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THE E~RGENCE OF POLITICAL SOCIETY IN GEORGIA 

An explanation of the emergence ot political movements in Georgia 

in the last third of the nineteenth century does not neatly fit the 

rather clich6d pattern sometimes proposed for the development of nation­

alism in small nations. for many observers it has been sufficient to 

explain nationalism as the byproduct of the confrontation of imperial 

oppression and an instinctive desire on the part of a colonialized 

people for national independence. Given the 11naturalnessn of national 

feelings, there is little need for the historian to explain their appear­

ance and power. But close studies of the historical roots of national 

movements have exposed a much more complicated picture. In Georgiat 

political and social resistance to Russian rule was an extremely differ­

entiated process, one in which pressures for accomodation ~ith the exis­

ting regime were as great as, if not greater than at times, the counter­

forces which produced resistance. Secondly, in Georgia the specifically 

nationalist movement~ while contributing significantly to the shaping 

of a sense of Georgian nationality and alienation from the dominant Russian 

and Armenian nationalities, was not in the forefront of the liberation 

movement by the century's end. The appearance, evolution, and relative 

strength of nationalist versus socialist and liberal answers to Georgia's 

problems require a detailed look at the social context and intellectual 

environment in which these movements arose. 

The development of nationality and the conscious expression of its 

aspirations, nationalism, is analagous to, though in no sense identical to, 

the consolidation of other social formations, most particularly class and 



class consciousness. for the purposes of this study, I have borrowed 

(and modified) a concept fro• Marx's analysis of class formation and 

applied it to the history of Georgian national formation. Marx speaks 

of a class 11oving from an objective de11ographic existence as a "class 

in itself" to a more organized, conscious, and mobilized formation in-

tarested and able to act in its interests, a "class for itself." The 

Georgians, who were incorporated into the Russian Empire in the first 

decades of the nineteenth century, were still a divided, defeated, in-

choata people, who, despite periods of unity and glory in the past, by 

the late eighteenth century faced virtual extinction, the lass of their 

language, and possessed little.sense of their own nationhood. from this 

rather desperate and disparate situation, the Georgians under Russian 

rule began a gradual and steady resurgence. The social and political 

integration into tha Russian Empire, the consequent economic stability, 

the increase in modes of communication among the Georgians, and the 

introduction of western education into the Georgian noble elite -- all 

contributed to the formation of a "nationality in itself" by the end of 

the second third of the nineteenth century. An ethnic presence existed which 

would not be eroded away by theefforts of chauvinist administrators and 

the invisible but palpable effects of modernization. In the 1870s-1B90s 

additional pressures from the government combined with the new forces 

of the past-Emancipation economic environment to create a sense of nation-

ality, a national consciousness, and the first manifestations of political . 
ideologies. By the last decade of the century, the Georgians had developed 

into a "nationality for itself," complete with a national leadership and 

an incipient mass movement for liberation. For many Georgians the sense 

of national identity had become their primary loyalty, replacing older 

allegiances to regions, religion, or traditional lords. for many others 

that national sensibility was intimately tied to an overt socialist worldview. 
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While in part the product of intellectual developments, the emer­

gence, first, of a Georgian nationality and, later, of a political na-

tionalism occurred primarily as the result of a complex social process. 

ln the first hundred years of Russian rule in Georgia, the efforts of 

alien governors to eliminate social and cultural peculiarities in Trans-

caucasia resulted, paradoxically, not in the assimilation of the local 

peoples, but instead in what can be described as the remaking of nations. 

Thanks to centralized Russian administration and the growth of trade and 

industry, Georgia was being reunited, first politically and then econom-

ically. Atteapts to impose the authority of a bureaucratic state on a 

traditionally decentralized and highly flexible civil order gave rise 

to resistance by peasants and some members of the nobility who resented 

the erosion of their ancient privileges and status. Though many in the 

traditional Georgian elite turned into denationalized servants of tsarism, 

dissident voices could always be heard. With the emancipation of the 

serfs and the increasing power of the urban middle classes, largely 

Armenian, the Georgian nobility was challenged economically and culturally 

in new ways. Precisely at a time when the nobility as a social estate 

was no longer able to lead the nation, there emerged from its midst a 

series of ideological responses to Georgia's plight -- a westernizing 

liberalism, a nostalgic nationalism, peasant socialism, and in the end 

Marxism. " ,. Educated declasse noblemen of the last third of the nineteenth 

century provided what leadership there was to a radicalized peasantry 

and the new working class. 

