the Explanations, 18).The European Charter clearly defines that the State should care
first of all about those languages which are under the threat of extinction.

Are the languages of ethnic groups living in Georgia under such threat?

Languages of ethnic groups living in Georgia like Assyrian, Udi, Avar, Kurdish and
Abkhazian are not protected outside the country. All other minorities have either State or some
entity outside Georgia, and they care about preserving the languages of their ethnos. There is not
and cannot be any development of such languages as Russian, Azerbbaijan or Armenian and other
languages like them which have full opportunities of development in their native countries and as
for their Diasporas their role is to preserve their native languages and speak fluently and not
develop them.

This is how the majority of European States perceives the European Charter that excludes
giving the regional language status to the mentioned groups. Despite such situation in Georgia we
face the wrong interpretation of above mentioned documents, not only by the ethnical or language
minorities themselves but by the part of non-governmental organizations as well and even by the
high authorities. For example, one part of the Armenians living in Georgia, in Javakheti region
have been steadily pleading for years to announce Armenian a regional language in two regions of
Georgia - Ninotsminda and Akhalkalaki, basing on the wrong interpretation of the European
Charter. The former majority of the Georgian Parliament, being nihilistic to national problems,
was close to satisfy this request. In his telegram dated on September 29,2008 to Washington, the
Ambassador of the USA John Taft considers the request of ethnic Armenians living in Georgia
“legal”, namely, to declare Armenian the regional language in Georgia. In 2013 the deputies of
Akhalkalaki municipal assembly put the question in the Parliament of Georgia to ratify the

European Charter.

Unlike the European States, the level of civil society self-identification is very low. This
causes that ethnic groups living in Georgia recognize themselves as representatives of their
hisorical homeland and not as the members of the unified Georgian society. The existence of
compact dwelling places of ethnical minorities very close to the borders of their historical
Homeland also impedes the formation of their civic identity. The European Charter recognizes
the right to education in the native language and during the long period of time we sincerely
applauded ourselves for a large number of

non-Georgian schools in the country because we regarded this fact as a clear indication of

defending the rights of minorities. But it has appeared that a large number of such schools

seriously impedes learning of the State language among the groups of ethnic minorities. In fact
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through non-Georgian schools the government prepares immigrants out of its citizens, as a
result of which they do not have a chance of successful career within the country because all
types of documentation, radio and television broadcasting are in the state language, great number
of journals and newspapers are printed in the state language too, consequently the people who do
not know Georgian or have a poor knowledge do not have a chance to realize their capabilities.
Thus, the only way out of this situation is to migrate. The alternative is to form such a micro-
space, where you can get along your way easily without the Georgian language. That is the real
reason of the Armenian population in Javakheti who asks to give the Armenian language the
regional language status from time to time.

The existing practice of giving education to people does not support forming a common civil
space. We mean the practice when some people grow up and learn on the basis of the heritage of
Shota Rustaveli and Ilia Chavchavadze ( Georgians), on the epos of David Sasunts (Armenians),
on the poetry by Pushkin and Lermontov (Russians) and the others on the basis of values given in
the Koran or Shariat order (Azerbaijanians). The major educational space of the country should be
based on the usage of the main ethnos of the state. This is the only way to reach the social-political
unity of all the citizens of the state.

It should be noted that there are far larger compact places in Russia inhabited by ethnic
Armenians (Rostov-on the -Donn, Moscow, Armavir and others); also in the USA (Los Angeles),
in Argentina, France and other countries. Though the Armenians don’t have schools in their native
language in none of these countries. And that's not because the local government is against of it
- the Armenians are free to open their schools in their compact dwelling places - but they do not
want it because they clearly understand that without a good knowledge of the local state language
they do not have any chance of success and prosperity.

Georgia is an exception from this point of view. This is a result of being a part first of the
Tsarist Russia and then of the USSR. All over the territory of this vast state all kinds of official
documents - the records management, law proceedings, and personal documentation - was kept in
the Russian language and that’s why all ethnic minorities living is Georgia were doing well
without knowing the Georgian language. The good knowledge of the Russian language gave a
priority to the Armenians in comparison of Georgians. because in offices and enterprises the
priority was given to those who spoke Russian well. Today Georgia is an independent and
sovereign country. Now the proceedings are taking place in Georgian throughout the country and
consequently it requires from non-Georgian people to study the state language. National

minorities living in Georgia understand this, but the old practice is persistent.

The situation is improving slowly but steadily. This is clear from the example of Akhaltsikhe
district. In the Soviet period there were only two Georgian schools in Akhaltsikhe with about
one thousand pupils in each. There also were two Russian schools with six hundred pupils in each
and one Armenian school with eight hundred pupils.

Certainly, the children of Russian officers serving in the Soviet Army went to Russian
schools but the great number of pupils were the children of ethnic Armenians from Akhaltsikhe.
After restoring the independence of Georgia, the number of Russian contingent at schools
substanstially decreased - Russian officers with their families left the city (and the country); as for
the Armenian pupils, one part of them was distributed to the Armenian school and the other to
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Georgian schools. In 2000, the contingent of Akhaltsikhe Armenian school Number 3 went up to
one thousand, and the number of pupils at Georgian schools also increased. Later, the number of
pupils at Armenian school began to decrease. According to the data of the 2016-2017 Academic
year the contingent of the Armenian school comprises 640 pupils. Nowadays not only the
contingent of Georgian schools but the number of schools themselves grow significantly. Now
there are three Georgian schools in the town: Nel, Ne5, and Ne6 - with 932, 1391 and 284 pupils
correspondingly. Today only one Russian school out of two is functioning. At the Russian sector
of that school there are 152 pupils and at the Georgian - 155 pupils.!

It is clear that the increase of the contingent of Georgian school pupils happened at the
expense of pupils from Armenian and Russian schools. It should be said that this process is going
on in Akhaltsikhe district without any violence and discrimination. Cooperation of the mixed
Georgian-Armenian population in the Akhaltsikhe district has harmoniously developed for many
decades and is a true example of international coexistence. Georgia is slowly but gradually returns
to the practice practiced in Western civilized countries.

The motivation of non-Georgian population towards learning the Georgian language has
been growing since restoring the independence of Georgia. The large part of national minorities
tries to solve the problem of knowing the state language by sending their children to Georgian
schools though they face the problems there as well. The parents do not know Georgian and cannot
help their children to do the lessons even in the elementary school. Most non-Georgian children
do not know the state language while starting school. Because of this, at the beginning they are
behind the Georgian students in studying. They are self-esteemed also; Because of the low
academic performance of non-Georgian children, the teacher is forced to weaken the requirements
for them; In most cases teachers do not know the language of non-Georgian children, which makes
it difficult to communicate between them and so on.

After restoring the independence of Georgia two ethnic conflicts burst in Georgia. Surely,
the conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia had their political backgrounds but it should be said

that ethnic and linguistic problems also blew up those conflicts.

Therefore, it is essential for the Georgian State to develop the long term strategy for the
language politics, which will consider the specific measures to defend equally the status of State
languages (Georgian and Abkhazian) and the languages of ethnic minorities.

Thus, considering the above mentioned, we think it is clear that Georgia should implement
the requirements of the European documents (“European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages”and “Framework Convention on Protection of the Minorities”) only on the basis
of deliberate consideration of the local specifics. Assigning the status of regional languages to the
Armenian (in Javakheti district) and Azerbaijanian (in Kvemo Kartli) , in the circumstances when
the Georgian State do not spare the efforts to support integration of non-Georgian population of

!, There was one Georgian residential school also functioning in the town but its contingent was represented by
the pupils from all over the region.
2At so called “baggage station” district there is also one elementary school functioning with two sectors -
Armenian and Georgian in which today only 28 pupils are enlisted.

14



the regions in the linguistic, cultural, political or economical spheres, when the local non-Georgian
population show great interest and try to replace the Russian language by Georgian, and when
such politics has already shown positive results, introducing the status of regional languages in the
mentioned territorial entities will decrease the motivation of learning the Georgian language and
will impede the ongoing process of integration. Based on the analysis of the recent conflicts it is
easy to predict where such processes will lead to. Introducing of the status of regional languages
will encourage the segmentation of Georgia, will support separatastic attitudes and all this
consequently will bring new conflicts. The main sufferers from such situation will be the
population of the regions themselves. Thus, instead of improving the situation, which by no doubt
is the aim of the Charter, we will receive totally opposite results.
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Abstract

In this paper, an evaluation of some Iron Age and Medieval sites in Gole district of
Ardahan is contained. The results of the field surveys conducted by us in Ardahan in 2016
and 2017 are effective in this assessment. The archaeological sites forming the subject of
the article are located between the villages of Kuzupinar1 and Bellitepe in Gole. The
archaeological sites in question are an Iron Age fortress and its settlement in Kuzupinari,
two Iron Age towers, an ancient pen and a Medieval church in Bellitepe and a Medieval
archaeological site in Dedesen.

Keywords: /ron Age, Medieval, Ardahan, Fortress, Tower, Church, Fortification.

Introduction

A large number of archaeological sites dating to the Bronze and Iron Ages and
medieval period have been researched during the archaeological field surveys conducted
by us in Ardahan between the years of 2013 and 2017.! In these researches, it was
understood that the central district of Ardahan was an important region especially for the
Bronze Age archaeology. The most important archaeological finds belonging to the Kura-
Araxes culture have been observed on the hilltops around the villages of Degirmenli and
Sulakyurt which are among the modern settlements of the central district. As a result of

! For the results of the field surveys in Ardahan in 2013 and 2017, see Pataci, 2014: 99-116.; Pataci, 2015a: 467-
480.; Pataci, 2015b: 52-86.; Pataci, 2016a: 81-100.; Pataci, 2016b; Patact er al., 2017: 175-200.; Patact and
Kigiik, 2015: 487-498.; Patac1 and Lafli, 2015: 229-248.; Patact and Lafli, 2016a: 191-210.; Patact and Lafli,
2016b: 281-297.; Patac1 and Lafli, 2017: 115-126.; Pataci and Oral Pataci, 2014: 260-263.; Patac1 and Oral
Pataci, 2016: 172-175.
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our surveys we can claim that the Iron Age sites in the central district are in a minority
comparing to the sites of the Bronze Age. It seems that the archaeological sites dating to
the Iron Age are more intense in Gole, located to the south of Ardahan.

Specifically, our studies have focused on an important area between Kuzupinar
and Bellitepe in Gole (Kola) in 2017. This area consists of a fertile plain extending for at
least 7 km in the east-west direction and hills having an altitude of about 2200 m in the
west, north and south of the plain (map 1). Besides, a branch of the Kura River flows in
the east-west direction on the north side of the plain. There are five modern settlements
around the lowland. These villages are Ugurtas1 (Dortkilise), Kuzupinarn (Konk), Yelecli
(Samzalek) and Bellitepe (Urut) from west to east. The fifth village, Dedesen
(Gumiigparmak), is located in the southern center of the area (map 1). There are seven
different archaeological sites around these villages. Two of them located in Bellitepe and
Dedesen are dated to the medieval period and the others located in Kuzupinari and
Bellitepe must be dated to the Iron Age. In addition, there are two more findspots in the
south of the region. We detected plenty of Bronze and Iron Age ceramics in one of these

ruins that were discovered in the vicinity of the village of Kopriili in the 2016 survey.
Only two of the nine archaeological sites have not been extensively studied yet. These are
the northern archaeological site of Bellitepe and the eastern archaeological site of
Kopriilii. We plan to continue the field survey in this area in 2018 again.
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Map 1. Archaeological sites between Kuzupinari and Bellitepe.
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An Iron Age Fortress and Its Settlement in Kuzupinar

Kuzupinar is located 26.7 km northwest of the center of Gole. An archaeological
site has been detected at the summit of a hill with 2170-2182 m in altitude, on the
western border of this village (map 1). The fortress that dominates the lowland between
Kuzupinar1 and Bellitepe is situated on the east edge of the hill. At the center of the
archaeological site there is a fortress with a rectangular plan, located in northwest-
southeast direction (figs. 1-3). The structure was built with dry wall technique using
polygonal, rectangular and square cut medium and large sized basalt stones. The eastern
walls of the fortress rise over a rocky ground. There are nearly semi-circular bastions
positioned at the corners of the structure (fig. 4). The same architectural feature is also
observed in the western tower of Bellitepe which is located 4,7 km of the fortress of
Kuzupinari. However, the fortress of Kuzupinar1 has one more bastion in the center of its
western outer wall.

Sumi PATACE© 2017 Sami PATACI & 2017]

Fig. 1. Plan of the archaeological site at Fig. 2. Plan of the fortress of Kuzupinan

Kuzupinan

Fig. 3. Aerial photo of the fortress of uuplrfarl. Flg 4. The Fortress of Kuupmarl. View from the
north.

The fortress of Kuzupinari has the dimensions of about 30 x 16 m. Thickness of the
walls varies from 2.20 m to 3.40 m. Maximum height of the preserved walls changes

between 2.50 m and 3.00 m. There is an entrance on the northeastern edge of the fortress
18



(fig. 5). Width of the entrance is 1,14 m and height of it is about 1.00 m. The entrance
corridor has the length of 3,47 m, width of 1,38 m and height of 1,10 m. The fortress has
two rooms situated in the north-south direction. The northern room of the structure has
the dimensions of 7.42 x 6.20 m and the southern room has the dimensions of 9.15 x 8.12
m. The pile of stones fallen from the fortress cover almost entire the structure and they
are scattered around the land surrounding the fortress. The stones belonging to the
bastions of the fortress are slightly larger than those on the other walls and the best
preserved walls of the structure are also seen on the bastions (fig. 6). Measures of the
bastions are as follows:

Southeastern bastion: width: 4.75 m; preserved height: 2.50 m.
Northeastern bastion: width: 4.00 m; preserved height: 2,57 m.
Northwestern bastion: width: 4.45 m; preserved height: 3.40 m.
Southwestern bastion: width: 4.00 m.

Central bastion on the western side of the structure: width: 3.90 m.

¥ { ‘-h’— . A I i ]
Fig. 5. The entrance of the fortress of Kuzupinar. Fig. 6. The northwestern bastion of the Fortress
of Kuzupinari.

A remains of another wall preserved on ground level and extending in the north-south
direction can be observed throughout the west of the fortress of Kuzupinar (figs. 2-3).
There is a distance of 8-9 m between this badly preserved wall and the western wall of the
fortress. This perimeter wall ends at the center of the southern wall of the fortress.
Because the eastern edge of the fortress is bounded by the steep slope of the hill, there was
no need an extra defensive wall at this point of the archaeological site.

Another group of ruins in the archaeological site suggests us that this area might
have been used also as a seasonal highland settlement which was established for animal
husbandry. There are two groups of architectural structures which were preserved in bad
condition with ground level in the northern zone of the fortress (fig. 7). The first
architectural ruins which consist of rooms with rectangular and square plan observed at a
few meters from the north outer wall of the fortress and they extend about 30 m towards
the north. The second group of architectural remains are 28 m northeast of the fortress.
We think that there must be more than 20 rooms in the northern zone of the fortress.
Additionally, there are a few remains of graves in the south area of the fortress, but they
were destroyed because of the illicit excavations.
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The last group of ruins in the archaeological site of Kuzupinarn is located on the
western zone of the fortress and is observed about 30 m in the east-west direction.
Unfortunately, it is not possible to develop an appropriate evaluation about the function
of this area because of the lack of data. The total size of this archaeological site in
Kuzupinar is approximately 100 m in the north-south direction and 60 m in the east-west
direction. = Few pottery fragments documented around the fortress belong to the Iron
Age; yet due to the lack of sufficient surface material, it is not possible to have a more
precise dating (fig. 8). It is also observed a group of pottery fragments in the vicinity of the

fortress, which exhibits the features of the medieval ceramics. However, there is no
architectural evidence showing that this archaeological site is also used in medieval
period.

o 3 cm
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Fig. 7. The northern area of the fortress of Fig. 8. Pottery finds from Kuzupinari.
Kuzupinari.

There is a modern pen about 170 m northwest of the fortress of Kuzupinari. It has
been observed by us that some locals of Kuzupinar stayed here with their tents for the
animal husbandry activities during the summer season. Essentially, the hill where the
archaeological site is located must have been used for these kinds of activities for
thousands of years.

Iron Age Towers in Bellitepe

There are two Iron Age towers in the vicinity of Bellitepe that is located 20 km
north of the center of Goéle in Ardahan. Our survey team discovered an Iron Age tower,
on a hill with a low-altitude, which is 600/650 m west of the Bellitepe in the 2017 survey
(map 1). This tower that has been named as the western tower of Bellitepe by us, is
located just 160 m north of the modern road linking the villages of Yelecli and Bellitepe.

The tower with a square plan and semicircular bastions at its corners, is like a
smaller version of the fortress of Kuzupinan (fig. 9-10). Because of their architectural
features, the western tower of Bellitepe and the fortress of Kuzupinar1 are among the
unique defensive structures in Ardahan. In our opinion both structures must have been
built in the same period. The fact that these two structures are located close to each other
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at a distance of 4.7 km suggests that there may be a relationship between them. Apart
from them, another tower to the east of Bellitepe was also discovered during the 2017
survey. Existence of the Kura River, high plateau settlements established for animal
husbandry, a possible trade road and also the large lowland which is suitable for farming
between Kuzupinar: and Bellitepe must have affected on the numbers of the defensive
structures and their positioning (fig. 11). Besides, there must have been seasonal
settlements especially established for animal husbandry in the highlands of this territory.

Fig. 9. Plan of the western tower of Bellitepe. Fig. 10. Aerial photo of the western tower of
Bellitepe.

The western tower of Bellitepe has the dimensions of 21.4 m in the north-south
direction and 18.6 m in the east-west direction. Although it is defined as a tower by us,
this structure is larger than the typical towers of Ardahan. It must have been used as a
military outpost in Iron Age. It was built with dry wall technique using medium and large
sized stones. Dimensions of some of the in situ stones belonging to the structure are 1.90 x
1.00 m, 1.30 x 0.60 m and 1.90 x 1.10 m. Thickness of the walls of the tower changes
between 2.77 m and 2.90 m and the maximum height of its preserved walls varies
between 1.50 m and 2.00 m (fig. 12). The entrance of the tower which has the width of
1.00 m, is located at the center of the south wall of the structure (fig. 13). The entrance
corridor with its length of 3.40 m and width of 1.30 m shows similarity with the one in
the fortress of Kuzupinan (fig. 14). The tower has only one room, that has the dimensions
of 10 x 9.40 m.
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Fig. 11. The western tower of Bellitepe. View Fig. 12. The west wall of the western tower of
from the east. Bellitepe.
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Fig. 13. The entrance of the western tower of Fig. 14. The entrance corridor of the western
Bellitepe. tower of Bellitepe.

-

Except the tower itself, there is also a perimeter wall surrounding the archaeological site
but we couldn't detect a trace belonging to this wall on the east of the tower (fig. 9-10). A
few meters to the east wall of the tower, there is a group of ruins that has been protected
in ground level and consist of nine rooms with square plan. Another group of ruins
consisting of 7-8 rooms, can be observed on the land situated in the south and southeast of
the tower. The total size of the archaeological site is 60 m in the north-south direction and
70 m in the east-west direction (fig. 15). A few numbers of Iron Age and Medieval
ceramics were detected around the western tower of Bellitepe in the 2017 field survey.

The eastern tower of Bellitepe which is heavily damaged over the years, was
another tower discovered in the vicinity of Bellitepe in 2017. The tower, located about 2.2
km east of Bellitepe and 500 m north of the modern road was built on the southern slope
of a hill with an altitude of 2129-2138 m (map 1). The structure is positioned in the north-
south direction and has an almost rectangular plan with rounded corners except its
southwestern corner (figs. 16). The tower has been built in accordance with the
topographical features of the land, which it rises on (fig. 17). Medium and large sized
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basalt stones were used building the structure which was constructed in dry wall
technique. Dimensions of the tower is 14.30 x 10.50 m and thickness of its walls is around
2.30 m. Height of the walls of the tower is preserved at maximum 1-1.5 m on the north
side of the structure.
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Fig. 15. The west facade of the western tower of Fig. 16. Plan of the eastern tower of Bellitepe.
Bellitepe.

A few of ceramic fragments dating to the Iron Age and Medieval period were
observed in the tower and its close surroundings. But amount of these small finds is not
enough to date the archaeological site in detail. It doesn't seem to possible to claim that
the tower was also used in Medieval Period when we evaluate its architectural condition;
yet, its more appropriate to wait until an excavation is conducted in this archaeological
site to make a better comment about the usage phases of the tower.
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Fig. 17. Aerial hoto of the eastern tower of Fig. 18. The eastern tower of Bellitepe. View from
Bellitepe. the north.