The history of the Georgians has perpetually involved the history 

of their closestneighbors, their enemies, and their overlords. Despite 

what overzealous nationalist historians might desire, a history of the 



ethnic Georgians written without in-depth treatment of Romans, Persians, 

Turks, Russians, and Armenians would be a grotesque distortion of the 

experience of the people of Georgia. Even the Georgians• national forma-

tion and the sense of their own ethnicity has been shaped by their con­

tacts and repeated confrontations with other nationalities. In the 

nineteenth century increased contact with the Armenians who had long 

doMinated Georgia's urban centers was a prime stimulant to Georgian 

self-definition. The traditional relationships of Georgians and Arman-

ians shifted rapidly after 1860. Whereas the Georgian nobility had 

always bean the unquestioned first estate in the land, its primacy was 

now threatened by the wealthy Armenian bourgeoisie. And as the agrarian 

economy turned from the customary mode of production to increasing in-

volvement with the commercial economy of towns, as peasants and lords 

migrated to the cities, the new proximity with the Armenians raised the 

likelihood of bitter confrontation. Georgians of various classes came 

race to face with a well-entrenched, financially secure, urban middle 

class who spoke a different language, went to a different church, and 

held very different values from the traditional Georgian values. 

Up to 1864 the principal concern of the Georgian nobility had been 

the protection, preservation, and recognition of their privileges by 

the Russian authorities who steadily eroded their political powers. 

After the emancipation of the serfs, however, and until the revolution, 

the principal blows to the prestige and status of the Georgian nobility 
• 

no longer came from the state but from the changing economic environment 

in the Caucasus which increased the wealth and influence of the Armenian 

middle class. Capitalist relations of production, production for the 

markets, and considerations of profitability and economic efficiency were 
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coapletely foreign to the vast majority of Georgian nobles, who were 

accustomed to the free labor and obligatory payments that they had for 

centuries received from their peasants. The predictions of the Georgian 

princes that the loaa of serf labor would undermine their economic faun-

dations proved to be accurate. The last third of the nineteenth century 

witnessed the rapid economic, and consequently, political decline of 

the nobility, as most of them failed to meet the challenges of an in-

creasingly capitalist economic order. Twelve years after the emancipa-

tion, the nobility petitioned the Viceroy for relief: 

After the abolition of serfdom our situation 
changed. The serfs were taken away from us; there 
were no free workers; workers• hands became expen­
sive; we fell into debt, and because we were not 1 able to pay them off in time we lost our estates. 

The causes of the precipitate decline of the Georgian nobles in the 

half century after emancipation were both material and psychological. 

Nobles were immediately faced with new demands on their capital -- the 

hiring of workers, buying tools and draft animals -- while attempting 

to pay off old debts incurred during serfdom. The shortage of capital 

was met by mortgaging or renting their lands, but little effort was 

made to change over from the relying on peasant payments to improving 

productivity. For those who made the adjustment to capitalist agriculture, 

expanding domestic and foreign markets provided new but precarious oppor-

tunities. Competition from more efficient producers abroad and an inter-

national grain price depression in the last decades of the century made it 
• 2 

all but impossible for Georgian producers to meet their costso 

After centuries of living off peasant dues, the nobles ware ill-equipped 

to shift radically their mode of life and metamorphose into vigorous managers 

of agricultural enterprises. Taking little interest in their estates, the 
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nobles were in general satisfied to receive their dues or rents and borrow 

from money-lenders in the towns. Nohle indehtedness grew steadily, until 

by lhe early twentieth cenlury over hHlf the pr lvatcly-held land in Tiflis 

province had been mortgaged by the nobility. 3 Unlike some of their more 

enterprising contemporaries in central Russia, the Georgian nobility had 

almost nothing to do with the penetration of capitalism into Transcaucasian 

agriculture. 

While nobles turned away from the countryside to find refuge in state 

service or a frivolous life in the cities, much of their land fell into the 

hands of thewealthymerchants and well-to-do stratum among the peasants. 

When they came into the towns they found that they were forced to do business 

with an already·well entrenched urban bourgeoisie. The economic and social 

decline of the traditional Georgian elite was accompanied by the simultaneous 

Beginning in the second half of the ninetenth century Georgians began 

migrating in significant numbers into Tiflis, and the Armenian demographic 

dominance over the city began to diminish. Whereas in 1801 nearly three-

quarters of the twenty-thousand inhabitants of the city had been Armenian 

(74.3% in 1803) and less than a quarter Georgian (21.5%), by 1897 the per-

centage of Armenians had dropped to thirty-eight. By the end of the century 

Russians made up 24.7% of the city's 159,000 inhabitants and Georgians 26.3%. (4) 

In absolute terms all three nationalities were increasing their numbers in 

the city, but the rate of growth was highest for Russians and lowest for 

5 Armenians. Between 1865 and 1897, the number of Russ'ians grew by 190% (from 

12,462 to 36,113); the number of Georgians rose 158% (from 14,878 to 38,357); 

6 
whi] e the Armenians rose by only 88% (28,lf88 to 55, 553). Thus, in the latter 

half of the nineteenth century, the Armettlans no longer had a majority in the 

city, a plurality, and the percentages of each nationality in the urban 
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population were moving toward equality. The influx of Russian officials, 

army officers, and craftsmen, as well as Georgian peasants, was changing, 

not only the ethnic composition of the town, but creating an ever larger work-

ing class made up primarily of Georgians. What distinguished these Georgians 

most completely from the Armenians and the Russians in Tiflis was their al-

most complete isolation from positions of political and economic power. 