The tower is situated in a location where the whole lowland in its eastern,
southern and western directions can be easily observed (fig. 18). The most important
reason to build a military outpost such as the western and the eastern towers of Bellitepe
must be a desire of controlling the stream which is a branch of the Kura flowing 700 m
south of this tower.
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Ancient Pen of Bellitepe

There is another ancient archaeological site we define as a pen (fold) which must
have been built for animal husbandry on the top of the hill where the eastern tower of
Bellitepe is located. Today, this area continues to be used as a pen. There is a short
distance of 185 m between this site with the altitude of 2200 m and the eastern tower
(map 1). A modern wall with the maximum height of 1 m is built in dry wall technique by
the locals using the collapsing stones of the pen. The stone stacks are scattered all over the
boundaries of the structure in width of 2-3 m Unfortunately no pottery or other type of
small finds were found in the archaeological site.

Medieval Church of Bellitepe (Urut)

Bellitepe is one of the villages of the Township of Cayirbasi in Goéle. The area
where this village is located was one of the Armenian settlements at the beginning of the
20th century. This area which is the subject of the article is also important in terms of
Medieval archaeology. There is a Medieval church 4 km east of Bellitepe (map 1). This
well known church has been studied several times in previous surveys by different
researchers. The church is situated 150 m north of the modern road and 215 m north of
the Kura River, on a slope of a hill with the altitude of 2010 m (fig. 19).

Fig. 19. The church of Bellitepe. View from the northeast.

The church with the dimensions of 10 x 6.80 m was built in infill wall technique. There is
an adjacent annex to the north of the structure probably used as a pastophorion with the
dimensions of 5,40 x 2,50 m. The total dimension of the land covered by the church,
increases to 10 x 9.15 m with this additional room. The wall thickness of the church is
approximately 80 cm and the preserved height of its wall is maximum 4.60 m. The
entrance of the church is on the western edge but there is a great destruction on the walls
of the structure including this entrance. Unfortunately, all the cut stones on the surface of
the walls were taken by the locals of the area over the years. There is also a pit of a recent
illegal excavation 10 m south of the church and a Medieval grave destroyed by the
treasure hunters.
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Medieval Archaeological Site in Dedegen

Dedesen is one of the important archaeological sites dating to the Middle Ages in
Ardahan. This village is in the south center of the plain between Kuzupinari and Bellitepe
and 4.5 km east of Kuzupinar1 (map 1). Archaeological site of Dedesen is located on a hill
which is just on the north of the village. This site was defined as a fortress in a book
published as a result of a former research? but the function of this Medieval ruins is not
clear yet. Artvin and Ardahan which are parts of the historical region of Tao-Klarjeti have
very important religious places in their boundaries; but many of the cultural assets dating
between the 10th and 13th centuries has been preserved in bad condition in Ardahan.
One of these was the Basilica in Erusheti where a bishopric was established during the
reign of Vakhtang I in the 5th century.? In our opinion, this Medieval site which rises on a
hoyiik (mound) in Dedesen was a major fortified religious center (fig. 20).

The hoyiik in Dedesen with the altitudes of 2020-2050 covers an area of 420 m in
the east-west direction and 230 m in the north-south direction. The ruins on the Adyiik
site can be observed through 330 m in the east-west direction. Two fortification walls
preserved in several meters length draw the attention on the southwest edge of the
mound (fig. 21). This point must be the entrance of the site. Unfortunately, the
fortification walls of the site have been almost completely destroyed. Nevertheless, if an
archaeological excavation is conducted, at least the foundations of the walls can be
uncovered in the limits of the Ady7ik.

Fig. 20. The hoyiik site in Dedesen. Fig. 21. The fortification wall of the
View from the north. hoyiik site in Dedegen.

% Giindogdu, 2000: 66-71.
3 Kartlis Tskhovreba, 2014: 165; Thomson, 1996: 217
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A Medieval church with the dimensions of 14.4 x 9.9 m is located in the eastern side of
the Adyiik site (map 1). This church, which is one of the rare religious buildings in
Ardahan with its length of more than 10 m, has been heavily damaged. The northern wall
of the structure built in infill wall technique has been preserved at a maximum height of
3.30 m. Other walls of the building have been protected in foundation level in general and
the wall thicknesses are about 70 cm. There is an additional room that must have been
used as a pastophorion on the northern edge of the church (fig. 22). There must be
another symmetrical room at the southeast side of the church but the existence of a
collapsed wall on the land hasn't allowed us understand this possible room in detail.

Fig. 22. Aerial photo of the church in Dedesen. Fig. 23. The cemetery of the hoyiik site in
Dedesen.

The area just west of the church is a Medieval cemetery and a great number of
gravestones can be easily observed in this area (fig. 23). Besides of the gravestones, some
architectural remains in foundation level were noticed in the west of the cemetery in the
2017 survey. But it is not possible to define them without an excavation. In Dedesen, A
small number of pottery finds dated to the Medieval period was studied by our research
team. We plan to publish some detailed articles of Bronze and Iron Ages and Medieval
potteries that we detected during our field surveys between 2013 and 2017.

Conclusion

The main reason of the existence of the fortress of Kuzupinar1 which has a function
as a medium sized military base is that, secure the large plain on its eastern side, the Kura
River that extends in the east-west direction and the settlements around the lowland and
the river (fig. 24). The Fortress of Kuzupinar and the towers in Bellitepe are similar to the
Urartian fortresses and towers in terms of their positioning features. Urartian fortresses
have also been built over a rocky ground on the summit of the hills that dominate the
large lowlands where the agricultural activities were organized.* Security of the trade
roads, water resources and the cities were provided in this way. In addition, agricultural

* Cilingiroglu, 1997: 48.
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products collected from the settlements which were in the vicinity of the defensive
structures were saved in the storages of the fortresses. The Urartian Kingdom, which is a
very important Iron Age civilization for the history of the eastern Anatolia, northwestern
Iran and Armenia, had an necessarily influence on the local cultures in its close vicinity.
However, we would like to emphasize that we have no intention to claim that the
archaeological sites between Kuzupinari and Bellitepe located in Gole were used by the
Urartians. The absence of Urartian evidences in our surveys made us to think that
Ardahan had an isolated and local position during the period of Urartians. Due to the
small amount of archaeological data one can assume that Ardahan was meaning a tribute
and pillaging zone, rather than a residential area for the Urartian Kingdom.

Fig. 24. A Panaromic view of the lowland from the fortress of Kuzpmarl.

The field surveys we have conducted in Dedesen and Bellitepe have shown us once
again that the cultural assets of Ardahan dated to the Medieval period are more damaged
in recent years than we thought. For this reason, along with archaeological studies,
restoration and conservation activities are needed at the same time. It is absolutely
necessary to conduct such studies especially in Dedegen. In this respect, maybe the most
important Medieval Church is the Church of Yalniz¢cam (Sindiskom) with its complicated
plan and dimensions of 18.50 x 18.30 m in the central district of Ardahan. However, apart
from the church, the other ruins such as some unidentified architectural units which are
observed on the ground level, the fortification wall and the cemetery are quite striking in
Dedesen. Most probably, Dedesen will become the first place where important and
interesting datas can be obtained in the name of the medieval archaeology of Géle (Kola)
if an comprehensive project is started.
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Map 1. Archaeological sites between Kuzupinar: and Bellitepe.
Fig. 1. Plan of the archaeological site in Kuzupinari.

Fig. 2. Plan of the fortress of Kuzupinari.

Fig. 3. Aerial photo of the fortress of Kuzupinari.

Fig. 4. The Fortress of Kuzupinari. View from the north.

Fig. 5. The entrance of the fortress of Kuzupinari.

Fig. 6. The northwestern bastion of the Fortress of Kuzupinari.
Fig. 7. The northern area of the fortress of Kuzupinari.

fig. 8. Pottery finds from Kuzupinari.

Fig. 9. Plan of the western tower of Bellitepe.
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Aerial photo of the western tower of Bellitepe.

The western tower of Bellitepe. View from the east.
The west wall of the western tower of Bellitepe.

The entrance of the western tower of Bellitepe.

The entrance corridor of the western tower of Bellitepe.
The west facade of the western tower of Bellitepe.

Plan of the eastern tower of Bellitepe.

Aerial photo of the eastern tower of Bellitepe.

The eastern tower of Bellitepe. View from the north.
The church of Bellitepe. View from the northeast.

The hoyiik site in Dedesen. View from the north.

The fortification wall of the hoyiik site in Dedesen.
Aerial photo of the church in Dedesen.

The cemetery of the hdyiik site in Dedesen.

A Panaromic view of the lowland from the fortress of Kuzupinari.
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Abstract

The represented work aims to determine the character of attitude of the USA Government
and official circles towards the authorities of newly declared Republic of Georgia. The
countries of the Western World which recognized the USSR, avoided settling the
relations with newly declared former Soviet Republics and especially Georgia among

others.

Despite this fact the leader state of the West — the USA tried to show their interest in
indirect ways towards the national and democratic processes taking place in Georgia. The
USA Government greeted the multi-partial elections which brought the communist era to
the end.

The so called “parallel tactics” announced by the USA was an important initiative n that
period of time. It was an important fact that on the day when Referendum was taking
place in Georgia the results of which showed that great majority of the population voted
for the Independence, ex-president Richard Nixon visited Thbilisi. In its turn, the new
government of Georgia was trying to express their support to the USA and other

democratic countries of the world in their actions against Iraq.

Key words: democracy, independence, west, USA, USSR
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As a result of the multy-party elections carried out in Georgia, October 28, 1990, the
communist party dictator ship came to its end. The new national government declared
Georgia Independent Republic of Georgia. The administration of Zviad Gamsakhurdia was
trying to set diplomatic interrelations with the United States of America. Our work aims
to research the facts and the character of those diplomatic ties in the period between the
end of the year 1990 and March 1991. This episode of the Georgian history has never been
specially studied in the Georgian historiography. There are some important works on the
Georgian history in which the authors touch this question but the mentioned period is
only briefly observed, such as: Ucha Bluashvili (“The political history of Georgia 1987-
2003”; the publishing house “Universali”; Tbilisi, 2015); Steven Jones (“Georgia — Political
History after announcing independence”; the centre of social sciences; Tbilisi, 2012);
Dimitri Shvelidze (“Political infighting and overthrowing of the Government in Georgia
in 1987-1992”; the publishing house “Universali”; Tbilisi, 2008).

The new government of Georgia was trying to express their attitude, as the State, towards
the most important historical events all over the world. In those days the main events of
such kind were unfolding in the Middle East. The Government of the Republic of Georgia
rightly thought that in this way Georgia could announce its political course and
orientation in general, thus preparing the ground for political ties with the Western

world.

In August 1990, Kuwait underwent occupation and annexation by Iraq military forces.
The head of the Kuwait government, Sheikh Jabar escaped to Saudi Arabia. The
marionette government of Hussein Ali came to power and Kuwait was announced the

Republaic. Soon it was annexed by Iraq and announced its 19 province.

The Western Powers sharply reacted to the Iraq ambitions. The Security Council of the
United Nations adopted the resolution and appealed to Saddam Hussein to withdraw his
troops from Kuwait. The USA, France and Great Britain froze Iraq’s financial assets.
George Bush (senior) made a decision to send his troops to the Middle East. The situation
of being at the wedge of the full scale war emerged in the Middle East. In such
circumstances, the new government of Georgia decided to declare their position. On
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December 10, 1990, the Address was sent “to the UN, to the parliaments of the States
worldwide, and to other international organizations” on behalf of the media centre of the
Supreme Council of Georgia. In this address Georgia univocally blamed Kuwait’s
occupation by Iraq and declared solidarity to the “oppressed small nation.” In the Address,
Georgian government tried to underline similarities in the situations of Kuwait and
Georgia. It was pointed in the document that the only difference between these two
countries laid in the fact that Kuwait had undergone occupation only some four months
earlier and Georgia had been occupied and annexed by the Soviet Union during 70 years
up to then and it was under the real threat of losing its territories even at that time. In the
end, this declaration expressed great hope that “the whole civilized world” would support
“all nations being under similar circumstances as Kuwait, due to the historical injustices of
the Last Empire.” Surely, the Soviet Union was meant in the term “last empire,” but this

was not announced due to the diplomatic ethics.(1).

This document was notable. The government of Georgia tried to start foreign policy as an
independent political body. Simultaneously, the new government assumed that it sees its
positions alongside with the Western countries, first of all, the USA. There existed also the
third factor — Georgian government did not oppose the Soviet Union either. The Soviet
Union also blamed occupation of Kuwait and Iraq’s aggression. Thus, that was the

international context at that time.

Generally, Zviad Gamsakhurdia supposed that if the conflict took place in the Middle East
it would initiate rapprochement process between the USSR and the Western Powers. This
could result in forcing the Soviet Union central government to weaken suppress on the
former republics, namely on Georgia. Besides all, this could become possible because of
imminent rapprochement of the positions between the USA and the Soviet Union as a
result of the mentioned conflict. The two powers could really find common interests:
disarmament, stopping nuclear weapon racing and other global issues. Such problems
needed shared interests and decisions of the Great Powers of the World. The new leader
of Georgia was right in the general setting of the issue and in viewing the way of its

solving.

It is well-known that the United Nations adopted the resolution N°678. This resolution
obliged Iraq to withdraw the troops from Kuwait. Saddam Hussein’s administration did
not abide the resolution. On January 17, 1991 the coalition forces of the USA and its allies
invaded Kuwait aiming to expel Iraq troops from the territory. They started military
actions to free this country. Military troops of about 40 countries participated in the

military operation. Some countries participated in the actions only symbolically, for
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example, Denmark and Greece were represented only with one frigate each but such
symbolic participation underlined the fact that many countries from all over the world
united and countered against invasion of a small country by a large and strong country. In
such situation the national government of Georgia expressed solidarity to the USA, its
allies and “the whole world society”. On January 17, 1991 the Foreign Ministry of Georgia
circulated an address deploring that Iraq government did not implement the resolution of
the United Nations and “the whole world’s society now has nothing to do but to use force
and on this ground, the republic of Georgia, its Foreign Ministry “fully supports the

military actions of the allied forces in Persian Gulf.”

The address highlighted the fact that military actions were used to restore justice. Those
actions were directed against “trampling the legitimate rights of people” and thus, they
stood with “the interests of all the civilized nations, whole international society struggling
to establish new world order.” Thus, Georgia clearly and univocally announced its

position in line with the “world community”.

This address was sent to the Secretary General of the UN Peres de Cuellar; to the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR; to the embassies of the USA, Great Britain, Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, Turkey, France, Iraq, Egypt, Syria and Consulate of Israel. The leader state of the
Western world, the USA had earlier responded to the multi-party elections in Georgia on
a expedited basis, expressing their attitude to this event. Their position sounded through
the radio station “The Voice of America.” The editor’s letter was titled ,,The American

Government’s View of Georgia”. This all happened in November 10, 1990.

The USA greeted the elections in Georgia, which were the first multi-party elections in
the country after 1920-ies. The US Government especially supported the statement of
Zviad Gamsakhurdia about the two-year transition period after which Georgia would be
able to withdraw from the Soviet Union. American Government especially underlined the
thesis about “peaceful withdrawal of the former Soviet Republics through peaceful
dialogue and democratic processes.” The State Secretary James baker hoped that the
processes taking place in the Soviet Union, leading to the changes of the “political system
and economic decentralization could overcome possible chaos and collapse.” Despite the
fact that in Georgia the official position of the American government could seem as muted
response it had to be taken into consideration by the new Georgian government. Georgian
media, namely newspaper “The opinion” wrote that the elections took place in the Soviet
Georgia and this was a progress on “the way to democratization of the processes in the
Soviet Union.” The US government greeted Georgia’s striving to independence but they

noted that this was only the wish and the goal of the party which won the elections — “the
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Round Table”. Thus, the American government sent messages in two directions: on one
hand they called upon the central government to avoid chaos and on the other they
advised the Soviet republics not to hurry yet, thus the position of Georgia which declared

the two year transition period suited the American scenario.(2)

As we have noted above, the leaders of the Western Powers did not make any comment
about new government having come to Georgia or maybe, they refrained from doing so in
order not to irritate Moscow. But it is hard to imagine that they did not ever give any
assessment to the processes. During the briefing held on December 14, 1990, the official
representative of the State Department of the USA, M. Tathwhyler was asked by a
correspondent about annulment of the autonomic region status for South Ossetia, the
Department representative, according the media (“Republic of Georgia”), answered: “our
position used to be that we recognized integrity of the USSR within the boarders
designated in 1917, or maybe in 1922 or 1927 — I don’t remember it now, but our position
is that we recognize their sovereign territorial integrity...” The mentioned newspaper
incorrectly commented on this position and criticized the representative of the State
Department for not knowing that the USA recognized the Soviet Union only in 1933.
»We suppose it is a pity that Washington’s position is not to express their official position
towards the processes taking place in the Republics of the Soviet Union, in such form that

could somehow cast and weaken President Gorbachov’s position.”(7).

Unfortunately, such was the reality. Anyway, the State Department of the US fixed the
position of the government and sent a message to the new government of Georgia that as
far as the US recognized territorial integrity of the USSR, they would not interfere the
inner affairs, would not support Georgia’s strive to reach full independence from Moscow.
It was interesting what would be the answer from Georgia’s government and what policy
would they choose towards the political course of the US. Would their course remain the
same as it was when the political association “Round Table-Free Georgia” began their
political way participating in the elections? Their ideological platform implied not to
interfere and not to be the point of crossing their interests. At that moment, the new
government of Georgia was adequately estimating the interrelations with the West. In
December 1990, Zviad Gamsakhurdia announced the political view of the Government
and himself: there is the discussion going on in the Western world about the position
towards the Soviet republics, first of all, this can be said in relation with the leader
country of the West — the USA. The opposition of that country blames their president for
taking the side of the “oppressor” — the government of the USSR. That was the position of

moral character but as for the official position of the USA, it was pragmatic. From the
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above mentioned, Gamsakhurdia concluded: “if that moment of moral position which
dominated in the times of President Ronald Reagan, wins in the politics of the USA and
the Western World, then it would become possible that the balance weigh down in our

benefit; for the time now there is no sign of it.”(5).

The USA position to Georgia and other Soviet republics was distinct. At that time other
republics could not even about direct official relations with the US. The perspective was
unreal. But nevertheless some weak countries had to begin those relations. And Georgia
made its first steps. In the second half of the February of the year 1991, official delegation
of Georgia visited United States of America. The members of the delegation were: the
Deputy Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of Georgia Akaki Asatiani, the head of the
Parliament’s commission of foreign affairs Tedo Paatashvili, his deputy Merab Uridia and
academician Tamaz Gamkrelidze. The officials of the US government did not meet the
delegation at the airport. Thus this visit could not be assumed as official, though the
members of the delegation all were high rank officials. Only the members of the
Georgian society and jewish society of Georgian origin met them at the airport. But as the
head of the delegation, Akaki Asatiani said, the visit aimed to settle friendship contacts
and he hoped that this could be achieved on higher level. Similar declaration was made by
Tedo Paatashvili adding that it was desirable to set the ties in the sphere of economics too

as far as it was possible.

Zviad Gamsakhurdia was not so optimistic. With his team, he accessed the situation
adequately. During the press-conference, when a representative of one of the information
agencies, Vakhtang Bakhtadze asked him what results he expected from the visit,
Gamsakhurdia answered that they had not received any important information so far.
“Our delegation may have an audience with the vice president Dan Quayle but we are not

sure about it. The situation is precarious because of the Iraq war.” (9).

Despite such situation the delegation continued their visit. They wanted to know what
steps the US government was going to take for supporting Georgia and when it could be
possible. During the press-conference in Georgia, held on March 9, Gamsakhurdia was
asked about the results of delegation which was still in the US. Gamsakhurdia answered
that the delegation had not met the representatives of the White house yet, but they met
the representatives of the congress, had a meeting with the president Reagan, other
officials. “They all are friendly to us and as for official declaration of support, this has not
been declared yet even to the Baltic States” — replied Gamsakhurdia. He supposed it was

possible that a delegation of American congressmen and other officials could visit Georgia.
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On March 16 the President summed the visit up though the delegation did not get any
clear answer from the first rank officials of the US government. Finally, the work of the
delegation was summed up as the first step on the way towards closer relations with
America. The visit cannot be called futile. First time contacts were settled on the way to
closer ties between Georgian government and Senate and Congress of the USA. It was
important. One more important step was made by the US government not namely
towards Georgia support but generally to relations with all the Soviet republics. This step
was noted by the Georgian delegation and they mentioned it as they returned to the
country. This importance was expressed in the decision of the US government to settle
“parallel interrelations” which implied establishing cooperative relations with the Centre
and with the republics as well. This was an important fact. Despite the careful position of
the US government towards the so called disobedient republics, they still expressed their
loyalty though in a composed manner. In the middle of March, when visiting the Soviet
Union, the State Secretary James Baker met with the representatives of the Soviet
republics in Moscow, in the US embassy. John Methlock, the ambassador, hosted this
meeting. Among other representatives, the Chairman of the Supreme Council of Georgia,
Zviad Gamsakhurdia and the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the country
attended the meeting.

Zviad Gamsakhurdia delivered a ten-minute speech in which he mentioned that there
were no reforms at all carried out in the USSR, and instead, turning back to totalitarianism
was expected which was clear when observing the repressions taken against the rebelled
republics. The Centre in Moscow was trying to create a new federation of the States
which would again be subjugated to Moscow and called “federation of the Sovereign
States”. Gamsakhurdia underlined that the position of the West was the most important —
as the Western Powers did not believe the claims of Saddam Hussein about forming
Kuwait as an independent state, just the same approach would be used to Gorbachov’s
claims about formation the new independent states which soon would unite in the so

called “Federation of the Sovereign States.”

Thus the Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the Republic of Georgia accented the
designation of the USA which was expected: “to help to free the subjugated countries and
to aid to their freedom just as the USA helped to free Kuwait.“ Gamsakhurdia explained
plainly and clearly what should have been the role of the US and other Western Powers
towards the Soviet Union. Gamsakhurdia noted, among other things, that in the same hall,
on May 29 of 1988, he met President Reagan at the meeting of the similar character and
he then heard there the guarantees that “sooner or later, the nations, annexed by the

Soviet Union will become free and the USA’s role in this historical event will be great.”
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The media reported that James Baker listened to the speech of Gamsakhurdia “silently and
did not make any controversial remark.” That could only mean that he principally agreed
with Zviad Gamsakhurdia’s arguments but the reality demanded from him to be
diplomatically flexible and to take into consideration that the Soviet Union still existed at
that time. The State Secretary did not say a word about this but he diplomatically noted
that still and all the reforms had already taken place in the USSR otherwise such meeting
could never take place. Besides, the Secretary of State asked a question to Zviad
Gamsakhurdia, through which he gave a cue that the processes would go on in direction
of democratization of the Soviet Union. For example, it could be really a great reform if
they could reach consent on exploring and developing the law of quiting the Soviet Union
by the republics. Zviad Gamsakhurdia and other participants of the meeting agreed to this
scenario. Thus the Secretary of State hinted that the USA could not act in the same way

against the Soviet Union as they acted in the case of Kuwait, starting the war against Iraq.

It should be noted that there was a short personal talk between Baker and Gamsakhurdia
after the official meeting. The newspaper “Republic of Georgia” (March 19, 1990) wrote
that the Secretary of State expressed his great interest to Georgia: “I am fascinated by
Georgia, though I have never been to your country: - said he. Surely, this meeting and
short talk between Gamsakhurdia and Baker represented the most important episode in
the American-Georgian relations, taking into consideration the circumstances of those
times. Georgian government could make useful conclusions. It was obvious out of James
Baker’s talk that the USA will not support the Soviet republics in their open struggle,

except the Baltic States. At that time it was how the international conjuncture stood.

Nevertheless, the important progress was obvious. In the same period, during Baker’s visit
in Moscow, the “parallel approach” tactics was developed towards the  Soviet
Republics. It was decided to study the situation in Georgia and observe the referendum
process. Senator Robert Dowly and Congressman Dana Rohrabacher initiated this course.
They introduced draft project to the congress. This draft implied financial support to those
republics of the USSR and Yugoslavia which were on the way to implement he

democratic reforms.

Some time passed and as the referendum on the independence of Georgia (31 March,
1991) was approaching, attention from the West towards the country increased. From this
viewpoint, the visit of the US former president Richard Nixon held on 30-31March, was
an especially important episode for the Georgian-American relations. This visit was not

official but it confirmed increasing interest of the West towards the processes taking place
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in Georgia. The visit implied that America supported the position of Georgia implied in
this referendum. When meeting with Zviad Gamsakhurdia, President Richard Nixon

noted that he arrived under the instruction of the President George Bush.

Other Western Powers also got interested in Georgia’s referendum of the 31 of March.
Some days earlier to it the Sweden Ambassador to the Soviet Union, Carl Otto Erjan
Berner and his wife arrived to Georgia.(3)

The date of the visit and the situation showed that Sweden tried to support the processes
taking place in Georgia. Moscow could not interfere in these processes and in referendum
particularly. It was impossible to interdict in the voyage of the Sweden Ambassador as he
and his wife were travelling within still the Soviet territory, to one of “its republics”. But
it was clear that Sweden sympathized to the “disobedient” republic and to the process of
disintegration of the USSR.

The press conference on the results of the referendum about restoring the independence
of Georgia was held on April 1, in the hotel “Metekhi,” in Tbilisi. At this press conference
the deputy head of the Supreme Soviet of Georgia Akaki Asatiani, head of the election
commission Archil Chirakadze and his deputy Vakhtang Khmaladze met mass media

representatives from almost all over the world including Georgia itself and the USSR.

Akaki Asatiani held a speech. He noted that Georgia made an important step towards its
independence and if any military intervention did not take place nothing would be able to
interrupt people’s will. Asatiani cited President Richard Nixon who was in Tbilisi on the
referendum day: “They can occupy your land but they cannot tame your spirit. I hope, I
will live till I come Georgia again and to see it as free and independent country.”(8).

Citing those words Asatiani in such way showed opposition between the the strongest

country of the Western democracy and metropolitan Soviet Union.

The foreign mass media published first news about the independence referendum in
Georgia. According the television company ABC 3 million people participated in the
referendum and 80% of them voted for the independence. Washington Post announced
the same number. The ABC emphasized that the referendum did not refer only to being
independent but it also implied stopping the system under leadership of the communist
party. French television commented that it was clear even earlier that most of the
participants in referendum would vote for independence and quitting the Soviet
Union.(10).
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Observers were invited to attend the 31 March referendum from the USA, Great Britain,
France, Germany, Belgium, Poland, Hungary, from the cities Moscow and Leningrad. As
confirmation of their solidarity and support, the deputy to the Supreme Soviet of Estonia
and its Human Rights League President, Ants Pine, also the Belgian professor and lawyer

Andre Serve planted silver spruce trees in the garden of the Tbilisi youth palace garden.

During the same days, the Head of the Supreme Council of Georgia, Zviad Gamsakhurdia
met with the British Ambassador Bright. It was an unofficial meeting. Gamsakhurdia
represented the provisional results of the referendum. He told that support of the Great
Britain was especially important for Georgia. On his part, the guest noted that it was the
position of his country to support all the people in the world in their struggle for freedom
and independence within the norms of the international justice. The ambassador
underlined also the fact that all the Western World is somehow misinformed about the
processes taking place in Georgia. It was necessary to break information blockade
discussing this problem on the governmental level.As we noted earlier, in the
historiography preface of our work, we do not deal in details with the relations between
Georgia and the Soviet Union of that time. We consider that relations with Russia which
then still represented a true metropolia, played the most decisive role for Georgia. That’s
why we always underlined the need to study Russia-Georgian relations as a separate issue
and we deliberately avoided discussing the relations with Russia and decided to make
relations with other foreign countries. Almost nobody has so far addressed in any

monograph study to this issue.

But such situation did not exclude concerning occasional ties between Georgia and the
Soviet Union (then with Russia), in our research work, as a topical question. The Soviet
Union showed special irritation signs when Georgia was attempting to communicate with
influential Western Powers and have economical and political ties with them. One of
such attempts took place when the delegation of the Georgian Government visited Italy.
This visit was not covered by press. The interesting fact was that members of the Georgian
delegation got some intoxication and besides that, some unidentified individuals damaged
one of the cars of the delegation. Zviad Gamsakhurdia commented on this fact. He
reserved judgment about the fault of the USSR for no availability of facts but he said that
Moscow propagandistic machine daily spread false information about Georgia in western
countries and Soviet secret agents impeded all attempts from Georgian side to establish

contacts with the western world.(6).

All visits which were conducted by the new government of Georgia during November-

December of 1990 and at the beginning of 1991, bear more or less importance and aimed
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to have closer ties with West, that could of course, bring the results. We will consider and
assess those visits in the future but among them there were some which at this time we
can only consider as strange exception. On December 6, 1990 the Ambassador
extraordinary and planipotentiary of Republic of Mali to the Soviet Union, Abdulai
Amadu Si with ambassadress, Madam Kh. D. Si. It was a short visit and the guests
returned to Moscow on the next day. There was a talk between Georgian Minister of
Foreign Affairs and the Ambassador the content of which was not discussed in the press,
there are not any archive documents about it either. Maybe this was not of any
importance. It can be concluded that the visit was planned earlier and implied visit in
Georgia as one of the Soviet republics. Though the visit was held at the time when
Georgia was striving to full independence, it cannot be considered as an episode of the

official interrelations between Georgia and Republic of Mali.(4).

We conclude at the end of our research work that the national government headed by
Zviad Gamsakhurdia was trying to set diplomatic ties with the United States of America.
Georgian government underlined its wish in some official documents related with the
international activities of the USA (such as the military operations in Kuwait and others).
In its turn, the American Government which at that time still recognized the territorial
integrity of the Soviet Union restrained from the open diplomatic interrelations with
Georgia. They were trying to express their interest and support to the Republic of Georgia

in unofficial, informal ways.
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Abstract

This article examines the foreign policy orientation of the Independent Georgian
government in April-August 1991. It analyses the relations Georgia had on international
arena in that period. Georgia apparently had the most intensive relations with the existing
and the former Republics of the USSR. It is worth mentioning that the best and most
intensive were the relations with the Baltic Republics. The contacts with neighboring
Armenia and Azerbaijan were also comparatively close. Georgia signed some treaties of
political and economical character with them.

The interrelations mutual solidarity were continued with the East European countries of so
called “Socialist countries” which had already become the independent countries (Poland,
Hungary, Bulgaria and others). Those countries could not at that time recognize Georgia’s
independence but they tried as far as was possible, to express moral support; the
economical-cultural relations were accented to develop.

The National Government of the independent Georgia aimed to have interrelations with
other countries of the world as well, which was difficult to realize because of the serious
obstacles. The fact that Georgia’s independence was not recognized at that time represented
the main barrier for the relations. The countries of the Western democracies avoided such
official ties and the relations were limited to the humanitarian sphere.

Despite this fact, the tendency of growing interest towards Georgia was obvious. Till the
August 1991, Georgia’s new government also tries also to fix pro-western orientation. But
the processes could not develop in positive way. The international political attitude to the
former Soviet republic which had announced their independence, unfortunately changed in
unfavorable way. Georgia appeared to be in political isolation. That was conditioned by the
demands of the so called mainstream policy and global interests of the USA and USSR. The
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interests of Georgia were temporarily sacrificed to agreement between the Soviet Union and
the USA on reduction of the strategic armament.

It was also a mistake made by the Georgian Government which took a hard-line postion
towards the USA administration thus aiding to the process of international isolation of
Georgia.

Key words: Foreign Policy, Independence, relationships, Soviet Union, Georgia, West,
Referendum, Isolation.

After announcing the Independence of Georgia, the recognition and acknowledgement of the
country by the foreign countries became the main objective of the Georgian Government.
Our research work is aiming to study the activities of Zviad Gamsakhurdia Government
during April-August in 1991, in order to reach this aim; our goal also is to find out which
ties were established or which ones could not be reached to establish; what subjective and
objective causes played role in blocking the full size interrelations of Georgia with other
countries in the given period.

This episode of the Georgian history has never been specially studied in the Georgian
historiography. There are some important works on the Georgian history in which the
authors touch this question but the mentioned period is only briefly observed, such as: Ucha
Bluashvili (“The political history of Georgia 1987-2003”; the publishing house
“Universali”; Tbilisi, 2015); Steven Jones (“Georgia — Political History after announcing
independence”; the centre of social sciences; Tbilisi, 2012); Dimitri Shvelidze (“Political
infighting and overthrowing of the Government in Georgia in 1987-1992”; the publishing
house “Universali”; Tbilisi, 2008).

On March 31, 1991 the referendum on Independence conducted and Georgia declared an
independent country, the international relations of Georgia continued to be the same way as
they were in the previous months. The foreign countries showed vivid interest to Georgia,
though such tendency was hindered by the fact of existence of the Soviet Union.

One of the first document in which Z. Gamsakhurdia spelled out his views on the issues of
the foreign policy as a program, was his political platform for elections, as of the
presidential candidate. Naturally, the first and the most serious goal was recognition of
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Georgia as independent country. According the “Program,” this task included three
paragraphs implying three goals:

1.Georgia to be recognized as independent country and consequently, its status as a
sovereign state restored; 2. Restore and broaden Georgia’s diplomatic and consular relations
with the foreign countries; 3. Georgia becoming the member state of the United Nations
Organization and other international organizations playing full role in their activities. The
special attention in the “Program” was paid to the necessity of establishing the economical
ties with the European countries first of all. Though such possibilities were limited, the
permanent missions of the Chamber of trade of Georgia in Austria, Morocco, Turkey, Israel,
and USA were doing this work.

Hope was expressed in this document about the possibility that the visits of the Georgian
government representatives to the USA, France, Austria, Italy, Turkey and Spain could
make the “preparatory phase” which would be followed by establishing the Georgian
diplomatic missions in the countries and establishing the centers of those countries in
Georgia.

Inclusion in the international projects and establishing ties with several foreign countries
aimed to break international isolation. In June 1991 the President of Georgia sent the address
to the Heads of the countries interested in solving the problems of the Black Sea. Georgian
president offered them cooperation and besides, his own initiative, concerning establishing a
special intergovernmental protective organization working on the problems of the Black Sea
ecology. The former soviet republic offered the interested countries respective conditions for
work on this problem, taking an active role in settling the headquarters of the organization in
Georgia. This was very interesting and useful offer which supposedly could awake real
interest among the interested counties.

Georgian government showed increased interest in foreign politics. They were trying to get
the work of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs more intensive and productive. In August 1991
the club of the specialists of the international relations was established at the Foreign
Ministry. It was not a non-governmental organization; it was an official organization on a
cost accounting basis, with the legal body status. The experts of the field would serve the
Foreign Ministry and fulfill the advisor functions. As a result, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Georgia would be supplied by appropriate information, competent analysis and
recommendations.

Naturally, the large-scale international forums were closed for non-recognized independent
State, but there were some small exceptions. June 21-23, 1991, in the town Crans- Montana
the International inter-government forum was held with participation of the government
representatives of the European countries and the USSR. This forum was interesting because
of the fact that government members of some “disobedient” countries, among them Georgia,
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were also invited. The head of the government and the foreign minister of Georgia attended
the forum.

The visit of the governmental delegation of Georgia to Strasburg, by invitation of the
European Parliament, was the most important event at that time. The delegation was headed
by the Prime Minister of Georgia, Tengiz Sigua. Within the visit frames, the delegation was
hosted by the President of the European Parliament Enrique Baron Crespo. He and other
high ranking officials got familiar with the social-political situation in Georgia and the
Europeans got good impressions from the talk. They expressed the will to support and assist.
The most important was that in the situation where the press and other means of information
of the USSR, spread false information about Georgia and the European politicians expressed
their will to come to Georgia and get familiar with the situation.(5)

In the period of April-august 1991, friendly relationships were established between Georgia
and some countries on different levels. Turkey showed special interest to its neighbor
country. On May 2, 1991, the representatives of Turkey and Georgia had a meeting in
Moscow. The parties were introduced to each other by the counselor of the Turkish
ambassador in the Soviet Union, Halil Akinji and the counselor of the Georgian ministry of
foreign affairs Victor Chikaidze. The meeting was held at the Turkish embassy as the
meeting was initiated by Turkey. Diverse subject were discussed at the meeting. As Moscow
was spreading false information about Georgia, Turkish representatives expressed the wish
to have the information from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia directly to Ankara,
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey. Turkish representatives showed desire also for
Georgia somehow to participate in the activities of the Black Sea Economic Union. The
Turkish advisor expressed his deep concern for the unstable situation in Georgia that
interfered in the process of Georgia’s recognition. The advisor meant hard situations in
Abkhazia and Shida Kartli region (so called South Ossetia). Turkish representative was
anxious about the fact that according the information available for him, Georgian tourists
coming to Turkey often appeal to the population of Georgian origin to unite with the
historical homeland. He mentioned also that on some map printed in Georgia the part of the
Turkish territory was marked as part of Georgia, and so on. The issues of the so called
Turkish Meskhetians and the perspective of returning those people to Georgia were also
discussed at this meeting. It could be concluded from this meeting that the Turkish
representatives tried to set preconditions for normalized relations between Turkey and
Georgia. Generally speaking, the aim of this meeting was to prepare another, larger meeting
- the visit of the Turkish ambassador to Georgia. The ambassador expressed the wish to
settle direct contacts with Georgia.(3)

Two weeks later, on May 15-16 the ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary of Turkey
to the USSR, Volkan Vural met with all the high rank officials of Georgia. Unfortunately,
there is no information reserved in the archive documents about that visit. Supposedly, the
talks mainly dealt with economical-cultural relations and the issues mentioned above.
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Besides that, the parties concerned the possibility of opening Georgian Consulate in
Turkey.(9)

The relations with Turkey, as the neighbor country became more intensive. On May 24, the
Head of the government of Georgia, Tengiz Sigua met with the delegation from Turkey, city
of Artvin. The head of the delegation, the Governor of the city, Aslan Eldimir was Georgian
by origin. The members of the delegation were the representatives of the business sphere.
The talks were going about tourism development, road building along the Black Sea cost,
mutual export and import capabilities and others.

Germany was among those countries which refrained from having the direct ties with
“disobedient” republics, especially with Georgia, though there were some individual
instances of the economical relations which continued even after Georgia had gained the
independence. For example, in April of that year, Guttman — the head of one of the German
agricultural firms, paid his visit and had negotiations with high rank officials on agricultural
and stock-raising issues. Namely in the sphere of technologies these issues implied
providing population with the agricultural products. The negotiations had serious results.
The agreement involved the visit of the Georgian ministers of the corresponding branches to
Germany and meetings with German colleagues, on order to sign the agreements.

The visit of the Canadian delegation was similar to the German one. This delegation was
headed by Horst Schmidt, the minister of tourism and foreign trade of the Albert state of
Canada. The negotiations concerned the perspectives of tourism development in Georgia; for
this aim, Canadians suggested their help in preparing proper material-technical base, modern
communications, and also modern technologies to provide help in producing oil.