This demographic shift, while increasing the weight of non-Armenians 

in the urban population, was offset by social and legal factors. The 

Armenians were displaced neither in the economy nor the political structure 

of the city. Attempts in the first half of the century by Nuscovite mer-

chants to compete with the Armenians had failed, and the Armenian dominated 

guilds maintained control over commerce and production in Tiflis. 7 By mid-

century some observers argued that the development of Tiflis' economy was 

being hindered by the ancient restrictions on growth, innovation, and foreign 

craftsmen imposed by the guilds, but not until 1867 did the state feel con-

fident enough to dissolve the m.erchant guilds. The craft guilds remained 

intact, and prior possession, traditions of enterprise, and accumulated wealth 

helped keep the Armenians in a dominant economic position. 

The Soviet historian of Tbilisi, Sh. Chkhetia, paints a detailed picture 

of bow complete the control of the Armenians was in mid-century Tiflis: 

In the second half of the 1860s in Tbilisi there 
were about 3000 shops and commercial enterprises, 
among them: 17 caravanserais~ 5 hotels, 9 confectioners~ 
4 saloons, 441 dukhani LPafe!{, 96 kharcheven' ~aterie!f, 
71· wine clllers·and warehouses, etc. Most of these 
~ommeroial enterprises balongedto Armenipns, in whose 
hands was held almost all trade; thus, of the 17 cara­
vanserais, 14 belonged to: Bagbutiants, Artsruni, 
Ananiants, Kherbdiants, Korkhmaziants,Shnoiants, 
Shainiants, Movsesiants and Co., Sarkisiants, Vardants, 
Khalatianta, Tamamshiants, and other Armenian capitalists, 
who were the spiders of Tbilisi commercial-industrial 
capital of that time. Armenians also owned most of the 
hotels, wine callers, dukhani, etc. Approximately two-8 
thirds of the commercial-industrial class was Armenian. 
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As the economy of Tiflis gradually shifted from transit trade and 

small craft -production to larger-scale industrial production, new oppor-

tunities appeared for enterprising people to build their fortunes. Some 

capital investment came from eager Russian merchants and even from foreign-

ers, but the bulk of the new workshops and factories was built with local 

Armenian capitaL In 1870 the Russian tariff was introduced in the Cau-

casus, replacing the lower duties imposed six years earlier and creating 

a protected area in which infant industries could grow without serious com-

petition from cheaper European goods. Industry became more important in 

the development of Transcaucasia than the transit trade, and Armenians 

rapidly entered the world of manufacturing. 

By the end of the nineteenth century the position of Armenian merchants 

and industrialists in the economy of Tiflis and western Transcaucasia was 

unassailable. Of the 9, 725 merchants in tlw city in 1897, 43.4% were 

9 
Armenian (4,727), 26.1% were Georgian (2,619), and 6% Russian. More im-

pressively, of the 150 largest industrial establishments in Georgia in 1900, 

44% belonged to Armenians, about the snmP amount belonged to Russians and 

foreign capitalists, and only 10% wns owned by Georgians and 2% by Azerbai-

10 
janis. When one considers only the city of Tiflis, the Armenian presence 

is even more striking; about one-half of large enterprises and most of the 

11 
largest enterprises were Armenian. The wealthiest Armenians -- the 

Arzumanovs, Avetisians, and Mantashevs in the oil industry; the Adelkhanovs 

in leather goods; the Tumaniants, Kevorkovs, Avetisovs and Pitoevs in com-

merce; the Egiazarovs, Ter-Asaturovs, Bozarjiants. and Enfianjiants in 

tobacco made up a frnternity of enterpreneurs who worked together in a 

variety of joint-stock companies, pooling their capital to m<Jintain the 



primacy of the local bourgeoisie in the face of Russian and foreign compe-
12 

tit ion. 

The urban and bourgeois character of the Tif lis Armenians contrasted 

sharply with the rural background and agrarian orientation of most Georgians, 

and the familiar attitudes about the inherent character of these two nation-

alities grew into racial stereotypes in the second half of the century. A 

Russian observer, S. Haksimov, early in the J870s e<.:hoed many other travellers 

to the Cauca::;us: 

Trade in the Caucasus is entirely in the hands of clever 

and calculating Armenians. Armenians are higl1er than Georgians 

in intelligence and in love for work, and for that reason there 

is nothing surprising in the fact that Georgian properties are 

rapidly falling into Armenian hands. Geo are dependent on 

them just as the Poles are on the Jews and similarly feel toward 

them the same contempt and hatred (if not more than the Poles feel 

toward the Jews). The commercial Armenians reveal much cleverness, 

wilyness, are always ready with flattery; their thirst for profit 

leads them to cheating and swindling. 13 

The Russian e llmographer, P. I. Kovalevskii, spoke of the Georgians as "merry 

[and] sociable," but also as noted for their "laziness, insufficient energy 

and enterprise, instability, lack of self-restraint, little ability in work, 

14 
light-minded and superfici<ll attitude townrd business and matters at hand." 