Some more countries can be named which had some relations with non-recognized republic
of Georgia. At the end of June 1991, the trade mission of Georgia was opened in Tel-Aviv.
The presentation took place in the hotel “Charlton.” The head of the trade and business
chamber of Georgia, Guram Akhvlediani and other members of delegation participated in
this presentation. Director General of the federation of trade and industry chambers of Israel,
Tsvi Amir attended the meeting. Establishing such structure aimed to settle and further
develop the direct trade and economical relations between Georgia and Israel. Here could
also be noted that previously to that fact, Georgia had opened the similar representative
office in Morocco

The interest of the Western and generally foreign countries to the processes going on in
Georgia was growing whenever some momentous event was taking place. One of such
events was the multi-party elections in Georgia, in October 1990; then the referendum on
March 31, 1991 and especially — declaration of Georgia’s independence on April 9,
1991.The fact of restoring its independence by Georgia was praised highly by the leader
Western country — the USA. The State Department expressed their wish about peaceful and
democratic settling of the problems emerged between Russia and Georgia.
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It is known that during the period of elections of 1991, ex-president of the USA, Richard
Nixon visited Georgia. His visit added more importance to the results of the elections
especially at that time, after declaring independence by Georgia and increased the interest to
this country. The sitting president of the USA, George Bush-junior met with Richard Nixon.
Nixon spoke in details about his visit in the USSR and in Georgia. Then Washington Post
published the article by the famous analyst Dmitri Simes. This article showed clearly, that in
Nixon’s opinion, the processes taking place in the USSR were chaotic. According this
article, President Nixon met with “a man of strong will” Zviad Gamsakhurdia. Simes
emphasized that the president of the USSR Mikhail Gorbachev “again opposed the President
of Georgia Zviad Gamsakhurdia.” President Nixon supposed that “Gamsakhurdia guessed
and recognized the wisdom of gradual approach.” President Nixon meant the transition
period of 2-3 years about which Georgian government had announced and after which
independence of the country would become the reality. But that project failed.(10)

As early as before declaring independence, President Gamsakhurdia clearly expressed his
view of pro-western orientation, at the press-conference. He sent a telegram to President
George Bush, senior. In this telegram he wrote about Russia’s aggression in so called South
Ossetia. When a correspondent asked him about that telegram, President Gamsakhurdia
answered: “We have good news. I have telegrammed Mr. Bush, warning that there were
some signs of armed forces intervention in Georgian territory being prepared, as they are
rudely interfering in our domestic affairs. And there are signs of reaction to this telegram,
judging from the declaration of the State Department. Western world is our only hope. Only
democracy can defend us.”(7)

Then Gamsakhurdia explained his position more clearly: recognition of da defence of
Georgia’s independence depended from one hand on Kremlin — would it reconcile with this
or not and on the other hand — on support of the West. If the Western countries pay more
attention to Georgia as it was done by the State Department of the USA, then “there could be
more guarantees for us to get full independence and withdrawl of Russian occupation
forces”

After the visit of the President Nixon to Georgia, especially after the referendum of March
31, and declaration of restoration of independence on April 9, growing interest from the
USA towards the processes in Georgia became obvious. An example of this was the 94™
resolution of the first session of the US Congress adopted on April 9, 1991, i.e. just the same
day of declaration of restoring the independence of Georgia.

This is the citation from the resolution text, which reflects the content of the resolution and
the existed circumstances: “The resolution is dedicated to the second anniversary of the
punitive operation in Georgia, Tbilisi, conducted by the Soviet armed forces units on April
9, 1989 and it demands from the Soviet Union to recognize the will of the Georgian people
and confirm the legitimacy of the referendum of March 1991. Mr. Hales delivered the
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resolution to the Senate and it was handed to Foreign affairs commission.” Then, on April
24, the full text of the resolution was published in the “Republic of Georgia:

“We dedicate this resolution to the second anniversary of the punitive operation by the
Soviet armed forces in Tbilisi, Georgia, and we demand from the Soviet Union to recognize
the will of the Georgian people and confirm the legitimacy of the Referendum held in
Georgia on March 31, 1991.

Proceeding from the fact that on April 9, 1989 the soldiers of the Soviet Red Army rudely
attacked unarmed and peaceful demonstrate on the Lenin Square (now the Freedom Square)
in Thilisi, they used rockets, also sharpened sapper spades and toxic gas. Twenty people
were killed, hundreds injured.

Proceeding from the fact that despite the attempts from the Soviet leaders side to suppress
evidences, the world got information and some humanitarian leaders such as Mother
Theresa, also the group of West Germany medics specialized on such matters, arrived to
Thilisi to render support to injured people.

Proceeding from the fact that the brutality of the Soviet Army on April 9 in Georgia resulted
in changing the political forces balance in Georgia and finally, on October 28, 1990 the
communist governing in Georgia ended as the result of the elections.

Proceeding from the fact that Georgia refused to participate in the referendum on March 17,
held by the Central Soviet Government and in reply decided to hold referendum in
Ggeorgia, on March 31, 1991, in which the 98,9% of the participants voted for restoration of
the national independence which once again confirmed that the Georgian nation is one of the
oldest, unique and individual nation which has its old history beginning from the era of the
Christ’s birth

Proceeding from the fact that today is the day of the second anniversary of the April 9 tragic
day in Thilisi, we conclude that the Senate:

1. Confirms support to Georgian people in reaching their will to restore their national and
territorial independence through peaceful demonstrations.

2. Confirms support to the request of Georgian people concerning national self-
determination by reference to the final act signed at the Conference for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, to which the USSR is also a member.

3. Confirms support to Georgian people’s wish to benefit from the human rights which the
God’s gift.

4. Expresses respect to the victims of the people’s demonstration in Tbilisi, on April 9, 1989,
as they were the peaceful protestors and died for freedom and independence.

5. And we demand from the Soviet Government to acknowledge the will of the Georgian
people and to recognize the legitimacy of the referendum of March 31, 1991 (6)
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On May 16, the delegation of the representatives of the political and business circles of the
USA arrived to Georgia. During the meeting with Zviad Gamsakhurdia, among other issues,
the talk concerned the necessity of opening the mission of Georgia in Washington. The
mission would promote rendering objective information about the processes going on in
Georgia. It was mentioned that in the nearest future the Institute of Georgia would be open
in Washington and would carry the work of the Mission of Georgia. This information was
given to the participants of the talks by Merab Uridia. After being elected the President
of Georgia, Zviad Gamsakhurdia spread some reassuring information. One of them
concerned his probable meeting with the president of the USSR Mikhail Gorbachev.
Gamsakhurdia announced at the conference, that on May 20 he received the message from
the Government of the USSR in which Gorbachev asked him to arrive to Moscow on May
24, but he failed to turn up in time. Then Gamsakhurdia added that in his opinion there were
some forces which interfered in this case because the press centre of Gorbachev then
announced that there never was any talk about such meeting

The second information was more interesting. At the press conference the same year, at the
end of May, Z. Gamsakhurdia announced that he was in the process of preparing his visit to
the USA was being preparing “I am now setting contacts and preparing my meetings with
the President Bush, first of all. The date of the meeting will soon settle. “(8)

On the 30™ of May, in his interview to the editor of the Turkish newspaper “Turkey,” Bilal
Qochak, Zviad Gamsakhurdia repeated his statement about the probable visit to the USA.
“Just now the talks about my visit and talk with the President George Bush are going on; so
the position of the American administration about our issue will clear. To my mind the
attitude of the American congress is very friendly, they often concern our theme. We are
waiting for the visit of the American congressmen visit to us soon”

Some short time later more serious step was made towards American-Georgian
interrelations. In the middle of June the Minister of the Foreign Affairs of Georgia Giorgi
Khoshtaria visited the USA. At his return he said that the only goal for which he visited
America was to prepare meeting of President Gamsakhurdia with President Bush. The
details of this visit were not talked about but everybody was sure that the visit became real
to happen. Such precedent took place later in 1991, when the President of Armenia Ter-
Petrosian visited America. On the same days the hew President of Russia Boris Eltsin also
visited the country, on June 18-21, 1991.

While waiting for the visit to the USA, Zviad Gamsakhurdia sent the letter of congratulation
to President Bush, on the Day of Independence. He expressed his hope in the letter that with
the support of the United States of America and personally president George Bush, Georgia
could reach real Independence.
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Factually, the Senate’s document confirmed the increased interest towards Georgia and its
independence. This very important document was published in American press: “The
members of the Senate of America congratulate the people of the republic of Georgia and
the Parliament on the occasion that on April 9, 1991, the majority of people voted univocally
to their independence from the USSR. We conclude that the copy of the given Resolution
will be sent to President Zviad Gamsakhurdia.(4)

At the beginning of July, 1991 there still were some expectations about the visit of the
President of Georgia to the USA. There were positive messages again coming from
America. In his interview of the July 3, 1998, President Gamsakhurdia said that he received
the letter from five senators: Wilson, Mitchell and others, announcing that they recognize
the Independence of Georgia. Gamsakhurdia announced that they were waiting for the visit
of American delegation with 35 congressmen leading by De Consilar, who was the head of
the “Helsinki group” existing at the Congress.

In August the same year, Georgia again was waiting for the governmental delegation to visit
the USA and the optimistic views about the relations with this country existed. At the end of
July, during the visit of the President Bush to the USSR, President Bush and President
Gorbachev signed the agreement about reduction of strategic armament by 30 per cent.
Besides that, President Bush agreed with the wish of President Gorbachev about signing the
new treaty on alliance by the republics. When in Kiev, President Bush appealed to Ukrainian
people to sign the new treaty. This news was received negatively in Georgia but there was
no official comment on it.

But from this very moment the relations between the high officials of Georgia and the USA
began going worse. The President of America George Bush, senior, in fact categorized the
Soviet Republics into two groups. He positively praised the republics which showed respect
to the democratic values, protected the rights of the national minorities. President typed
those republics, which he thought followed the course of nationalism as the second group.
He referred Ukraine, Russia, Armenia and Baltic Republics to the first group. He did not
name Georgia as the republic belonging to either of those groups but he alluded that in the
second group he meant those republics which were “struggling for independence trying to
replace imposed tyranny by local despotism.” And supposedly, he meant Georgia here.

Despite the above mentioned, at the beginning of August the issue of the probable visit of
Georgia’s President to the USA was still actual, as it is seen from the existing official
information. At the beginning of August the M of Georgia, Giorgi Khoshtaria met with the
press-secretary of the White House, M. Fitzwater. “During our talk the positive attitude
towards the future visit of President Zviad Gamsakhurdia to the USA was obvious.” This
information was spread by the press-office of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia.

51



At last, the long talks ended positively. The congressman Dana Rohrabacher arrived to
Georgia on August 7. He delivered the official invitation of the Congress to the President
Zviad Gamsakhurdia. This surely was very important fact. Of course, if Zviad
Gamsakhurdia had received the invitation from the President Bush himself, this invitation
would have been of higher level and higher status but at this starting stage, invitation of the
president of non-recognized country to the USA was important and revealed America’s
support to Georgia.

Inviting the president of the “disobedient” country was an open warning to official Moscow.
Thus, official Washington made an important step towards supporting Georgia.

This reassuring information was published on August 8. One day later the event took place
which gave absolutely opposite direction to the next political events and the foreign policy
course of Georgia. The opponents anyway accused President Gamsakhurdia and his
administration for not providing pro-western political course properly. Primarily, those
accusations were not quite justified but the Government information issued on August 9 was
of the different character. In fact, this informative declaration of the Georgian government
blamed the political course of the West in general and its leader country, towards the former
Soviet Republics, struggling for their independence.

We agree with the view expressed in Georgian historiography which says that till the August
of 1991, President Gamsakhurdia did not pursue the policy of isolation. Isolation policy
towards Georgia started first from the West. ,,Isolation of Georgia was conditioned by much
more serious international and geopolitical factors, than such minor causes as for example, a
political image of President Gamsakhurdia or the anti-West attitudes of some less important
people in his Government.”(2)

We share the opinion that the interests of the so-called “disobedient” republics became a
victim to the treaty between the USA and USSR on reducing the strategic armament. It was
normal, but the government of Georgia expressed their discontent in tough wording and
even took the anti-western position in the “governmental declaration”. This was a rude
mistake of Gamsakhurdia’s government even though it was not made by name of the
President of Georgia or his administration

The Government of Georgia strongly criticized “position of the Western governmental
senior circles, namely, those of the USA” for their supporting position about maintaining the
USSR as the united state. ,, The visit of Mr. George Bush to Moscow and Kiev was above the
worst expectations. The President of America — successor of the presidents Washington,
Jefferson, Lincoln and others, arrives to the Russian Empire and agitates for the all-union
treaty, calls for all the former republics to voluntarily put their heads into the loop of the
Empire, sign the treaty of slavery and deny their freedom.” “Mr. Bush calls the
struggle for Freedom “the evidences of nationalism” — was said further in the governmental

declaration — “and this contradicts to the Helsinki Act principles.” The declaration ended
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with these words: “We wish the President and Government of the USA supported not
tyranny, communism and false reforms, but the true democracy, freedom and independence
of all nations. Only this is the way by which America could stay faithful to its historic
mission.”(1)

This “declaration of the Georgian Government” cannot be justified and speaking lightly, it
was a big mistake. A small republic, struggling its way to independence, opposing the
USSR, through that declaration was opposing with its own ally —the Western World and the
leader country of this world — the USA. Thus, the government of Georgia put its country in
an unfavorable position and that was its dead-end policy which unintentionally caused
international isolation of the country.

Concluding from our research work we can say that Zviad Gamsakhurdia Government was
trying to obtain new political ties to recognize Georgia as the new Independent Republic.
We have searched out that in that period Georgia had interrelations with the countries we
can be divided into three groups:

1.Former or existed Soviet Republics.
2. Former Eastern Europe Socialist countries.
3. The states of the West Europe and Commonwealth countries.

The full scale interrelations were establishhed only with the countries of the first group; The
absolute majority of the states of the Commonwealth refrained from acknowledging the
independence of Georgia and from nhaving the full scale political and diplomatic relations
with the country. The relations of Georgia with those countries were only partial, having the
economical and cultural character.
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Abstaract

The represented work refers to the armed resistence which took place in August-
September 1922, one year after the occupation of Georgian Democratic Republic by the
Soviet Russia (1918-1921). The resistance movement took place in Dusheti administrative
region and mountainous region of Pshav-Khevsureti. It was led by Georgian Democratic
Republic Army cavalry Division 1* company commander, colonel Qaikhosro (Qaqutsa)
Cholokashvili who was brought up in Sighnaghi administrative region (now Akhmeta region)
village Matani. Beginning from March 12, 1922, with his fellow warriors and friends, who
were known by the name “shefitsulebi” — sworn men, or “those who fought under the oath,”
was camped in the forest. Unfortunately, the resistance was defeated.

This work deals with the ties between Qaqutsa Cholokashvili and his combatants with
the North Caucasus from June 1923 till November 1923, through the comparatively large and
full investigation. This issue is thoroughly investigated using the source documents, emigrant
literature and new archive documents which were considered from the new viewpoint,
critically and objectively.

The main result of the investigation is that when studying and analyzing the resistance
movement in Georgia in 1921-1923, which was aimed to restore independence of Georgia,
besides the early known documents, large number of the archive materials being unknown
and unpublished till our days, have been now investigated, studied and used to analyze the
mentioned important period of time in the Georgian historiography. Those materials mainly
refer to the ties between the Georgian movement leader Qaqutsa Cholokashvili and the North

Caucasus leaders.
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In relation with the situation formed nowadays in the North Caucasus, the scientific

work has its practical as well as theoretical importance.

Key words: Qaqutsa Cholokashvili, Ali Mitaev, Atabai Umaev, Aleksander
Sulkhanishvili.

Introduction

Unfortunately, for various reasons, it was not able till nowadays to perform thorough
scientific studies of these important historical issue of the modern history of Georgia. The
political climate existing for many years in the Soviet Union, it was impossible to carry on
real historical scientific researches concerning the important events taking place in the period
from 1921 till 1989 in the Soviet Republics. The negative influence of the Soviet ideology
was especially sharp upon the comprehension of the modern epoch historical events. This
fault mostly influenced the modern history of Georgia. It was taught using one methodology,
one standard — Soviet principles of “creating standardized history” of the Sevier Republics
really resembled the process of creating false myths. The “fairy tales” were written containing
false facts; everything was studied under the dictate of the false ideology called “the only true
ideology in the world.”The Soviet historiography was false, it was written on the basis and in
the light of the governing communist party ideological theses, the ,,wise and historically
important conclusions and provisions of the Communist Party Central Committee; history
was being written according the principles of “socialist realism” —desired conditions were told
as reality. All those processes were aimed to show that the social progress in Georgia was led
by Bolshevism and by the Soviet power under which the renaissance of Georgia, its history,
culture and further development, its historical dreams about better future became the reality.
Alongside with this propaganda, everyting wa strongly based on the immoral foundation for
class struggle generalization. Naturally, altogether, the results of such approach were pitiful.
Till the modern time, the vast amount of the archive documents were unknown for Soviet
researchers. Many of them were classified, tabooed and practically out of reach, so that
nobody could reject or doubt “the great deeds of the communist party in Georgia”. The strict
classification of the documents was necessary to conceive people that communist party was
the leader and organizer of the great success of Georgia and the “savor” of the country. The
falsification of history, bringing the false data into the scientific works was used to strengthen
influence of the communist party, to portrait the deeds of the communist leaders as great

56



merits to the Country, to attract people’s attention and deserve trusting from the large number
of population. In such circumstances the researchers of historical events were not able to
study the events taking place in Georgia in 1921-1924, to show them as the sanguinary
events, the crimes against the nation. The works of the Georgian historians of those times
could not escape pressing from the communist government and they were not able to protect
their professional ethics. The history researchers of the time tried to avoid not even thorough
investigation of the mentioned period and that was the best they could do, but they did not
ever speak about those times at all. Otherwise they would be arrested and even murdered for
telling the truth about the beginning years of the Soviet power in Georgia. The other did
discuss the mentioned period but this was a tendentious interpretation (L. Ghoghoberidze,
Georgian emigration and the activities of the anti-soviet parties, Tiflis, 1927; K. Sulakvelidze
— who organized the rebellion and how, 1927; P. Lomashvili , From the history of Georgian
emigration, Tb. 1965). The mentioned period of time is reflected in the “Outline of Georgian
History”, vol. VII in which the issue of struggling for national independence was not
discussed fully and appropriately. The most part of the historical studies dedicated to the
victory of Soviet power in Georgia aimed to prove that there were subjective and objective
preconditions for the victory of the socialist revolution and “popular uprising’ took place
against the Democratic Republic government (1918-1921). The soviet Georgian historians
called the process of resurrection of the national identity as “bourgeois nationalism” and the
anti-Bolshevik movement of 1921-1924 including the uprising of August 1924 — as
“Menshevik adventure.”

Only after publicity and democratism was restored it became possible to ruin Soviet
stereotypes and objective appraisal to the past. After decomposition of the Soviet Union and
restoring independence of Georgia (1991) it became possible to discuss the XX century
history of Georgia objectively.

Today the interest towards history is globally increasing. Within the conditions of
strengthening the democratic principles and national freedom, the importance of right and real
understanding and using the history facts are also increased. The political system does not
anymore hinder this process, the stereotypes are broken down and every nation can assess its
history objectively and fully, basing on the principles of morality. In the given conditions we,
the historians of Georgia, are obliged to investigate our history. Our historiography should
depict every event - the visible or invisible (inner peripetia of our history, our national
identity, cultural and traditions). It is essential that new generations get familiar with the
history of their country in its real, unbiased way free of cliché. Many important and

interesting works and monographs are published concerning the interesting period of the
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Georgian history (1921-1924) (for example: Sh. Vadachkoria - The Notion of the National
State in the Georgian political thinking (1921-1923), Tb. 1999; L. Toidze- Political History of
Georgia (1921-1923); Tb. 1999); R, Kverenchkhiladze - Way of Torture, Execution, Exiling,
Persecution. (Book 1, Tb. 1999); N. Kirtadze — Armed Uprising in Georgia, 1924, (Kutaisi
1996); N. Kirtadze -the Europe and Independent Georgia (1919-1923), Tb. 1997; G.
Tskhovrebadze - Georgian Political Emigration and the Issue of Independence of Georgia in
1921-1925, Tb. 1996) and others...

After the independence of Georgia had been restored the interest towards the newest
history of Georgia grew up. This was conditioned by two factors. 1. Having discarded
communist ideological clichés made it possible to have objective knowledge about past; 2. In
the recent years several classified documents saved in the archives and other material of the
Soviet era became available. Memoirs of Georgian emigrants, scientific works of the emigrant
Georgian historians and the periodicals (Georgian emigrant press is relatively free from the
censorship influence) which gave a possibility to think in the other way and regard our real
history, to break down the Soviet stereotypes, to view the historical events in different way.
Today the worldview principles are radically different, the historical research methodology
and methodology have changed during the years of the communist ideology, social and class
affiliations and alongside with this, all the facts were changed and shown only in the light of
the communist ideology. Everything was assessed only from the Soviet historiography
positions. Nowadays the national ideology dominates and the leading position is held by
national ideology. In historiography national and general humanitarian principles dominate.
The scientific criteria are not dictated by the interests of leading class but only by general
humanistic morality principles, for which the dominant meaning goes not to one or another
class and its governing position, but to national interests.

Analyzing the events of 1921-1924 on the basis of the works, articles and memories,
searching through the Soviet historiography, European scientists and Georgian emigrants, we
found ourselves against a complex dilemma. Here the decisive word about this matter is to the
today’s generation of the researchers who are free of any kind of censorship influences and
human prejudices. This generation can reach the deep and scientifically based results of the
analysis.

The initial sources for such investigations are the works of the historians about the
Soviet period in Georgia. Special interest should be paid to the documents from the archives
of the State Security Committee former Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic (in Russian
abbreviation KT'h), studied and published by professor Nestan Kirtadze (“Where is your

brother, Cain?...” (Bloodstained pages of the Georgian history (1921-1930); Tb. 1998).
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The novelty and the first sources for the represented paper are the following archive
documents (labeled as “secret,” “top secret” and “for perpetual storage”): from the
archives of the Ministry of the internal affairs of the Georgian Soviet-Socialist Republic; the
archives of the Central Committee of the Communist party of the Georgian Soviet-Socialist
Republic (Archives of the Party); the archives of the former People’s Commissariat of the
Internal Affairs (then Ministry of the Internal Affairs) of Georgian Soviet-Socialist Republic;
and) the archives of the former Extraordinary Commission of Georgia(Russian abbreviation
“YK*“-,,Upe3Bbiuaiinass Komuccusi), then the archives of the State Committee of the
National Security of Georgia (Georgian abbrev. ¢z - Russian - KI'b ) ,so called “security
archives.”

There is also one more first source’ it is very important material from the central state
archives of the modern history of Georgia: the archives of the former people’s commissariat
(then the ministry of the internal affairs) of Georgia and the former “Extraordinary
commission” of Georgia (all labeled as “secret,” “top secret” and “for perpetual storage”);

(13

fund #285 (correspondence between people’s Commissariat and “the Extraordinary
Commission of Georgia(Russian ,,UK“-,Upe3Bbruaiinas Kommuccusi“) on combating
banditry””: “On combating Qaqutsa Cholokashvili and others whose activities are observed in
Telavi, Borchalo and other regions of the Soviet Socialist Republic of Georgia”: direct call
between the head of the “Extraordinary commission”, Kvantaliani and the head of the
Department of combating banditry, Khumarov from one side, and the head of the same
department in Telavi, Mchedlidze, on other side; August 3, 1923; time 5. 00 in the evening”;
also other documents such as: ,,a post telegram absolutely secret; Tbilisi, from the
“Extraordinary Commission” of Trans-Caucasus to the department of combating banditry; a
copy of this sent to Caucasian special army intelligence service and another copy to the
People’s Commissariat of the internal affairs, personally from the extraordinary commission
on “combating banditry”: a)operative intelligence survey on May 14 and 15, 1923, #77, about
the bandit groups , on 15 may, about 16 o’clock. b) Operative intelligence survey on 6 and 7
of September 1923 #132, about 16. 00, 7™ of September; c) operative intelligence survey on
September 18, 19, 20 and 21, 1923, # 137; and on September 21, at 16, 00. 3. ,,Post telegram,
top secret,Tbilisi, the Transcaucasus Extraordinary Commission, the combating banditry
department, a copy to the Extraordinary Army Intelligence Department and another copy to
the Caucasus Army Intelligence People’s Commissariat, from the combating banditry
department of the Georgian Extraordinary Commission; from the 2™ Division of the Counter-
Intelligence Department of the Extraordinary Commission. Operational Intelligence Survey

#142 (exceptional), on the bands activities, 25 October, 1923) and Fund #600 (The Council of
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the People’s Commissars (Council of ministers of the Georgian SSR), the years 1922 - 1995.
»Records of Investigations, 1923, 3 May, Telavi).

The memoirs about “sworn brothers” and their struggle, by the former combatant of
Qaikhosro (Gaqutsa) Cholokashvili, Alexander Sulkhanishvili, a representative of the
Georgian emigration abroad, are considered the prime sources for the given issue.

(Sulkhanishvili Al., My Memories, San-Francisco, USA, 1981).

Research Methods and Discussion

To study the presented issue the modern research methodology was used: comparative-
historical, analytical and synthetical methods. Great number of the new documents were put
forth to the scientific investigation; such as published or unpublished documents, memoirs,
which belong to the primary sources. All those documents were critically studied and
analyzed using new methodology. The political and social-economical environment of second
half of the XIX century and first twenties of the XX century, create subjective and objective
preconditions for deconstructon of the Russian Empire.This brought national freedom to the
people who were under the Russian power. Those circumstances promoted Georgia’s
independence and forming Georgian Democratic Republic which existed during 1918-1921.

Announcing the independence of Georgia on May 26, 1918 and forming the Democratic
Republic had epochal importance in the History of Georgian nation. This act of history
realized the supreme goal of Georgian national movement - reconstruction of the statehood of
Georgia after 117 years of being Russian colony.

Being an idependent country for only 3 years — it is really a very short time for the
country’s history, but in the history of Georgia’s existence as a country and its struggle for
independence, the years 1918-1921 were called “a short golden era” not only politically but as
a perspective for heroic struggle, courage, fighting capacity striving for freedom and seeing
better perspectives.

After the events of February-March 1928, the Soviet Russia, according own
imperialistic and ideological interests, terminated the existence of the Georgian Democratic
Republic (1918-1921) having violated the peaceful alliance agreement of May 7, 1920
between Russia and Georgia and aggressively occupied the country which had earlier been
recognized. Then this act was followed by annexation and the members of the Democratic

Government and some military men emigrated from the country.
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The Soviet Russia, through its aannexation and occupation, physically destroyed the
inedependent republic of Georgia which at that time was on its way to democracy and
development. It was the second time that Russia put the burden of subjugation under the
power of the Soviet Empire.

The mentioned events conditioned the liberation movement aiming to restore
independence of the country. This movement expressed the wishes of the majority of the
Georgian nation. Among other important historical events, the liberation movement of 1921-
1924 has always had its important place and influence in the history despite the official Soviet
government of that time announced those three years of the heroic struggle as “political
banditry.”

Three years later since the fact of occupation of the Georgian Democratic Republic
(1918-1921) by the Soviet Russia in 1922, there a peaceful people protests and peaceful
demonstrations against the Bolshevik power took place. In August-September of the same
1922 year, the armed uprising exploded in Dusheti district and Pshav-Khevsureti mountainous
region of Georgia. This uprising was led by Georgian Democratic Republic Army cavalry
Division 1* company commander, colonel Qaikhosro (Qaqutsa) Cholokashvili who was
brought up in Sighnaghi region (now Akhmeta) village Matani. Cholokashvili had moved to
the forest with his combatants since March 12, 1922. In practice, the armed revolt was
coordinated by inter-partial union settled in May 1922, named as “Joined Committee for
Georgian Independence” and the Military Centre associated with this committee.
Unfortunately, this revolt was defeated. .

In spring 1923, Qaqutsa Cholokashvili began preparations for the intended new uprising
(Kirtadze, 1998:324). Pankisi gorge was selected as the place for collecting the armed
formations. According the order by Qaqutsa Cholokashvili of April 27, 1923 according the
documents of the Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia, 285:129, there are
the names of some of them (Qaqutsa Cholokashvili, Giorgi Gverdtsiteli, loseb Kakhashvili,
Aleksandre Sulkhanishvili, Sergo Maiisuradze, Malakia Maisuradze, Mikha Khelashvili and
others (Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia 600: 29), Taras Chkhetiant,
Vano Kharangosishvili, Luka Kvaliashvili, Vaso Kandelaki and others (Sulkhanishvili,
1981;100). five combatants from Qizikhi, nine ethnically Qists (Datiko [pareulidze]- E.N.).
and many others. All combatants were divided into five groups. The first group, four men:
Giorgi Gverdtsiteli, Gabo Oziashvili, Lelo Chiqovani and Giorgi Bidzinashvili were sent to
Dusheti in order to help twelve-man group led by Kakhiashvili to go to the Pankisi gorge. The
second group led by Misha Natsvlishvili (Malakia Maisuradze, Alexandre Badurashvili and

others) was sent to Qizikhi through Jimiti forest, to help the group led by Molashvili to reach
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Pankisi. Three men (Aleksandre Sulkhanishvili, Sergo Maisuradze and Mikha Khelashvili)
were sent to Gombori region village Ashroshani, to help Dimitri Tsiskarauli nearby to the
village Eniseli (Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia, 285:129) and finally
to pass to Pankisi gorge too (E.N.).The fourth group (four men) - Roman Kanchaveli and
three Qist combatants had to wait for others in Pankisi, at the place of meeting. The fifth
group (eight men) under the command of Qaqutsa Cholokashvili (Soso Losaberidze, Ioseb
Kakhashvili, the two brothers — Chesalo and Makhman, Makhmed Imedashvili, Qosa from
Omalo village (Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia 285: 129),
Cholokashvili’s assistant Staff Captain Archives of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of
Georgian Republic. Archives of the Party, 14a:16) Shaliko (E.N.) Kandelaki — were sent
from Pankisi to Telavu district village Sabue in order to have some negotiations with Lek
people (Daghestan) so that they would be ready for the time Qaqutsa Cholokashvili would
lead the cavalry unit of Chechens through the region (Central state archives of the modern
history of Georgia 285: 129) .

Georgian Bolshevik government fought against their people, against the freedom and
independence of the country. They came to power with help of the other country’s forces. As
soon as the rebels moved to forests the government announced them “bandits” and “robbers,”
“agents” of the foreign intelligence and the “criminals.” The government than began opposing
to the revolted forces by all the means including unlawful measures aiming to discredit the
rebellions. They worked hard to pursue the population that Qaqutsa Cholokashvili and his
sworn combatants, struggling for independence, were simply robbers and bandits. The
communists killed their fellow members who were not desirable for them, they robbed the
population of the villages and they accused the members of Cholokashvili’s troops; many
agents were sent to the units of revolted men. They were obliged to try to kill Cholokashuvili,
to rob the local population, to mislead the combatants into mousetraps, to pursue the local
population to kill or betray the warriors, or to revolt against them but despite the intensive
terror, the great majority of people did not betray the patriots; people believed in the ideals of
Cholokashvili’s forces. This can be exemplified by memories about Dimitri Tsiskarauli, the
best liaison person living in Ashroshani, Telavi (now Akhmeta) region. Though there were
also instances of betrayal and served for the communist intelligence service (“chekist™)
commands.

In order to guarantee the aim of their rebellion movement, Qaqutsa Cholokashvili
decided to establish ties with Chechnya and Daghestan to assure their support with
manpower. Cholokashvili began negotiations with Atabai Umaev, Checen by nationalit, and

reached positive results. In a short while, Umaev informed Cholokashvili that there was
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already gathered a large group of Chechen warriors ready to move to Georgia’s region
Kakheti but he would not be successful in this because the small groups of Tushi population
(in the Georgian region Tusheti) did not allow the Chechens to make way through their region
because they did not trust them and were afraid of disturbances. A little later at the end of
June, 1923 Cholokashvili sent Aleksandre Sulkhanishvili to Atabai Umaev with same request
(N. Kirtadze, 1998; 324). Sulkhanishvili was accompanied by a man whose name was Rostom
(Qavtara) Bekuraidze, from Alvani village, Tusheti. This man could speak Chechen.
Cholokashvili had preparatory discussions about what to talk with Chechens. He wrote a short
letter to Umaev saying he was sending his assistant to him and asked for help in making talks
with influential people not only with the groups of Chechens habituating in mountains or in
valleys but as many other habitants of the regions as it was possible. The Georgian rebels
were looking for gaining the ties with the people of the North Caucasus which was possible
only with help of Chechens.

Sulkhanishvili delivered the letter written by Cholokashvili to Atabai Umaev. Umaev
turned to be quite educated and a good orator. So that Sulkhanishvili was asked only a few
questions about what they should do for the Georgian rebellions. (Sulkhanishvili,1981:106-
107, 112, 114-115).

Atabai Umaev and Sulkhanishvili were walking in all the villages of the Itumkal region
during two weeks and called meetings at which they were explaining to Chechen people why
it was not only desirable for Georgians but also good for them to help Georgian people in
their struggle. But because of keen opposition in face of real bandits as were Imedashvili and
Andalashvili who presented at the meeting, the process of agitation failed. Sulkhanishvili and
Umaev continued the atempts to find support from the Chechens. Atabai Umaev gave a
special letter to Rostom Bakuraidze and sent him as a delegate to population of Tusheti to
start new talks about letting the Chechen armed groups go towards Kakheti through Tusheti
territory, to help Georgian rebellions. (Kirtadze, 1998: 324).

Sulkhanishvili got acquainted with Shamil Iqaidze,who was from Tusheti region and at
that moment was in Chechnia having announced that he wanted to become a member of
Georgian armed units of rebellions, who were known as “sworn men”. Sulkhanishvili sent a
letter to Cholokashvili with Shamil Iqaidze writing that the measures that he and Umaev were
taking became gradually more intensive and fruitful and he was going to Urismartan to meet
there with Sheikh Ali Mataev. before Shamil returned from Georgia, Atabai Umaev sent a
amn to Ali Miatev saying that a driend and representative of Qaqutsa Cholokashvili wanted to
meet with him. Ali Mitaev agreed and thus, Sulkhanishvili and Mitaev went to Chechnia’s

valley region. (Sulkhanishvili, 1981: 118).
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At the night 4/5 May, 1923, one communist killed the assistant officer of Qaqutsa
Cholokashvili in Telavi, staffs-captain Shaliko Kandelaki. After that, Vano Karangozishvili
was appointed as assistant officer (Archives of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgian
Republic; archives of the party 14 a: 16).According the note of the “special three men” or so
called “troika” (in Russ.) who were combating against national movement which they called
“banditry”, Vano Karangozishvili and Luka Kvaliashvili were killed on August 14, in Tusheti
(Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia, 285:233).

Answering the letter dated by June 20, according the direction of the central committee
of the National-Democratic Party, in the letter sent on July 7, Giorgi Tsinamdzgvrishvili
wrote to Cholokashvili and Karangozishvili (the letter was headed as “to the leaders of
partisans):

»--.1) the information you have sent is not sufficient. We need more precise data about
your relations with the population of the mountainous regions, with whom do you have ties
among Dagestanis, Chechens and Qists; approximately what amount of manpower they can
put forward, what about weaponry and horses. Deliver us this information with Qaqutsa,
before you return from Qisteti region.

2) we inform you that we are having negotiations with Azerbaijan and Mountain
republic about revolting, and with Turkey as well. We inform you also that these negotiations
are going on successfully and we may expect the activities quite soon. You are obliged to
keep this information secret. All that concern the number of partisans, negotiations with
Dagestan people and all the information delivered by us are secret. Only you personally ought
to know. We repeat: nobody should know anything about military preparations.... The
military centre will send you our military plan at the due time but you should now send
someone who is responsible to get the wanted information from you and to take the necessary
information from us Archives of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgian Republic.
Archives of the Party, 14a, description 1, fund 14a,:16).

This letter was with the courier sent by Tsinamdzgvrishvili to Cholokashvili, whose
surname was Petriashvili. He was arrested by the Extraordinary Coomission (“Cheka”).
(Kirtadze, 1998: 324).

At the end of July or the beginning of August 1923, Cholokashvili sent a letter too
Tsinamdzgvrishvili with the courier, who was obliged to tell Georgian national-democrats
thar Cholokashvili suggested that it was already high time to begin the uprising in the
mountainious region with the help of the Ingush and Dagestani troops. Tsinamdzgvrishvili
answered with the letter saying that neither Cholokashvili nor Ingush or Daghestani armed

men could deciide the precise time of beginning the uprising for the reason that this uprising
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could only be of additional help in case the relations between Russia and Europe would face
difficulties (Kirtadze, 1998,:324).

What were the preconditions or the key for Georgia, to combat and to gain victory in the
20-ies of the XX century? The following conditions show on what circumstances it depended
whether Georgia could win or lose:

Full national-political unity of the Georgian people on the ground of restoring national
independence, using the united efforts of all the political parties, establishing unified
coordinating political authority and unifying all the political forces of Georgia, moral and
practical support from the world’s society, especially West Europe, support from the different
governments and non-governmental forces, inner changes in political and social fields, inner
democratic innovations, founding democratic freedoms and values, coming the democratic
forces to power; besides that, app the factora of the foreign policy would have influenced
Soviet Russia; world peaceful and democratic forces’ efforts in order Bolshevik Russia would
have to withdraw its troops from Georgia , possible intervention of the European countries
military forces into Russia and free not only Georgia but other trans-Caucasian and North
Caucasian national countries through the participation of their forces in the united armed
uprising against the imperial Russia and the colonial policy in the Caucasus — these were the
keys to the independence.

Georgia could not oppose Russia without the help of other Gaugasian nations. Even in
case of consolidation all the Georgian resources, armed opposition against Russia was a lost
battle from the beginning.

the potential allies of Georgia in its hard struggle against Russian occupation could be
Europian countries and the immediate neighbor countries: Azerbaijan, Armenia and North
Caucasus republics. Besides, even to test its position and nothing more, in respect with its
neutral position, it was very important for the Georgian centre of rebellion against Russia to
have talks with Turkey. Thus, three preconditions for Georgian rebellions to achieve success
were the following: consolidation with the neighbor countries of Caucasus; financial,
diplomatic and active combat support from the West European countries; being sure about
neutral position of Turkey.

Ali Mitaev hosted Aleksandre Sulkhanishvili and Atabai Umaev very friendly. The talks
first were led by Atabai Umaev in their native language. Then Sulkhanishvili addressed Ali
Mitaev with the following words: ,,...you know it quite well that Russia always had benefit
out of minor or more serious conflicts and hostilities between Caucasian nations. Russia
always promoted aggravations of relations between the neighbors... Today the political

mistakes of our ancestors and our generation became clear for us and we know that these
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mistakes proved costly. When Shamil was struggling against Russia, unfortunately, though a
little part, but nevertheless, a part of Georgians were on the Russian side. All the Caucasian
nations should have been united against Russia. But you can remember what were the
relations between Dagestan and Georgia: when Georgia fought against any enemy, Dagestan
men always stabbed us in the back; they captured Georgian women and men and children.
Alongside with the Russian propaganda, this fact was also one of the reasons that Georgia did
not support the movement of Shamil. Please, do not think that I am justifying this fact, just the
opposite. I am very sorry that our ancestors were not able to foresee that Russia was our
common enemy and their mistakes bacame hard burdain for us . Caucasian nations are very
much alike each other by our traditions, our respect to honest and brave people, our ideals.
The only difference is our religion. South Caucasus population is Christians and North
Caucasus — Muslims. But this is not a reason to hinder our friendship and serving our own
country or common interests? We have Muslim Georgians too among our native population
and this is not a negative factor for our integrity. Today I have come to you as I am sent by
my leader who is trying to continue the traditions of struggling begun by our ancestors and by
Shamil, I want to ask you as a very influential man in the North Caucasus, to deliver our
message expressing our wishes and strive: let us end with past oppositions and hostilities; as
they do not match with our ideals and hinder liberation of our countries” (Sulkhanishvili,
1981:119-122, 125).

It turned out that Ali Mitaev thought the same way. He took establishing ties with
neighboring people upon himself;

As soon as he returned from Daghestan Sulkhanishvili wrote aletter to Qaqutsa
Cholokashvili describing in details the negotiations with Ai Mitaev and other noble men of
North Caucasus.

On 26 of July, 1923 Alexandre Sulkhanishvili went out from Chechnia with 500-700
Chechens, aiming to move to Georgia, Kakheti region.

He requested from Tushi population to let him pass through the checkpoint promising
that Chechens would do no harm to them, neither concerning their cattle nor other property.
He explained that he was accompanied by Chechens and was going to Kakheti region to
combat against the Soviet power. Inhabitants of Tusheti didn’t hinder him and Sulkhanishvili,
accompanied by Chechens went throughTukhareti passing to Omalo village heights and to
Pankisi gorge were they planned to join Cholokashvili’s troops and would begin military
activities in Kakheti. The route by which Sulkhanishvili was planning to go was as follows:
from onne direction — through Velisi ridge and from the other — Nagerala ridge, meeting at

Didi Zgverdi height, crossing the river Ortskali, go to the mountain Shamfuris tsveri, then
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through the villages Lanshturia, Parta, Drevi, Chkoni until reaching Karigo pass(central
archives of the modern history of Georgia, 285: 82). But when Tushi population knew that
Chechens would pass their territories they became negatively affected. They were afraid that
Chechens would rob their cattle. In the middle of August Cholokashvili was informed that
Chechens could not come to Kakheti through Tusheti region again, it was then the second
turn. Chechens returned to their homes. (Kirtadze, 1998: 324).

In August, Qakhosro Cholokashvili went to Chechnia accompanied with five “sworn”
combatants. Two days later Qaqutsa, Atabai and Sulkhanishvili went to meet Ali Mitaev.
After this meeting they went to Grozno, where they met with three local noble men and
decided to begin uprising. At that meeting the decision was made about signing an official
agreement. For this purpose Giorgi Tsinamdzgvrishvili was to arrive from Tbilisi. Besides, it
was decided that qualified military officers, as many as possible, should have been sent from
Georgia as there were only a few number of the local professional military men. The plan of
the campaign should have been laid out in Tbilisi and then submitted to the Caucasian
commanders (Sulkanishvili, 1981;127, 129).