The British Georgianist and diplomat, Oliver Wardrop, wrote in the 1880s of . 
his perceptions of relations between Armenians and Georgians: 

A local proverb says 'a Greek will cheat three Jews, 

but an Armenian will cheat three Greeks,' and the Georgian, 

straightforward, honest fellow, is but too often cruelly 
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swindled by the artful children of Haik. When the fraud 

is very apparent, the Armenian often pays for his greed with 

15 
all the blood that can be extracted from his jugular vein. 

However doubtful the accuracy of such national stereotypes described 

by numerous visitors to Transcaucasia, it might be noted that they reflect 

characteristics which have more to do with the class position of the most 

visible representatives of either ethnic group than with inherent or genetic 

features of a whole people. Not only were there successful Georgian entre-

preneurs equipped with the necessarybusiness acumen, there were also Armenian 

peasants, both in Transcaucasia and Anatolia, who were not known for their 

"cleverness, wilyness, or flattery," but who displayed attitudes and patterns 

of life and work much closer to their Georgian counterparts. Ethnic stereo-

types contributed to perceptions and mis-perceptions of these two peoples, 

but they were much more indicative of the positions that Armenians and 

Georgians held in Caucasian society and the roles they played in the economy 

and political life of the cities than they were of "race." Also the dominant 

elites of each people, that group to which social inferiors might look up 

to for guidance and leadership, were quite different and molded national 

culture along different lines. The Armenians had long ago lost their nobility, 

the nakharars of the medieval kingdoms, and were socially and. politically 

dominated by the urban bourgeoisie in cities like Constantinople, Smyrna, 

and Tiflis, while the Georgians had few native examples of bourgeois leader-

ship and instead had as models a traditional landed nobility then in its final 

decline. 

Armenian dominance in economic life was perhaps the w~jor factor which 

contributed to Georgian resentment that their lncreasing presence in the 

city was not reflected in the distribution of material rewards or political 
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power. But almost as important was the lleiJ dy absolute control that 

Armenians managed to maintain over municipal government even as they lost 

their demographic superiority over non-Armen:i:ms. Final authority in Trans-

caucasia always rested with the rni1i tary-burcaucratic administration of the 

Russians, but local government was delegated to the wealthy men of property 

in Tiflis. 

The years :~fter the Crimean \.J'ar <Jre distinguished in Russia's history 

by the zealous implementation of liberal reforms, beginning with the peasant 

emancipation of 1861 and culminating in new institutions of provincial and 

municipal administration and justice. Only a few of these reforms were ex-

tended to Transcaucasia in the 1860s-1870s and then usually in incomplete 

form. ln 1866 the judicial reform of 18(>4 was extended to Caucasia, thus 

eliminating the local courts and laws and integrating the region into the 

imperial system. The Transcaucasian administration was revamped the follow-

ing vcar, consolidatinc various departrnPnts various departments and abolish-
16 

ing Lhe Viceroy's Diplomatic Chancellory. Yet no 

in Transcaucasia, which meant that the Georgian nobility did not enjoy the 

local political influence that their Russian brethren exercised. Taken to-

gt'thcr thest• n•forrns, usually n:ferred to by Soviet historians as "bourgeois 

reforms," were quite contradictory in Transcaucasia. Their effect was to 

introduce judicial and administrative norms congenial to the local bourgeoisie 

while at the same time preserving to the greatest extent possible the 

seigneurial order in the countryside and the ultimate authority of the tsarist 

bureaucracy. 

In the first half of the 1860s the Russian government began tentatively 

to reform the municipal administration in the empire and to introduce elected 

institutions. The need for such a reform in Tiflis became suddenly apparent 
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to officials when a popular revolt revealed the potential threat to Russian 

authority from the traditional guilds. When in June 1865, the mayor of 

Tiflis and the tsarist treasury decided to impose a new tax on the populace 

without their prior consent, the guilds decided to shut down all businesses 

in the city. The acting governor, Grigol Orbeliani, ordered the strike to 

end, but the ustabashis (guild leaders) proved to be unable to convince the 

guild members and their allies to return to work. On June 27, approximately 

ten thousand artisans, shopkeepers, merchants, and simple workers marched 

through the streets holding meetings and protesting the new taxes. They 

plundered the house of the mayor, Shermazan Vartanov, and stoned and killed 

the tax collector, Bazhbeuk Melikov. Only on the fourth day, and after the 

appointment of a new mayor and the revoking of the tax, was order restored. 

What was most remarkable about the June Days in Tiflis was the joint 

activity of the Armenian craftsmen and shopkeepers with the poorer Georgian 

workmen, or as the radical publicist Niko Nikoladze put it in Herzen's 

Kolokol, the musha (worker) shook hands with the mokalake "forgetting that 

yesterday the mokalake cheated his ally of today, the mus~, and that tomorrow 
17 

the same story will be repeated." · In the heat of the protest over taxes 

and the arbitrary treatment of the townspeople by the government, the Georgian 

wood and stone haulers joined the Armenian artisans and merchants in a common 

action against the police regime. Relations between workers and masters in 

the rnid-1860s were still close in this paternalistic pre-industrial society; 

only in the following decades w~re Stich relations to be transformed into the 

less personal labor-management confrontation of emergent capitalism. 

On the advice of local officials the government in Petersburg reacted 

quickly to the events of June 1865 and issued a new plan for the municipal 

government of Tiflis, one which shift('tl tlw baJmwc of local power away from 
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the traditional guilds. Based on similar charters granted to Saint Peters-

burg (1846), Moscow (1862), and Odessa (1863), the law of August 11, 1866, 

divided the population of Tiflis into four estates for purposes of choosing 

the city 1 s government. Each estate -- the hereditary nobility, the personal 

nobility and eminent citizens, the simple citizens who owned property or 

were engaged in business, and those who owned no real estate but paid city 

taxes -- elected one hundred electors who then chose twenty-five delegates 

to the city assembly. A mayor was elected by electors from all estates but 

had to be a person of substantial wealth, owning property worth at least ten 

thousand silver rubles. This electoral system brought the nobles into urban 

government for the first time under Russian rule. Along with the eminent 

citizens, they made up less than ten percent of the city's population yet 

18 
they now became the rulers of Tiflis. · The so-called "simple 

citizens" made up about sixteen percent of the population, but neither they 

nor the propertyless who made up 40-45% had much influence i.n the assembly. 

One-half of the assembly, thus, was elected by and made up of the top ten 

percent of the city's inhabitants. 

Most affected by these reforms were the guilds which lost their former 

prominence after 1866. The very next year, tl1e state reduced the powers of 

the craft guilds, abolished the merchant guilds altogether, and subordinated 

the remaining to the city administration. Of approximately one 
19 

hundred guilds, only seventeen remained after 1867. The lesson of 1865 

as learned by the tsarist bureaucracy was well expressed by Baron Nikolai: 

"The disorders which occurred in Tiflis in 1865 revealed that corporations 

united thus, without any ties to government, could be harmful to the public 
20 

tranquility.'' 

The law of 1866 represented the nadir of Armenian power in Tiflis in 



the nineteenth century and the most concerted attempt to shift municipal 

power from the Armenian merchants to the Georgian nobility. As destructive 

as the reform proved to be to the traditional guilds and their influence in 

government, the law proved to be only a temporary encumbrance to the re-

assertion of bourgeois power in the town. The integration of Tiflis into 

the urban administrative system of the Russian Empire was completed in 1874 

when the municipal statute granted to Russian cities in 1870 was extended 

21 
to certain cities in the Caucasus. By this law a municipal duma was to 

be elected by adult males who owned real estate or paid taxes in the city. 

This was the widest franchise ever enjoyed by urban dwellers in tsarist 

Russia and extended even to peasants if they met the property or tax quali-

fications. Three curiae were established based on the amount of tax paid, 

and each curia elected one-third of the duma deputies. In practice this 

meant that a handful of the wealthiest men in the city elected the first 

third of the duma, the next wealthiest elected a second third, and hundreds 

of propertied people elected the last third. The duma then would elect an 

uprava (board) and a mayor. What was novel about this system was that it 

dispensed with the division of the population into estates (soslovie) and 

instead distinguished members of the population by wealth and property. The 

tsenz or property qualification which gave a man the right to vote established 

a new principle for political participation nnd power, one quite familiar to 

bourgeois Europe but new to tsarist Rus::;i.a. The preponderance of power in 

the new duma lay with the wealthiest third of the population, the few rich 

businessmen who chose one-third of the assembly and f'rom whose number the 

mayor was likely to emerge. Thanks to this law the Armenian bourgeoisie re-

emerged as the leading political force Jn Tlflis. 

The elimination of the political privileges of the guilds in the 1860s 
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and the formal abolition of estate representation in the duma in the 1870s 

reduced both the Armenian bourgeois and the Georgian noble to the position 

of citizen. The influence each would hold in the next two decades within 

Tiflie would now depend not on birth or legal status but on their property 

and wealth. Tsarist law had a dual effect on the Armenian bourgeoisie, 

forcing its modernization by eliminating the merchant guilds and restric­

ting the craft guilds while at the same time preserving, indeed extending, 

its privileged political position within the municipality. The ttbourgoisn 

principle of representation based on one's economic status rather than 

on birth and soslovie aided the Armenian mokaleke to maintain his paramount 

place in the city even as demographic movements were reducing his relative 

weight in the population. As the Georgian nobility failed to adjust to 

the spreading market economy and lost its ancient lands to middle-class 

creditoESor land-hungry peasants, it was also pushed aside politically. 