Qaikhosro Cholokashvili contacted with Atabai Umaev and with his help, to the
influential imam of Daghestan Naadjimudin Gatsinskiwhose official influence spread over
Andy region of Daghestan and the centre for his agitation was the living place of Atabai
Umaeyv, village Tumsoi (CheChnia). In the same month of August, Cholokashvili went to
Gatsinski with his 7 or 8 combatants. Gatsinski helped him in agitation among the Chechen
population (Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia 285:289).

In one of his letters sent in August 1923, Cholokashvili wrote to Tsinamdzgvrishvili that
it was wrong not to try to have contacts with North Caucasus the population of which could
have a huge influence if they served this idea. He also mentioned in this letter that he used to
be in Chechnya himself and had a talk with one of the most influential men Sheikh Ali Mitaev
who promised his help in struggle of the Georgian patriots against Russian occupation and in
realizing the plans of the rebellion. Cholokashvili advised Tsinamdzgvrishvili to have close
contacts with Mitaev and sent him his address and the “code word” (Kirtadze, 1998:323).

In September 1923, Tsinamdzgvrishvili addressed the presidium of the central
committee of the Nationall-Democratic party (Shalva Amiredjibi, lason Djavakhishvili and
Mikheil Ishkhneli) saying: ,,As early as tomorrow, we are going to Ali Mitaev”. They agreed.
The departure was confirmed by the “Military commission” affiliated to “parity committee”.
Almost the same time, Konstantine Karangozishvili went the same direction. At that time he
was a trusted man of Tsinamdzgvrishvili. Tsinamdzgvrishvili left him there and returned back

in about ten days. He reported about his “voyage” at the meeting of the central committee of
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the National-Democratic party.Tsinamdzgvrishvili said that he had met Ali Mitaev, studied
the situation in Chechnya and warranted that this man was a holy person and had unlimited
influence over Chechens and the Chechen in mass were “good material” for the armed
rebellion, needing only a good command. Ali Mitaev himself agreed to have contacts with the
“parity committee” in order to begin armed rebel. He promised to activate a number of
military troops only asking for about 50 officers sent from Georgia as the instructors for
Chechen forces. When having talks, Tsinamdzgvrilshi and Ali Mitaev touched the question of
working with Dagestanis and Kazaks. Tsinamdzgvrishvili found out that there was a kind of
rival between Mitaev and Dagestani Imam Nadjimudin Gatsinski because of the areas of
influences. He asked Mitaev to forget about rival and Mitaev wrote a letter to Gatsinski telling
about the aim of their consolidation and the perspectives of the rebellion.

Tsinamdzgvrishvili reported the results of his voyage to the Minister of agriculture in
the Government of the Democratic Republic of Georgia, Noe Khomeriki, a member of the
Social-Democratic party of Georgia who had arrived from Paris illegally (Kirtadze, 1998:323)
Khomeriki informed the head of the “Parity Committee” (Kirtadze, 1998, 323) a member of
the Social-Democratic party Konstantine Andronikashvili. Thus, the presidium of the “Parity
Committee” knew about the activities and they decided not to cut the contacts with the North
Caucasus but for that time to refrain from sending 50 officers to Caucasus because of lack of
finances. After a while, a messenger from Chechnya, from Ali Mitaev arrived to Giorgi
Tsinamdzgvrishvili and brought a letter from Konstantine Karangozishvili. Among other
things, there was a request to speed up the issue about sending 50 Georgian officers (Kirtadze,
1998; 323).

In September 1923, Cholokashvili moved to Daghestan through the Sabue forest and
Gombori Passover, accompanied with the friends and sworn combatants: Giorgi Gverdtsiteli,
Malaqgia Maisuradze, Misha Natsvlishvili, Soso Losaberidze< Aleksander Badurashvili and
Roman Kanchaveli. He came to Antsa Katsaev, had negotiations there, with someone, under
the surname Rajhudin who was well known person in Caucasus. The other combatants —
Longo Tsikhistavi, Alex Feigrishvili, Ioseb Qimbarishvili, Giorgi (“Kurdghela’) Bidzinashvili
and Sasha Chiabrishvili were at that time in Dusheti region, in Akhatani (Choporti district).
On September 11 Aleksandre Badurashvili and Roman Kanchaveli returned from
Cholokashvili, through Akhmeta to Omalostavi village, They intended to move on to Dusheti
district to deliver the messages to Longo Tsikhistavi and his group that things were going on
well. After 14 of September about 35 of the “sworn men” returned to Georgia in some small
groups. Only Alexandre Sulkhanishvili rested in Chechnya, in the Tumsoi village, with

Atabai Umaev (Central state archives of the modern history of Georgia, 285: 265).
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In he beginning of October Cholokashvili moved from Daghestan to Atabai Umaev,
whom he left on October 8 and returned to Telavi region. Aleksandre Sulhanishvili returned
from Chechnya to Georgia with him. The ties between Cholokashvili and Gatsinski were
interrupted since the 15™ of October because of the unfavorable weather conditions (Central
state archives of the modern history of Georgia, 285:289).

Results. Qaqutsa Cholokashvili; relations with the North Caucasus (May 1923-
November 1923) is one of the outstanding facts in the centuries history of the Georgian
national movement and its important period of time, the years of 1921-1924.

In the today’s situation, guaranteed state and national security is logically related to the
thorough study and generalization of our history, where the important place belongs to the
events of 1921-1924. It becomes obvious if we attentively revise the historical events. we can
see that many issues of the political events of our days can be matched with the past. based on
the above said we can conclude that the nearest past and modern geopolitical events and
situations can be compared and many common problems can be found: Russian-Georgian
armed conflicts, “informational war”, occupation of Georgian territories - Apkhazeti and
Samachablo, participatating of the armed troops from the North Caucasus, so called “boeviks:
against Georgia, worsening of interrelations between Georgia and North Caucasus, and many
other factors, such as no circumstances to allow to have peaceful “diplomatic™ talks, to
explain that Russia is our common enemy and the inspirator of all conflicts, violator of the
fundamental juridical norms and principles — such situation can be used in order to make
useful propaganda of the historical events which we have discussed here — Qaqutsa
Cholokashvili and his combatants and to show the historical past in connection with modern
problems. In our opinion, the armed combating against Russian occupation, the attempts to
have ties with Caucasian people — Chechens, Ingush, Dagestan people, Kazaks living on the
banks of the river Tergi, underlying that they had the attempts to join with Georgian troops
and to fight with them — all the events we have discussed in this work of course should be
talked about and should be assessed positively.

During many centuries, the only guarantee for the independence of Georgia always was,
is and will be only conciousness of the Georgian people as the pillar on which the idea of
freedom can be rest is the perception of freedom and independence which is what the
Georgian people never lack in general and this is confirmed by gratitude from the next
generations towards the heroes of the national movement of 1921-1924.

Today we are on the hard way to full political independence of Georgia and our nation

pays due attention and respect to the heroic past, namely the national movement and uprise of
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1921-1924 against occupation under the leadership of Qaqutsa Cholokashvili who made a

sacrifice of his life for the ideals of independence of Georgia
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ABSTRACT

In this article the overview of turbulent processes, in which complex configurations of
different ethnocultural discourses is discussed. Dramatic situation is not in parity and absence of
actor's consensus of this process, which summons painful reaction of the participants of these
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I[I/IHaMI/IKa H3MeHEeHMit r.1106a.1m3npy10mer0c91 MPOCTPAHCTBA B KOHTECKCTE

MYJbTHKYJIbTYPAIHU3MA

Kanroxka P.H.
JIOKTOP TOJINTUYECKUX HAYK, INIABHBIM HAYYHBINA COTPYIHUK
Y « MHCcTUTYT BcemupHoi uctopum HAH YKpanHbi»

AHHOTALMA

B crarbe ocymiecTBisieTcs NOMbITKa paCCMOTPEHUS TYpOYJIEHTHBIX MPOLIECCOB, B KOTOPBIX
IPOMCXOIAT CIOXKHBIE KOH(PUIypaluy Ppa3iMyHBIX ATHOKYIBTYPHBIX TUCKYpcOB. Jlpamarusm
CUTyallUM COCTOMT B HEMAPUTETHOCTHM M OTCYTCTBHM KOHIIEHCYCa aKTOpPOB 3TOr0 Ipolecca,
BBI3BIBAIOIINX OOJIE3HEHHYIO PEAKLIUIO YYACTHUKOB KOHTAKTOB.

Knrwouesvie cnoga: STHOKYNBTYPHBIM  JWCKYpPC, IVIOOAJM3allMOHHBIE  IMPOLECCHI,
MYJIbTUKYJABTYPAIN3M, HHPOPMAIMOHHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, TYpOYJIEHTHOCTb, HHTErpanus,
VMILIEMEHTALIKS.

Buinoca na cyo uumamena mezucvl AHOHCUPOBAHHO20 UCCIE006AHUA, S COZHAMENLHO
Hapywialo  Kamezopu4ecKuil — UMHEPAMUE  NAPUNCCKUX  PECOPAmOpOs, 2naACAULUIL:
«Knuenmoe na xkyxuw ne nyckamoy. Hy, a ecnu ecepve3, mosa nonvimka npeocmams nepeo
yumamenem 6 «0OMAauIHeM XAa1ame» U «6 MANOUKAxX» NPOOUKMOBAHA HcelaHUeM NPUBIedb K

npooneme Mon00yI0 2eHePayUIo0 Ka3axcmanckux yuenvlx. Mue npeocmaensemcsa ne npocmo
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UHMEPECHbIM, HO KpAUHe 6aMCHbIM 6UOEMb 6 CE60UX MON00bIX KON1ezax CmpemieHue
6udemsv 3a npedenamu HOPMAMUGHHLIX 3HaHuUU. U eciu moe npeonorceHue K meopueckomy
compyOHuuecmey Haiioem OmKIUK, mo 0y0y cuumams, Ymo He 3P NOCGAMUI CEOI0 HCUZHD
UCCNIe006AHUIO MO20, YMO €CMb OKPYICAIOWUIL MEHA MUp U KMO A 6 IMOM NOCHOAHHO
MeHAWemMca mupe.

I. Cucrembl €BpOINEHCKUX IEHHOCTEH Kak pedepeHTHBIX (?!) MEHHOCTEeW B JHCKYypce
100aIM3UPYIOLIEHCs KYJIBTYpPBI IIPEAIIOJIaracT BHIBEIEHUE HEKOETO aJIrOpUTMa, OIIPEAEIISIOIIErO
LIKaJdy MPEAIOYTEHUNH M OTPULAHUN paCLIMPUMBLIETOCS 3a IIOCIECIHHA BEK MHUPOBOIO
KyJIBTYPHOTO IpocTpaHcTBa. M 3TH ycunus, nmo oOpa3HoMmy BelpakeHMI0O Mapcens Ilpycra,
BBICTYIIAlOT HEKMM IIOMCKOM YTPauy€HHOTO BPEMEHM», HECYILETO B CBOEM KOHTCHTE BHYTPEHHE
IIPOTUBOPEUMBLIN KOHIVIOMEpAT HJCaJOB MNPOLUIOr0 (KaK TpaaulMU) U HACTOALIEro (Kak
MOZIEpHA, OTPHIIAIOLIETO BCE, YTO OBLIO B MPOILIOM), IOCKOJIBKY BPEMs BCEIa MPOTSKEHHO U
HEOOpaTUMO M, B OTJIMYUE OT CTAaTyapHOCTH IPOCTPAHCTBA, NPEACTABICHO B BOCIPHUIATUU
OTIEJIBHOTO MHMBUYyyMa U COLIMYMa Pa3Iu4YHbIMU U3MEPEHUSMHU U BEJIMUYMHAMM.

K mnepBoouepenHbIM IpUYMHAM MAacCHITAOHBIX KOPPEISIIMM IpU KOHTAKTaX pPasIMYHBIX
UCTOPUKO-KYIBTYPHBIX MOJEJE U MpOLECCOB, B IMEPBYIO OYEpPEldb,  MOXHO OTHECTHU
ONpECICHHBIE HOPMAaTHUBHBIE OTHOLIEHUS M OLICHKHM MCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHBIX TpaAULIMM,
HaOMIofaTeNIn  KOTOPBIX, HAaXOAsACh BHYTPU JAHHBIX MCTOPHKO-KYJIBTYPHBIX JIOKAMi H
BPEMEHHBIX U3MEPEHUN (XpOHOTONOB — TepMuUH M. baxTnHa), BOCIPUHUMAIOT U PACLIEHUBAIOT
3HaYMMBbI€ COOBITHS B CBOEH JKU3HU MO-Pa3HOMY.

Cka3aHHOE OTHOCHUTCSI M K CMEHE COLMOKYIBTYPHOIO AHMCKYpca M COLMOKYIBTYPHOTO
nJaHamagdTa, HeOOPaTUMO PACIIMPSIOUINXCS B YCIOBUSAX IIOOANM3alul U €€ COCTaBISIomEeNd —
TPAHCKYJIBTYPHBIX IPOLIECCOB, CBSI3aHHBIX CO BCE YBEIMUYMBAIOLIEHCS MAacCOBOM MHUIpanuein
ATHOKYJIBTYPHBIX TpYNI Ha TEpPpPUTOpUH, Oojee ONaronpusTHble Ui HX IOJHOLEHHON
KHU3HEEATENBHOCTU. A B TIOCTEIHHUE IOkl — JUIsl 0€301MaCHOCTH, KOTOPbIE MUTPAHThI U OEXKEHIIBI
yTpaTWJId Ha CBOMX ATHUYECKHUX DPOJAMHAX BCIEACTBHE PA30PUTEIbHBIX M Pa3pyILIUTEIbHBIX
BOCHHBIX KOH(JIUKTOB C MHOTOYHMCICHHBIMU YEJIOBEYECKUMH KEPTBAMHU.

NmMeHHO 5TH (M MHOTHE Jpyrue, MOOOYHBIE) OOCTOATENbCTBA CMYIIANIM IOKOJECHHUS
HCCJIEZIOBATENEN, KOT/Ia OHU MBITAINCHh HHTEPIPETUPOBATh TO WJIM HHOE COOBITHE WIIN apTe(axT,
BBIXOJIl 3a IMpeleNibl CBOEro STHOKYIBTYPHOIO apeana M €ro akCeoJOTHYECKOM CHCTEMBI,
IIOCKOJIBKY MX OLIEHKH, KPUTEPUU M BBIBOJBI OTHIOAb HE BCErJa COBMNAJAIM C CaMOOLIEHKaMU
IIPEICTaBUTENIEN KYIbTYp-pELUIIMEHTOB. bosiee TOro, mopol OHM HMEIH AUAMETPAIBHO

IMPOTHUBOIIOJIOXKHBIC AKCUOJIOTHYCCKUEC MAPKCPHI.
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Uto kacaercsi TMOHATUHHOMW PEKOHCTPYKIIMU HWCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOM HSBOJIIOIUUA KakK
OCHOBHOM COCTABJIAIOLICH B HAIIEM ITOHUMaHUM HCTOPUYECKOTO IIPOLECCA, TO OHA, YK€ IO
dakTy CBOEro «Mecra NPONMHCKH», HMENa «pPOAOBBIE TNPHU3HAKWY», C(HOPMHPOBABIINECS B
YCIOBUSAX >KM3HECYLIECTBOBAHUS TPAJUIIMOHHBIX ATHOKYIBTYD, 3HAYUTEJBHO OTIMYAIOLIUXCS U
HE COBHAJAKOUIMX C UX SKCTPANOJSALMEN HMCCIECAOBAHUSAMU NPEICTABUTENICH YYXKOW Uil HUX
KYJIBTYPBI.

C npyroii CTOpPOHBI, MONYYHMBIIHME OOpa3OBaHHE B HAyYHBIX M KYIBTYPHBIX LEHTpax
EBponibi 1 CeBepHOli AMEpUKM TPEACTABUTENM CTpaH-ayTCalIepoOB TaK Ha3bIBAEMOIO
«TPEThEro MUpPa» HCIBITHIBAIOT 3HAUYNUTEIbHbIE 3aTPYIHEHUS IIPU MOIMbBITKAX WHTEPIPETALUU U
apTUKYJSIUU B TEPMUHAX U MOHATHUIX «PEPEPEHTHBIX KYIBTYP», HaAyYHBIX IIKOJ U KYJIBTYPHBIX
TPaIUIUi CTPaH CBOETO OOYUYCHHUSI.

WMmrocTpaniueii 3TOMY COCTOSIHUIO MOKET CIYKWTh Ipu3HaHue nepsoro IIpembep-
MUHHCTpa Mony4yuBled He3aBucumoctb Muauum JlxaBaxapnana Hepy o ToM, 4TO OH «u3ydal
WHauioo Kak NpOCBELIEHHBIM eBporeen». XOTs 3THUM IMpPU3HAHUEM HE HCYEPIIbIBAECTCS BECh
CJIOKHBIW CIIEKTP MHEHHUH M CaMOOILIEHOK, KOTOpBIE NMPHOOPENIH YCTOMUMBYIO MOMYISPHOCTH B
XYIOXKECTBEHHBIX HCCIIETOBAHUIX.

JlocTaro4yHO O03HAKOMUTHCA C MYONMKAIMSIMH OJHOTO U3 TEOPETUKOB  JIBMIKEHUS
«Herpution» amxupna @panca PaHona unm naypeara HoOeneBckoll mpemun B oOnactu
auteparypbl, Hurepuiickoro nucarens Bose IllomHkun ¢ ero pe3oHaHCHBIM POMaHOM
«HTEepnpeTaTopbl», B KOTOPOM €BpOMNEHCKUE JHOEpaTbHO-IEMOKPATUYECKHE IIEHHOCTH C
TPAAUIMOHHBIMHU LIEHHOCTSIMH, UMIUJIEMEHTUPYEMbIE UMH B COI[MATbHO-MIOJUTHYECKYIO KU3Hb
CBOMX OOIIECTB, MXHUBYIIUX B YCIOBHUAX MOJUTUYECKOTO M COLHAIBHO-3KOHOMUYECKOTO
TPaH3UTa, OKa3bIBAJIUCh HECOBMECTUMBIMH, & CAMHM MHULIUATOPBI-KYIBTYpTPETEpPhI MOABEPraliicCh
y ce0si Ha pOJMHE MOJIUTUYECKUM U YTOJIOBHBIM NPECIEIOBAHUSIM.

[IpoTuBONONOXKHBIE TPUMEPHI, KOrAa eBponelubl ycrpemisuiuch B Azuto (Muaus u
Tubet), 4TOOBl MOCTHYL COMAEP)KAHUE TPATUIIMOHHBIX BOCTOYHBIX pPEIUTUd U (UI0COPCKUX
KOHIIeNIui, 0co0eHHO B 60-70-X TT. mMpOULIOro CTOJETHS (CyO-KyJIbTypa XHUIIHA U TIp.), TAKXKe
JIOCTaTOYHBI, YTOOBI OOpaTUTh BHUMAaHHE Ha COXPAHSIOUIYI0 CBOIO AKTYyaJIbHOCTh, MPOOIEeMYy
B3aUMOTIOHMMAHUS [IUBUIIU3ALIMOHHBIX JIUCKYPCOB.

II. Ho mpobnempl B3aMMOMOHUMAHUS MPEACTABUTEISAMHI PA3TMYHBIX TUBWIH3AIUN APYT
Jpyra, Ipy BCEM HX JIpamMaTh3Me, JHIIb OJHO, XOTSd M THIUYECKOE, HO JTaJeKO HE IOCIEIHEe,
3aTpyIHEHHE, C KOTOPHIM CTaJKMBAETCS BCSKUN HCCIENOBaTeib, MOTpyXkasich, 0 00OpazHOMY

BBIPAXKCHUIO Tomaca MaHHa, B «KOJIOACLI BDEMCHU».

73



Ilepen HUM — PAacHIpPOCTEPTHIA OKEAH PA3IMYHBIX, PAJONOJIOKEHBIX, HO HE MMEIOIIUX
MEXIy COOOH OUEBUIHON CMBICIOBOW CBsI3H, (DAKTOB M CBEIACHUHU, MOUIMHHBIA CMBICT KOTOPBIX
MOJKET OBITh HMCTOJKOBAaH CaMbIMU PA3JIMUYHBIMU U AK€ MPOTUBOIIOJOKHBIMU IPUHLMIIAMU U
CHUCTEMaMHU OLIEHOK.