II 

The perception by Georgians of various classes that their interests 

were different from those of Armenians and Russians required a long time 

for gestation. It began at the top of society with the educated sons of 

the nobility but never succeeded in converting that social caste completely 

to dedicated opposition. In the second third of the century the nobility, 

after initial efforts at resistance to Russian rulership, had quickly 

accomodated itself to the new order and rapidly enhanced its social position 

by becoming service nobles loyal to their Romanov monarchs. Only in the 

years after emancipation did the economic strains felt by the nobility 

facilitate the reception of dissident views. The contact of generations 

of Georgians with Russian culture and intellectual life had a contradic­

tory influence on the Georgians, turning some toward grateful acceptance of 
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Russia's "civilizing" mission and others toward rejection. At the same 

time, while most Georgians in educated society began to perceive dis-

tinctiveness of their own nationality, the issue of whether the interests 

of all~ata of Georgian society were allied divided the more conservative 

from the liberal and radical elements. On the right the nation was al-

ways paramount; as one moved to the left the issue of class rose in im-

portance. The question of nation versus class, as well as the related 

question of the attitude to be adopted toward Russia, were the major 

issues which excited, confused, and divided the political forces in Georgia. 

By the last third of the century Russian administration and the 

developing market economy were having profound effects on the formation 

of Georgian national cohesion. from the dispersed, insecure pieces of 

seigneurial Georgia with its various princely houses and distinct economies, 

one national political and economic unit was being formed. The Georgian 

nation (!£!), consolidated out of the autonomous political units which 

had been eliminated by the 1860s, was being further united as the isolated 

peasant villages, once largely self-sufficient and only distantly related 

22 to towns, were integrated into a national economy. As railroads, tale-

graphs, and improved roads made access to the cities and the outside 

world easier, increased contact with the towns in which people of different 

nationality lived forged a growing sense of the distinctions between 

Georgians and other peoples. Thus, Russian colonial dominance of Trans-

caucasia, which guaranteed a degree of peace, security, and economic pro­

gress in certain sectors, had fostered conditions for national reformation 

~ ethnic confrontation. Not surprisingly, as this new national emer-

genae was expressed in literature and political journalism, the whole 

question of Georgia's future relationship with Russia appeared at the 

center of the national debate. 
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Like other colonial relationships Georgia's subordination to Russia 

was a mixture of benefits and burdens, and the attitude of many Geor-

gians toward Russian rule could not help but be ambivalent. Protection 

by tsarist arms was both a necessity and a restrictive imposition for 

Georgians. The benefits of European civilization were highly desired 

by a thin layer of Georgian society, and the road to the West lay through 

Russia. Generations of Georgian students trekked northward to Russian 

centers of learning to discover the latest intellectual advances of 

European thinkers. Enlightenment was the means by which Georgia could 

escape the past dominated by the Muslim East and join the Christian, 

modern Wast. At the same time, contact with Russia and the West worked 

to awaken consciousness of Georgia's unique culture and fears that Gear-

gia would be overwhelmed by foreign values, by Russian political practice 

and by the alien economic operations of Armenian middlemen. This ambiv-

alence toward "Europeanization" and Russian rule was a constant feature 

of Georgian intellectual life through the nineteenth century into the 

twentieth. 

The history of the Georgian national intelligentsia begins in the 

romantic age, when educated young Georgians made their desperate attempt 

to sever the Russian connection. The plotters were discovered before 

they could put their sanguinary plans into effect, and the dreams cf 

overthrowing tsarist authority and replacing it with a Bagratid monarch 

disapppeared with the exiles in Siberia. Like the Oecembrists, the 
• 

conspirators of 1832 were much more influential in the afterglow of 

their failure than they had been in the years leading up to their arrests. 

Although the example of these last noble platters was not followed by 

others, the surviving participants retained enormous prestige, and after 
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they had made peace with the Russian presence many of them became leading 

figures, not only in Caucasian politics, but also in letters. By virtue 

both of their aristocratic status and their intellectual abilities, 

Alexander Chavchavadze and Grigol Orbeliani reentered state service and 

rose to high positions. At the same time they became the leading liter­

ary lights in the romantic movement in Georgia. The poetry of Chav­

chavadze lamented the lost past of Georgia. In poems like "vai, droni, 

droni" (''Woe, time, time"), "isminet msmenno•t ("listen, listenern), 

and "kavkaaia11 ("Caucasia 11 ), the golden age of Georgia was favorably con­

trasted with its mundane present. Orbeliani, who eventually became 

governor-general of Tiflis province, was a contradictory figure who 

served loyally as a tsarist officer but in his poems called for restor­

ation of Georgia's past glory. 

The close social and intellectual ties of the Georgian romantics 

were exemplified in the life and verse of the finest poet of the period, 

Nikoloz Baratashvili (1817-1845). The pupil of Soghomon Oodiashvili, one 

of the conspirators of 1832, and the nephew of Grigol Orbeliani, Baratashvili 

found his muse in Ekaterina Chavchavadze, the second daughter of Alexander, 

and wrote a series of lyric poems to her. The romantic themes of patri­

otism and nostalgia for a lost past were reflected in Baratashwili's poem 

"bedi kartlisa" ("fate of Georgia"), in which the poet reproduced the 

debate of Erekle 11, penultimate king of Georgia, with his advisor who 

opposed the union with Russia. The wife of the advisor asks her husband, 

in a lament which became familiar to all literate Georgians: "ra khelhqris 

pativs nazi bulbuli, galiashia datqvavebuli'?" ( 11What pleasure does the 

tender nightengale receive from honor if it is in a cage?") 

Romanticism in Georgia in the 1830s-1840s was influenced by Russian 
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poets of the period, as well as by Russian translations of European litera-

ture. But the pessimism and patriotism, the lyricism and longing of the 

romantics was anything but foreign to Georgian literature. Their poets of 

the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, writing under Persian and Turkish 

influence, composed lyrical songs, elegant laments, and paens to nature, 

quite close to what BaratQ.shvili and his contemporaries produced several 
23 

generations later. _, Still, romanticism was the first literary movement in 

which Georgians engaged along with Russians. A curious reciprocity cross-

fertilized the work of Georgian poets, while the Caucasus and Georgia became 

a rich image for the exotic and romantic in Russian literature. Pushkin, 

who visited Georgia in 1829, and Lermontov, exiled to the Caucasus in 1840, 

used Caucasian motifs and characters and helped raise the Caucasus in the 

popular imagination from a backwater outpost to a land of passion and temper. 

violence and adv0nture. 

lnterest in Georgian history and language expanded along with the new 

literature. The French scholar Narie-F:licit<~ Bros set was invited to Saint 

Petersburg in 1837 and made a member of the Academy of Sciences in order to 

permit him to continue his Georgian studies. Three years later Brasset pub-

lished a Georgian-French-Russian dictionary with D. I. Chubinashvili (Chubinov) 

and a year later completed his translation into Russian of Shota Rustaveli 1 s 

twelfth-century epic poem ("The Man in the Panther's Skin"). 

Late in the 1840s Viceroy Vorontsov invited Brasset to lead an archaeological 

expedition in Georgia, and thereafter a steady stream of translations and . 
critical editions of the major Georgian chronicles appeared under Brasset's 

name. As a result of the attention pnid to Georgia by a reknowned European 

scholar and in travel accounts of European visitors as famous as Alexander 

Dumas. Georgia not only became known to people in western Europe but became 
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the subject of heightened literary and scholarly interest among the Georgians 

themselves. Native Georgian scholarship had already produced a short his­

tory of Georgia in Russian -- Kratkaia istoriia Gruzii (st. Petersburg, 

1805) -- by Prince David Bagrationi, and a geographical survey of the 

country -- Obozrenie tsaratva gruzinskogo naroda (st. Petersburg, 1814) --

by Prince Vakhtang Batonishvilie But the first critical history in Georgian 

was written by Prince Teimuraz in 1848. Under the impact of Russian rule 

Georgian intellectuals initiated their own search into their country's 

past, a search which immediately raised doubts about Georgia's present 

and future while at the same time it created a congenial view of the 

past and a source of national pride. Thus, historians, like the poets, 

provided the small Georgian reading public with the images required to 

regard Georgia as a nation. 

The first members of the Georgian intelligentsia, known later as the 

11fathers 1
11 were a small, close-knit group of aristocratic writers who 

shared with a few others of their noble brothers the benefits of Russian 

state service. They met occasionally in literary salons to read their 

works and discuss current issues. With the expansion of education under 

Viceroy Vorontsov, the number of noble sons and young people of other 

social classes who gained access to schools rose rapidly. Those who 

completed their secondary education in the Caucasus and wished to con-

tinue their education had to leave for the north and enroll in one of 

half-dozen Russian universities. From this newly expanding educated group 
. 