N, co Bceill HeM30€KHOCTHbIO, BO3HUKAET BOIIPOC: KAKUMHU METOJAMH M CpEICTBAMHU
UHTEPIPETUPOBATH 3TOT OECCUCTEMHBIN HA0OP SMIMPUYECKUX CBEACHUN? ...

C »9TOoro MOMEHTa UCTOpPUYECKHE apTe(akThl yYCTYMalOT MECTO MICOIOTHH U
IIOJIBEPraloTCs IEPEKOJUPOBAHUIO C «HYXHBIM» M JISTUTUMHBIM TOHMMAHMEM IIPOLIOrO Kak
IIPUYMHBI HACTOSAIIETO.

Ha  temy  cyOCTaHLMOHAJIbHBIX  IPU3HAKOB  OSTHOKYIBTYPHBIX  apTe(akTos,
AKKyMYJINPOBaHHBIX B IPOLUIOM M JAIOIIAM BO3MOXKHOCTbH IPOBO3MIIACUTH MX IIOAJIMHHOW
uctopueit, OpHect Kaccupep paccyxnpan cienyrommm oOpasoM: «Macca HCTOPHUYECKOTO
Marepyaja CcTajla JIMIIb TOrAa WICHHMOM, a MCTOPUYECKOE CO3HAHUE — JOCTYIHBIM, KOIZa
OTAEIbHOE CTaJl0 CBA3aHHBIM C BCEOOLIMMM HaJ WHIUBUIYaJbHBIMH LEHHOCTAMH < .... >
Mexny NOHATHEM CTWISA (603mooicno, J. K. obosnauan mepmunom «cmunvy nOHAMUE
uoeonozemevl  — BblIeneHue moe — P. )K.) U moHsATHEM LIEHHOCTH HMMEETCs CYIIECTBEHHOE
pasnuuue. To, 4yTo mpeAcTaBisieT coO0M MOHATHE CTUIIS, €CTh HE JOJDKEHCTBOBAHUE, a YHUCTOE
«OBITHEY, XOTS B 3TOM OBITUH peub UIET He 0 (PM3NYECKUX Bellax, a 00 ycToiiunBocTr GopMbI»
[1].

Mpicap HeMenkoro (guinocoda-HeoKkaHTHAHIIA TTOATBEPXKIAETCS Pa3IMUHBIMU BEPCUSMU U
CIIEHapHsSIMU OJJHUX U T€X K€ COOBITHH MPOIIIOro, KOTOPEIMU M300MII0BalIa UICTOpUYECKast HayKa
BO BCE BPEMEHA CBOETO CTaTyCa IETOIMHUCHOIO CBUIETEIN).

OTO0 ABIEHHUE MOJIYYUIIO Y CIIEIHUATUCTOB-KYJIbTYPOJIOTOB OIpesieieHne cuHapoM «Bopor
Pacémon» (o ogHOoMMEHHOH noBecTu ProHOCK? AKyTaraBbl), KOIJa YYaCTHHKH OJHOTO U TOTO
e COOBITUS pacCKa3bIBAIOT CBOIO BEPCUIO MPOMCHIEIIET0, TOPOM, IPUHIMIIUAIBHO MT0-Pa3HOMY.

Hcxons w3 NpUBEACHHBIX 3aMEYaHHWM, HY)KHO IIpU3HATh, YTO OJHA JIMIIb JIOTMYECKas
MHTEpIIpEeTalMsl KyJIbTYpHOTO ()€HOMEHA HE CIIOCOOHA OXBATUTh BCE pazHOOOpa3ue NMpU3HAKOB U
XapaKTePUCTUK KYIbTYpHOro apTedakTa KaK 4acTHU COLMOKYIbTypHOro co-beitus. Ilo stum
OpUYMHAM TIepe/l HUCCIeoBaTesieM BO3HMKAET HACTOSATENIbHAS HEOOXOAMMOCTh pacIIUpUTh
apceHall UCCIEN0BATENIbCKUX IOAXOJ0B M IPAKTUK. B 4YacTHOCTH, NPUBECTH HMX B HEKOE
L[EJIOCTHOE 00pa30BaHUE MOCPEICTBOM HOBBIX IMPUHIUIIOB U METOJOJIOTUH MOAX0AA.

I11. [TonaTHe MeTOAA, KAKMM BUIIUT €T0 MUTHPYEMbIN BhIIe DpHecT Kaccupep, oOpasyer B

KaXXJIOM HCCIEI0BaTEIbCKOM CHCTEME HEHTpP, OT KOTOPOro paanycCbl BEAYT K HpO6J'ICMaM
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pa3InuHbIX Jokanui. Ha metone, B KOHEUHOM cUeTe, OCHOBAHO BCE OINEPAI[MOHHOE €UHCTBO
MBICJIUTEILHOTO TIPOLIECCa, KOTOPbIM 00JajaeT aaHHas cucreMa. MeTonm He MOXET OBITh
BBIPQKEH B OT/EIBHOM IOHSATHH HJIM B OTAEIbHOM mNoNokeHHH. OH 007aJaeT CBOWCTBOM
MIOCTOSIHHO PACKpPBIBATHCS BO BCEU IMOJHOTE OTAENBHBIX MPOOJIEM U MPOAYKTHBHBIX MOTHBOB B
KaueCTBE METa-CUCTEMbI, O3BOJISAIONIEH OObEAMHUTD B LIEIOCTHOE MOHATHE MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-
BpeMEHHOH KOHTHHYYM [2]. Takum 00pa3oM riiaBHBIM 3aTPyIHEHHUEM, TOPMO3SIIUM aJICKBAaTHOE
pacCMOTpEHHE U  IIOHUMaHUE HCTOPUYECKOTO0  HAppaTuBa, BBICTYNAET  OTCYTCTBUE
YHHMBEPCAJIbHOIO METO/AA, NPU KOTOPOM Ppa3JIMYHbIE HCTOPUKO-KYIBTYPHBIE TpPaJUuLUU U HX
OILICHKH MOTYT pacCMaTpuBaThCsl B JyXe M B HalpaBJICHUU KOMIIApaTMBHU3Ma U HA MAPUTETHBIX
MPUHIINIIAX U YCIOBUSX, YAOBIETBOPSIOLIUX BCE CTOPOHBI MEKIIMBUIN3aIMOHHOTO IMAJIOTa.

CobrofieHre 3TOro MMIIEPaTHBHOTO TPEOOBAHHS K «YHCTOTE» U «ayTEHTHYHOCTH OIICHOK
TOTO WJIM WHOTO KYJIBTYpHO-UCTOPUYECKOTO apTedakra WM COOBITHS HHKTO M3 CEPbE3HBIX
uccienoparenei He oTpunaeT. Ho, oHOBpEMEHHO, U HE NMPUHUMAET KaK METOMOJIOTHIO CBOETO
WCCJIEJIOBAHUS, OCTaBIsisl €ro 3a MpeAeliaMd CBOETO BHJCHHSA B KayeCTBE KOMILTUMEHTApPHOM
¢Gurypsl peudu, ¢ MOXKEJAaHUEM OTHOCUTBHCS K MHOM CTOpPOHE Juajora ¢ MO3ULMNA T'yMaHHU3Ma U
PaBEHCTBA B CaMbIX OOILKX YepTax 3TOTO IMOHATHSL.

VIMeHHO MO MpHuYMHE CO3HAaTeIbHOW (MM Oecco3HATEeNbHOM) OTPaHMYEHHOCTH BUACHUS
pOoOJIEMBbI, 0CO3HAHUS MYJIBTUKYJIBTYPHOI IIEJIOCTHOCTH COBPEMEHHOTO MUPA KaK TOMOTEHHOTO,
MIOJIHOLIEHHOT0, TapMOHMYHOTO M JUHAMHYHO pa3BUBAIOLIETOCS IpOLECcCca, BO3HUKAET
MOHATHUIHAA JaKyHa, B KOTOPYIO YCTPEMMIIUCH PA3JIMYHbIE KBA3U-UI€0JIOTEMBl, IPETEHYIOIINE
Ha CBOM JOMMHHUPYIOUIMNA KOHCTUTYLHMOHHBI CTaryC B KauyeCTBE EIMHCTBEHHO IPaBIUBOMI
TEHEpaJIbHOW  BEPCMM  COBPEMEHHOTO DBITMSS B €r0  COBPEMEHHBIX  IPOSBICHMSX,
XapaKTepUCTUKAX U OLEHKaX.

IV. CTonkHyBHIMCH C TakUM pa3BUTHEM COOBITHI Ha pyOexe BTOPOro U TPETHEro
TBICSYENIETUS] XPUCTUAHCTBA, 3alaJHbli MHUp T[EPECMATPUBAET M MEPEOLICHUBAET CBOM
KYJABTYPHBIM 0araxx — pHUMCKOE MpaBO, MPUHIUIBI aBPAMUYECKOM ITHKH, JIETIIHE B OCHOBY
uylan3Ma U XPUCTUAHCTBA, KOTOPbHIE CTOJIETUSIMH COCTABIISIIM METaQU3UKYy M >KU3HEHHYIO
MPAKTUKY €BPOMENCKON MOAENTU >KM3HECYHIECTBOBAHMS OOIIECTBA U €r0 KYIbTYpbI, ONpeness
0a30BbIE MPUHIIUIIEI HEOTHEMJIEMBIX MPAB YETOBEKA B KAYECTBE «KOJUIEKTHBHOTO JOTOBOPAY.

OpHako Ha BOMPOCHI O TOM, KakKMM O0pa3oM MOMKHO aKTyaJIM3HUpOBaTh U MaKCUMAIIbHO
pacrpoCTPaHUTh UX Ha Bce c(ephl )KU3HU COBPEMEHHBIX 3ala/HbIX COIMYMOB U KaK BEPHYTb
OC3yCIIOBHYI0O Bepy Jioned B aOCONIOTHYIO HCTUHHOCTD XPHUCTHAHCKOW  TPaTUIINH,

YAOBJICTBOPUTCIIbHBIX OTBETOB HCT...
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Xyxe Toro, Ha 3amajae HeoOpaTUMO YCHJIMBAETCS allapMUYECKOE BOCIPHUSATHE CBOETO
oOpa3a MbIIUIeHUs, oOpa3a >XH3HM M €€ HCTOPHYECKUX IMEPCIEKTHB, OTpasuBIIEECs B
peakTyaiau3aluuy PE30HAHCHBIX HAyYHBIX IIPOTHO30B O KPU3UCE 3allaJHOW MOJAEIN LUBUIN3aLUU
(«3akar EBponb» OcBanbaa lllnenmepa u «Konen uctopun» ®dpencuca Oykysambl U 1p.) U
psAoa  XyHOKECTBEHHBIX  IPOM3BEICHUN COBPEMEHHBIX €BPOINECUCKUX  JIUTEPATOPOB U
nyOIMIKCTOB, Hanbojee OOOCTPEHHO BOCIHPHUHUMAIOIIUX pEaJTud COBPEMEHHOIO MHpa, B
KOTOPBIX OINKCHIBAETCS KOJUIAINIC €BPOIEHCKON MOAEIN LIMBWIN3ALUMKA BO BCEM MHOI000Opazuu ee
IIPOSIBIICHUM.

CerogHsmHUA MHp TIOA BIUSHUEM YCKOPEHHUS [I00AIM3alMOHHBIX IPOLIECCOB,
OecrpereIcHTHOTO PaCcUIMpeHrss MH()OPMALMOHHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA U KYIBTYPHBIX KOHTAKTOB
BCTYNHJI B (pa3y TypOyJIEHTHOCTH, B KOTOPOI IpexxHre (HOpMBI MOJCPHU3AINH BCEX KU3HEHHBIX
peasmii ¥ CO3HAaHUS TIEPECTad COOTBETCTBOBATH TPEOOBAHMSIM aJEKBAaTHOTO ITOHUMAaHHS
MIPOUCXOIAIINX MEPEMEH Ha BCeX CTpaTU(UKAIMOHHBIX YPOBHSIX COBpPEMEHHBIX o0miecTB. Ha
CMEHY €My BC€ HAaCTOMYMBEE MPHUXOAUT MOCTMOJAEPH, NPETEHAYIOIUNA CTaTh JOMHUHUPYIOLIEH
TEOpUeH U METOJI0JIOTMEN COBPEMEHHOTO, IMHAMUYHO DPAa3BUBAIOLIETOCS MHpA.

V. Cuwnraercs, 4ro neUHHULINSA «IIOCTMOJACPH» BBeN (paHIy3ckuil Kympryposor JKaH-
O®pancya Jluorap B cBoelr kuure «CoctosHue mnoctmoaepHa» (1979 ). On ompenensiet
COCTOSIHME ITOCTMOJIEpHA Kak «HEIOBEpUE K MeTa-HappatuBam». B ero penakiuu, mera-
HappaTHB — ATO MIUPOKOMACIITAOHOE M CBA3HOE OOBsSCHEHHE KPYINHBIX (peHoMeHOB. Penuruu u
[IPOYME TOTAJIU3UPYIOLINE WJICOJOTUHU SIBIISIFOTCS METa-HappaTUBaMH C TOTO MOMEHTA, KOrja
IBITAIOTCS OOBSICHUTH CMBICI )KM3HM HIIM BCE NMOPOKHU obmecTsa. JInorap paroBai 3a TO, YTOObI
3aMEHUTh UX «MUHH-HapparuBammu» ((pparMeHTHpOBaTb) U CTPEMHUTHCSA K MOCTHXKEHHIO MEHee
MacIITaOHBIX M Oojiee JIMYHBIX (MIEPCOHU(UIMPOBAHHBIX) «UCTHUH». [loA TakuM pakypcoMm OH
paccmarpuBal HE TOJIBKO XPUCTHMAHCTBO MJIM MapKCH3M, HO U (yHIaMEHTalbHYIO HayKy U
KyasTypy [3].

B kadectBe pabouero onpeneneHus, MOXKHO TOBOPUTh, YTO OCTMOJIEPHU3M IPEACTaBISIET
co00OM  XyHOXXECTBEHHOE,  (UIOCOPCKOE,  COIMUOJIOTHYECKOE,  KYJIbTYpOJOTHYECKOe |
MOJIMTOJIOTMYECKOE TeueHue, 3apoausiieecss Bo @panuun B 1960-e rr. XX-ro B. U mojapuBIiee
MHUpPY OKCTpaBaraHTHOE HCKYCCTBO M eIme 0ojiee 5SKCTPaBaraHTHYIO XYyIO0)KECTBEHHYIO
KOHLIENIIMIO. XapakTepHblE JUIsI IOCTMOJIEPHUCTOB HPPEaIbHOCTb JIEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH U
MPUHLNIIAATIBLHOE HEMPUITHE LIEIHbHOTO ¥ TAPMOHUYHOTO HHAWBUIyYyMa, ObLITN 3aMMCTBOBAHBI U3
apceHaja XyJ0’KECTBEHHBIX CPEICTB aBaHTAPJAHOIO U CIOPPEATUCTHUECKOTO0 UCKYCCTBA, a TAK¥Ke

U3 mpenmecTByomux punocodcekux mkon konma XIX-ro — nagana XX -ro  BB.
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Tax:xe, MOKHO TOBOPHUTBH O TOM, YTO 3TO HAMpPaBICHHUE XyJOKECTBEHHOIO TO3HAHMSI CTAJIO
peakiuen CONpPOTUBIEHUS JTUOEpaIbHOMY T'YMaHU3My XYJOXECTBEHHBIX M MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHBIX
TEUEHUH MOAEpPHU3MA: alloJIOreThl IOCTMOAECPHU3MA YIPEKAJId MOAEPHUCTOB B HAMBHOMU
YHUBEpCAIU3aI[MH OIbITA 3aaJHON KyJIbTyphl. B 0COOEHHOCTH, KyJABTYpBI CPETHETo Kiacca —
OCHOBHOT'O HOCHUTEJISI COLMATIBHBIX U 9K3UCTEHIIUATIbHBIX [IEHHOCTEH eBPOIEHCKON IMBUIN3AIUN
1 00pasa KU3HH.

Bo3MOXXHO, 4YTO yTBEpXKAEHHE O IPHUXOAE IIOCTMOAEpPHA B KAYECTBE JTOMUHUPYIOLIEH
TEOPHH COBPEMEHHOTO MHPa MOXKET MOKa3aThCsl M30BITOYHO M HEOTIPABIAHHO CMEIIBIM MIIH J1aXKe
runepOosoii, HO B pealbHOCTH COBOKYNHOCTh CYyOCTaHIIMOHAJIBHBIX MPHU3HAKOB U ILEHHOCTEMH
MOCTMOJIEPHU3MA JITaBHO YK€ IMIpeojosiesia TPaHULbl COOCTBEHHO XYyIOXKECTBEHHOH U
aKaJeMHUYECKOM MHTEpIpeTaluu U Ipuodperna B COBPEMEHHOH KylbType 3amajaa J10CTaTOuHO
CUJIBHOE BIIMSIHHE.

K cnoBy, eciu paccMarpuBaTh MOCTMOAEPH B opMaTe XydOKECTBEHHON MPAKTHKHU, TO 3TO
HaNpaBlIeHUE  WUIIOCTPUPYET  PSAAOIMOJIOKEHHOCTh  COOBITUN,  BBICTPOEHHBIX  BOIPEKH
XPOHOJIOTUYECKOW  TOCIICOBATEIbHOCTH W KaKOW-THOO CyOOpIWHAINU, JIEMOHCTPHUPYET
TOTAJILHOCTh COBPEMEHHOI0 MHpa. B 3TOM cMmbIcie (HO TOJIBKO B Kau€CTBE XyHOKECTBEHHOMU
MPAKTHKU Kak Hauboyiee TOHKOTO WMHAMKATOPa COLUATBHBIX M HK3UCTEHIMATIBHBIX MPOIECCOB,
MPOUCXOISANINX B KH3HU COIIMYMa) MOXHO TOBOPUTH O TMO3UTHBHOM U JKCIIEPUMEHTAIHLHOM
XapakTepe W 3HAYeHUM IIOCTMOJAEPHH3Ma JUIsl XyHAOXKECTBEHHOM IPAKTUKH, I[OOyAMBILEH
COBPEMEHHYIO JIUTEPaTypy U HUCKYCCTBO K CO3JaHUIO MPOM3BEACHUN C MPHUBICUEHUEM HOBBIX
BBIPa3UTENbHBIX CPEACTB U HOBOro (opmara UX Mpe3eHTAlUU. XOTS MOCTMOJEPH MOXHO (U
ClIeflyeT) YHNPEKHYTb B OTCYTCTBUM HCTOPHKO-KYIBTYpPHOW HPEEMCTBEHHOCTH M OTPHUIIAHUU
ABOIIOLIMOHHOM COCTABJISIONIEH KYIBTYPHOTO Iponecca.

Uro xe Kacaercs MOCTMO/IEpHa Kak HOBOTO (popmMaTa U METOA0JIOTMH COLMOJIOTUYECKUX U
KYJIBTYPOJIOTHYECKHUX KOHLIETIUI, TO OH IIPUBHOCUT B HUX OINPENEICHHBIN CTHIIMCTUYECKUI KUY
(9KJIEKTHKY ¥ MaprUHAJIBHOCTh), OCHOBaHHbIE Ha uesx second hand — «BTOpbIe pyKH» — TEKCTHI
U CIOKETBI, IOCTPOEHHBIE HAa BOBJIEUEHUU B UX (opMaT ajulto3uil u3 6ojee yeM OTHAAJIEHHBIX U
HECOMOCTaBUMBIX MbICIIE(POPM.

XapakTepHble NPU3HAKKM IIOCTMOAEPHM3Ma HETPYAHO pAclo3HaTh W Ipenarh
KpuTH4eCcKoMYy aHanu3y. OgHaKo 3TOC, JEKaIIUi B €0 OCHOBE, €I11€ HEA0CTAaTOYHO UCCIIEI0BaH
U HE MOAJIaeTCsl aJeKBaTHOMY aHANIMU3y TPAAUIMOHHBIMH METOAAMU M HHCTPYMEHTApPHUSMHU.
[TpyunHa ATOro COCTOMT, C OJHON CTOPOHBI, B TOM, YTO CaMH HJEOJOTH MOCTMOJIEpPHA, KaK

MMpaBUJIO0, HUIBACHANOTCA HCEBHATHO, a C IlpyFOI7I — B TOM, UYTO TIMPOTHBOPCUUBOCTbL U
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HEIMOCIeN0BaTeIbHOCTh, MIMMAaHEHTHbIE UX 00pa3y MBIIIJIEHUS, OTPHULAOLIETO CYIIECTBOBAaHHUE
CTaOMIIBHOM peaIbHOCTH U IOCTOBEPHOTO 3HAHUS, HE IAal0T BO3MOXKHOCTB OIPEEIIUTh KPUTEPUN
UCTHHBI, 6€3 KOTOPBIX BCAKAS AUCKYCCHUS YTPAYMBAET KaKOH-JINOO CMBICIT.

TpaauuMOHHBIE IEHHOCTH — MOpaJlb, 3/IpaBblii CMBICII U SICHOCTb, PABHO KaK U CEMHOTHKA,
CTPYKTYpaJIU3M, MAapKCU3M H DSK3UCTCHLHAJIU3M OTBEprajgach MOIEPHHUCTAMU IIO TEM XKeE
IIPUYNHAM.

[TocTMOEPHUCTBI TaK k€ CKENTUYECKH OTHOCWINCH K HAaydHOMY IIO3HAHUIO C IIEJIBIO
oOpereHHst OOBEKTMBHOTO 3HAHUSA O PpEAIBHOCTH, CYHISCTBYIOIIEH HE3aBHCUMO  OT
YeJI0OBEYECKOT0 BOCHPHUATHUSA: HayKa Oblia AJIs UACOJIONOB M alloJIOreTOB MOCTMOAEPHHU3MA HE
6osee yeM (GOpMOIl CKOHCTPYMPOBAHHOM MIECONOTMH M AKCEOJOTHH, B KOTOPBIX JOMUHHUPYIOT
Oypxya3Hble npeanoceliky. Ilo cBoeMy MecTy B psay MapTHUHHBIX UIEOIOTEM MOCTMOAEPHU3M,
HECOMHEHHO, MPEJCTaBIISET JIEBOE TEUCHHE, pacrojiaras OJHOBPEMEHHO HMTMIIMCTUYECKUM U
PEBOJIOLMOHHBIM 3TOCOM, YTO PE30HUPYET C IOCIEBOCHHBIM IOCT-UMIIEPUATUCTUYECKUM
HAaCTPOEHUEM BPEMEHH, NPEBAUPYIOIIUM CpeIu MpeicTaBUTeae 00IecTBEHHOCTH Ha 3anaje.
['oBOps mpoIle, MOCTMOAECPH CTPOHUT CBOW 3TOC «II0 Ty CTOPOHY aobOpa u 31a» (P.Hurmme) —
TPaIUIIOHHO CIIOKUBIIYIOCS B OOIIECTBE CHCTEMY MOPAJIbHO-3TUYECKHUX HOPM M OTHOIICHHH,
co3/1aBas HOBBIM AHTU-CLHMEHTUCTCKMM Orperop, B KOTOPOM TPAaHCLEHICHTHOCTb MHpa U
4eJI0BEYECKOI0 CO3HAHUS OCTAIOTCA 3a MPeeIaMy SMIINPUIECKUX HHTEPECOB.

A Mexay TeM, HMEHHO Bepa B Ha/l-3MIIMPHUUYECKYI0 TPAHCLIEHJIEHTHYIO pealbHOCTh MUpa
COXpaHWJa MopajbHblEe LIEHHOCTH Yy MEPBBIX CChUIbHBIX M3 EBpoIbI moceneHeB ABCTpalIuU U
HoBoit 3enananu, conuanbHbBIi COCTaB KOTOPBIX OBUI MpPEJCTABIEH, IO MPEUMYIIECTBY,
YTOJIOBHUKaMH, JKEHIIMHAMU C IOHMKEHHBIM IIOPOTOM COLIMAJIBHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH — B
POCTOPEYNH, IPOCTUTYTKAMHU — U IPOUYMMHU aCOLIMATIbHBIMU AJIEMEHTaMHU.

[lepBoe, 4TO CTpOWJIM 3TH JIIOAU HAa TEPPUTOPUU CBOMX IOCENIEHUH, OBLIM LEPKOBHBIE
IPUXOJIBI — 3aTPAThl, C TOYKH 3pE€HHSI SKOHOMUYECKOM 11e1ec000pa3HOCTH, HEOOOCHOBAaHHbIE.

Ho cerogns, mo npomecTBUn OTHOCUTENIBHO KOPOTKOIO OTPE3Ka BPEMEHM, ABCTpaius U
HoBas 3enannus HaxonsaTCs B UMCIE ayTCalJepOB MO YPOBHIO MPECTYNHOCTH, & YHUBEPCUTETHI
9TUX CTpaH — Ha BBICHIMX MO3UIUSAX B pPEUTHHrax YpOBHS KadecTBa 0Opa3oBaHUS, AAJEKO
000THaB MHOTHE TPaJUIIMOHHBIE 00pa30BaTebHbIE IEHTPBI U YHUBEPCUTETHI EBpOMIbI.

VI. Ceronust TpyJHO MPOTHO3UPOBATh, KaK OTPearupyeT MOCTMOJEPHU3M Ha MacIITaOHbIE
U3MeHeHus: jaeMmorpaduyeckoro saHamadra EBpombl, BHOcCAIME B €€ COLNUAIBHYIO U
KYJIBTYPHYIO JKU3Hb MaclITaOHbIe MepeMeHbl. Tenepb CTaHOBUTCS BCE TPYAHEE WTHOPUPOBAThH

HOBBIM COI.IPIOKy.TIBTypHLIfI JUCKYpPC B YCIOBHAX MACCOBOTO HCXOda MYCYJIIbMaH bamxuero
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Bocroka u CeBepHoit Adppuku B EBpoIry, akCHOJIOTHSI KOTOPBIX CYIIECTBEHHO OTPaXKaeTCs B
OOIIECCTBEHHBIX M MEKJIMYHOCTHBIX OTHONIECHUSX MEXKAY pPa3IHYHBIMH 3THUYCCKUMH,
COLMAIBHBIMA M KOH(ECCHOHAIBHBIMU CTpPaTaMH, PaJAUKaIbHO H3MEHSIOIIUMH COIHAIbHO-
IICHXOJIOTUYECKYI0 arMocdepy OOIIecTBa, €ro aKCHOJOTHYECKYIO CHUCTEMY, NCHXOMAaTHUKy U
MOBEJIEHYECKNE CTEPEOTUIIBI MEXIIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIECHUM, KOTOPBIE TIOKA €IIe YAOBIETBOPSIOT
dbopmary mocTMoliepHH3Ma KaK OTKPHITOr0 MH(POPMALMOHHOTO U KYJIBTYPHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA —
«r100aIbHOM IEPEBHEY.

Ho cocrosHMe  HEynoOpsSIOYEHHOCTH W  HEKOEHW  HMHTPOBEPCUMHOCTH  BHYTPH
MOCTMOJICPHUCTCKON KOHIIETIIIMM HE MOXET MPOAOJDKAThCS OECKOHEUHO JOJI0, IMOCKOJIBKY
CTPEMUTEIHHO MEHSIOMIEMYCSl 10 CBOEMY JeMOrpapuueckoMy U 3THOKYIBTYPHOMY OOJIUKY
00IIeCTBY U €ro CyObeKTaM HEOOXOIMMBI JOCTOBEPHBIC 3HAHUS O CAMOM cebe, KaK B IIUPOKOM
COLMAIBHOM, TaK W B OK3UCTCHIMAIBHOM HW3MEPEHHH, CIyXKAIlUe €My HEKHUM HaJIeKHBIM
HABUTATOPOM JUIS OpPUEHTAllMd B BBIOOpPE ONTHUMalbHON Mozaenu cBoero modus vivendi
(crmoco0a cymiecTBOBaHUS) B ’TOM 0€3yMHOM MUpE «I100aIbHOM JEPEBHU.

Jlanexo He B MOCIENHIOI OYepelb MHAMBUAY U STHHUYECKOH TpyIIe, HAaXOISIIMMCS B
MHOKYIIBTYPHOH  cpele, TMpucynia IMOTPeOHOCTh COXpPAHEHUS CBOEH ATHOKYIBTYPHOI
UJCHTUYHOCTH U OKCKJIIO3UBHOCTH CBOErO BHUACHHS OKpyXawliero wmupa. M xors st1o
CTpPEMJICHHE COMPSIKEHO C CEPhE3HBIMHU M TPYIHOMPEOIOIUMBIMHA TPYIHOCTSIMH, CBSI3aHHBIMH C
pa3MYHBIMU, KOHKYPHUPYIOUIMMH MEXIY COOOH MOAXOAaMH, OHO IBITAETCS OTCTOATH CBOIO
HE3aBUCHMOCTH M IIPABO OCTABATHCS COOOIA.

[TocnenHee 0OCTOATENBCTBO CO3/1AET MHOXKECTBO MPo0IeM OBITOBOTO CBOMCTBA, MOOYX/1ast
MUTPAHTOB CO37aBaTb MOHOJTHHUYECKHE aHKIaBbl, M301MpOBaHHBIE OT OKPYXKAIOIIETO HUX
COLIMAIBHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA, 3T aHKJIABBl €BPOIEHCKUX METAIOJIMCOB BHOCAT B MX KU3HEHHBIN
PUTM W KYABTYpHBIHN JlaHTmadt crenuduueckne xapakTepuctuku. [1o 3Toi mpuyuHe XHU3Hb B
COLIMANIBHBIX 00pa30BaHMIX MPOXOIUT B PEXHME pealbHOro amapreuaa 0e3 MpOTyKTHBHBIX
KOHTAKTOB MEX]Iy pPa3IU4YHBIMU 3THUYECKUMHU COOOIIECTBAMHU.

OOurareneil STUX aHKIABOB — «HOBBIX €BPOIEHIIEB)» — IOYTH HUYTO HE OOBEAMHSET C
KOPCHHBIM HAaCEeJICHHEM CTpaH WX MecTomnpeObBanus. [lopoii oHM nake HE BIAACIOT W HE
CTpEeMSATCS BIIAJETh TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIM S3BIKOM CTPaHbI MIPOKUBAHMS, TTOCKOIBKY OOJNbIIAs YacTh
UX JKU3HH TPOTEKaeT BHYTPHU 3aMKHYTOTO TPOCTPAHCTBA WX OJTHUYECKOTO aHKIaBa, a
BMEIIATEIhCTBO MYHHIIATIATBHBIX BIACTEH B UX )KU3HDb BOCIIPUHUMAIOT KaK HAPYIICHUE UX TPaB.

CoXpaHUTh CBOIO OTHUYECKYI0 HWJICHTHYHOCTH OHH  TBITAIOTCS  IOCPEICTBOM

TpaHHHHOHHOﬁ pCHHFHO3HOﬁ KOH(i)CCCI/II/I — HCJiaMa. OIIHaKO YCJIOBUA UX KU3HU U XAPAKTCP
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NESITEIbHOCTH  CO3JAI0T  ONPEAETICHHbIE MPOOJeMBbl JJIi  PUTYalbHbIX 00s3aTENbHBIX
OTIIPABJICHUN, IIPEANUCHIBAEMbIX HOPMAaTUBAMMU LlIApUaTa.

B cnoxwuBmeidics cuTyanuu TOTPEOHOCTH TPOBEACHHS PHUTYAJIbHBIX —OTIPaBICHHHA
€CTECTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM pacIIMpWIICS PBIHOK «CIEHUAIUCTOB» B OOJACTH PETUTHO3HBIX
KaHOHOB, CPEIH KOTOPBIX HEPEAKO BCTPEUYAIOTCS MEPCOHBI C HEAINCKBAaTHOM IICHXOCOMATUKOU U
NOJUTUYECKUMH OPHUEHTALUsAMU, HUMEIOIUE C TPAJAULHUOHHBIM HMCIAMOM BECbMa YCIOBHYIO
CBSA3b.

Tema coBpeMeHHBIX ()OpM KBa3U-HCIaMa B €T0 MOJIUTU3UPOBAHHOM BBIPAKEHUU BBIXOJIUT
3a IIpeJieNbl HACTOSILEH CTaTbU, YTO MPEATIONAracT BBIHECTH €€ B OTIEIbHOE UCCIIECOBAHNUE.

XoTt4...

VII. Tlo wmuenuto mBeinapckoro mncuxoananmutuka K. I HOnra, cerogusmHss
€BpONeiCKas LMBWIM3aLKs OKa3ajgach B CHTyallud, KOTOPYIO HEBO3MOXKHO pa3peuIuTh
UCKJIFOYMTEIBHO C IOMOIIBIO PAllMOHATIBHBIX WIIM MOPAJIbHBIX apryMEHTOB, HO, B OoJIbIeH Mepe,
IIPU MTOCPEICTBE BBICBOOOXKICHNS SMOLIMOHAIBHBIX CUJI U UJIeH, TOPOKICHHBIX JYyXOM BPEMEHHU.
A 3Tu mociegHUE OTHIOAb HE BCEria 3aBUCAT OT PALMOHAIBbHBIX Pa3MbIIUICHUN U elle B
MEHBIIIEH Mepe — OT IMPU3BIBOB K COOIIOJICHUIO HPaBCTBEHHOCTH [4].

MHorue wuccnenoBareny MNPUIUIM K IIOHUMAaHMK TOTO, 4YTO B JaHHOM Cllydae
IIPOTUBOSAIUEM JIOJKHA CTaTh HE MEHEE CUIIbHASI BEpA APYroro, HEMarepuaJnCTUYECKOTO TUIIA, U
YTO OCHOBAaHHAs Ha HEW PEJIUTIHO3Has MO3ULUs OydeT €IMHCTBEHHOW HAJEKHOM 3alIUTOM OT
OMACHOCTH MCUXUYECKOT0 TOKCHKO3a. Mcxons u3 3Toro tesuca, NpeacTaBiseTcss HeoOX0IUMbIM
paccMOTpeTh (EHOMEH HHCTUTYTa MHUPOBBIX PEIUTHN KaK «peaJlbHOCTh 0ojiee BBICOKOTO
nopsiaka» (I'erens), ¢ mo3umuii MU(OIOrHYECcKO CUCTEMBI Ha/l SMIIMPUUYECKOTO s3bIKa MeTadop
OBITOBBIX BEPOBAaHMM W  PEIUTHO3HBIX IOCTYJIATOB, NPEJCTABIAIOIINX  AJIBTEPHATUBY
OecrpereIeCHTHOMY MOTOKY CBEICHUMN, PETPAaHCIMPYEMbIX MYIbTH-UH()OPMALMOHHBIMU CETSIMU
WNHrepHera.

CoBpeMeHHBIII UeIOBEeK MOXKET OINEepaTHMBHO MOJNYyYUTh JH0Oy0 HH(popMmanuoo 00
OKpYXKaIOILllEM €ro MUpe, Ha)KaB Ha KJIABUUIY NEPCOHAIBHOrO0 Kommnerorepa. Ho atu cBeaeHus
3a4acTyl0 BXOAAT B MPOTHBOPEUHE C €ro UHAMBUAYAJIbHON <CKM3HEHHOM (unocodueln u
IIPAaKTUKON» — XKU3HEHHBIM MHCTUHKTOM. Heoco3HaHHas TpeBora 4ejaoBE€Ka B HM3MEHUBIIEMCS
MUpE IIPOUCTEKAET 110 IPUYMHE YTPAThl UM HHCTUHKTA CAMOCOXPAHECHMS KaK MHAUBUAYYyMa. YeM
0oJbllle YeNOoBeK MOJUMHSIET cede MpUpoay, TeM INyOXe ero palioHajbHble 3HAHUA 00

yCTpOICTBE MHpa, TEeM [Iy0Ke CTAaHOBHUTCS €ro mpeHeOpekeHne U NOTPeOUTEThCKOe
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OTHOLICHHE K OJKOJIOTMU KaK HEOThEMJIEMOM 4YacTH €ro CaMOCO3HAaHUSA M (U3NYECKOro
CYHIECCTBOBAHHS.

Ho pauuonanbHble 3MIIUPUYECKHE CBEACHUS OTHIOAb HE BCETJIAa COBIAAAIOT C >KUBYILIUMU
BHYTPH KOHKPETHOTO YeJIOBEKa MCTUHAMHU U TIPUHIIMIIAMHU 1 O€30THOCUTENIBHBI IO OTHOILICHHIO K
HUM. VIMEHHO [T03TOMY TOHMMAaHUE BHYTPEHHUX MEXaHH3MOB IICUXUKH YelloBeKa 0e3 yueTa ero
BHYTPEHHEI0 MHUpPa B €r0 HEOTHEMJIEMON CBSA3M C OKPYXXAlOUIMM MHPOM, B OCHOBE KOTOPBIX
JEXKUT KOJUICKTUBHOE OECCO3HATEIbHOE — ApPXETUI — CHUCTEMA, COCTOAIIAs W3 IMEPEIUIeTCHUS
OMIMPUYECKUX M HM30TEPUUYECKUX CBA3CH, MpEACTaBIsSeTCS HEMOJIHBIM. A 3HAYUT U
HEaJCKBaTHBIM.

B Hamem ciyyae B KauecTBE «MOJEIBHOIO OOBEKTa» MOT'YT BBICTYIUTh TaK Ha3bIBAEMbIE
TPYIIB CMEPTHUKOB-IIAXUOB, WU «TOTYOBIX KUTOBY, MPHU3BIBAIOLINX TOIPOCTKOB K CYUITHIY.
Kak npexncrasnsiercs, s NEPEKOAUPOBKU UX MCUXOMATUKU MCIIOJIB3YIOTCS MaHUIYJISALIMOHHBIE
TEXHOJIOTMHM, CYTb KOTOPBIX COCTOUT B II€PEOPUEHTALMM CO3HAHUS U3 BHEUIHETO,
palMOHAJIBbHOTO BOCIPUATHA BO BHYTPEHHEE COCTOSHUE MPPALMOHAIBHOIO BOCIPUATHUSA
JEHCTBUTENBHOCTH. B pe3ynbrare 3THX ONpPENeIeHHbIX MAaHUIYJISIHUI CO3HaHHE COLUAIbHO
HEOIaronoIyYHbIX JIFOJCH, OTYASBIINXCS HAWTH ce0sl B pEaTbHOM U KECTOKOM JUISI HUX MHUPE,
NIEPEKIIIOYAlOT B 30HY IIOJCO3HATENBHOIO, B KOTOPOH IIPUOPUTETAMHU BBICTYNAIOT UIEU JIYYILETO,
Oosee chpaBeUIMBOIO MHUpPA, HaXOAALIErocs 3a MpefenamMu Mupa peajabHOCTH. g
«TIpaBUJIBHOTO» MEPEX0/ia B 3TOT MAHAIIUN CBOMMH TI'apMOHHUYECKHMHU YCIOBUSMU MHUpP HaJ0
COBEpIINTh PELINTENbHBIM IIar — YHUUTOXUTh CYLIECTBYIOLIEE B 3TOM HECIPABEIIMBOM MHUPE
3110, OTIJIATUB CBOM MOCTYIOK CBOEH (hU3UUYECKOH KU3HBIO. ..

Ocraercs 3aMeTUTh, YTO TOBOPSI O MUPE KOJJIEKTUBHOTO Oecco3HarenbHoro, Kapa FOHr

Ha3BaJl €ro JByMs MMEHaMU — MUpoM bora u mupom JleMmoHa OHOBPEMEHHO.

Hcnojb30BaHHbIE HCTOYHUKH U Jureparypa:

p—

Kaccupep 3.. U36pannoe. OnbIT 0 yenoBeke. Mocksa, ['apoapuka, 1998.

C.71.

2. 9. Kaccupep. Hutupyemoe npoussenenue. C. 322.

3. JInorap XK-P.Cocrosaue noctmoaepHa. « THCTUTYT
AKCIEPUMEHTAIBHOMN colmonorun», Mocksa. M3narenscTBo
«AJIETEW SI», Canxt-ITerep6ypr, 1998.

4. IOur K.I'. Cunxponnctuunocts. U3a-80 PEDJI-BYK BAKJIEP. Mockaa,

1997. C. 74.

81



	Some Iron Age and Medieval Sites in Göle District of Ardahan
	Sami PATACI,
	Ph.D., Doctor of Archaeology,
	Ardahan University,
	Department of Archaeology
	phone:+90 0534.657 11 19.
	e-mail: samipataci@hotmail.com
	Özlem ORAL PATACI,
	Ph.D., Doctor of History of Art,
	Ardahan University,
	Department of History of Art
	phone:+90 0533.938 05 06.
	e-mail: ozlemoral@ardahan.edu.tr