with its close contact with Russia proper a rival tendency emerged within 

the intelligentsia, soon to distinguish themselves as the "sons." Called 

in Georgian teradaleulni (literally, "those who drank the water of the 

Terek," the river that one crossed to go from Georgia to Russia), the 

sons were distinguished by their Russian education from their older com-
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patriots known as the mtkvardaleulni ("those who drank the water of the 

mtkvari ~ur!7, the river that flows through Tiflis}. Together the two 

groups made up what later would be referred to as the pirveli ~ or 

"first generation" of the Georgian intelligentsia. The members of this 

tiny intellectual world were similar in social background but their 

literary tastes and political outlooks differed greatly, and those 

differences can be traced to the unique experience of the sons in Russia 

in the late 1850s and early 1860s. Those years early in the reign of 

Alexander II were years of public discussion and searching analysis of 

the backwardness of Russian society, so graphically revealed by the 

empire's defeat in the Crimean War. The debate over emancipation and 

the literary-political polemics in the pages of the radical journal 

Sovremennik (11Contemporary") stimulated intense efforts at self-education 

by the students in Russia's universities. One of those students, the 

Georgian raznochinets Nika Nikoladze, remembered the euphoria of the 

early 1860s as a kind of "early spring, not only for me, but for all of 

Russia and even Europe. After the heavy oppression imposed after 18481 

24 here and there flashed the glow of dawn." 

Numbering about thirty in the early 1860s, the Georgian students in 

Petersburg lived separately from the Russians. When the various non­

Russian minority groups in the university decided to form zemliachestva 

to provide a minimal form of ethnic organization, some Georgians argued 

in favor of a pan-Caucasian zemliachestvo. Tha majority, however, were 

convinced by the young writer Ilia Chavchavadze (1837-1907} to form 

separate Georgian, Armenian, Russian and nlezgin" organizations with 

strong ties between them.25 At first the Georgians were isolated from the 

growing tensions in the university, but by the summer of 1861 the radical!-

zation of the Russian and Palish students affected some of the Caucasians. 
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Inspired by the liberation movements in Italy and Hungary, the more zealous 

among them adopted the fasion of wearing their hair like Garibaldi. Perhaps 

the Most volatile and politically active was the young Nikoladze (1843-1928), 

an avid reader of Sovremennik and Herzen•e Poliarnaia zvezda. Sympathizing with 

the views of the leaflet *'K molodomu pokoleniiu," Nikoladze and his 

friends joined other students in the demonstrations of September-October 

1861. Arrested and expelled from the university, the coterie of radic~s 

were ordered to leave the city and return to Georgia. for Nikoladze 

and his friends their formal education in Russia was over, but they were 

proud of their participation in the first political action against Russian 

authorities in which Georgians had engaged together with Russians, Poles, 

and other nationalities. When his father's servant came to fetch him 

home, Nikoladzs went willingly: "Petersburg was oppressive to me; I no 

longer expected any kind of revolution there.u26 

The acknowledged leader of the ters~aJeulni was the more moderate 

Ilia Chavchavadze, the orphaned eon of a prominent Kakhetian family. As 

a child he had learned to love Georgian literature from his mother and 

to read his native language from a village clergyman. He had left for 

Tiflis at age eleven and studied, first at a private boarding school and 

later at the noble aimnaziia. fundamentally affected by the four years 

he spent at the juridical faculty at Saint Petersburg University (1857-61) 1 

Chavchavadze used these years to write a remarkably rich body of poetry 

and prose. He and his contemporary, the poet Akaki Tsereteli 1 were the 
. 

first important Georgian poets to shift from the patriotic romanticism 

of Orbeliani and Baratashvili to a less rhetorical, more critical realismo 

ln his verse ttpoeti," written during his student years, Chavchavadze 

announced his view of his literary and social obligation: 
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1 do not lenrn from th~ birds in fli~ht, 

I listen to another voice. 

Not for sweet songs 

Was I sent by heaven to earth. 

To become a brother to the people, 

A friend in joy and sorrow, 

so that its suffering 

in pain lightB fire to my soul. 

The social commitment to the people which the Russian radical intelli-

gentsia made the touchstone of their ideas and behavior had a profound effect 

on the Georgians who studied in the north. Akaki Tsereteli remembered the 

great influence of the radical "sons" of the Russian intelligentsia --

Chernyshevskii and Dobroliubov -- though he rejected their almost total 

denial of aesthetic values in literature. The question of the social role 

of art was a key political issue, and Tserete)i 's unwillingness to sub-
27 

ordinate his art to political ends cost him his friends. The way in which 

that commitment would be manifested, whether in practical application of 

the principles of reform or in alliance with the fledgling revolutionary 

opposition, deeply divided the Georgian intelligentsia from the emanci-

pation to the revolution. 

Returning to Georgia the tergdaleuln~ arrived just as the process of 

peasant emancipation was being extended to Transcaucasia. In general, these 

young noblemen favored a liberal and generous e~ancipation and were dis-

appointed both by the attitudes of the majority of the nobility and the final 

settlement granted by the government. But their energies were turned away 

from specifically political and economic activity to the field of culture and 
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education, to journalism and literature. Despite the first stirrings of 

romantic literature and the promotion of a Georgian drama by Vorontsov, the 

actual achievements of the literate elite were sti11 quite meager by the 1860s. 

The Soviet historian Sh. Chkhetia laments: "In Georgia up to the 1860s, i.e., 

in the course of almost three-quarters of a century, not more than 160-180 books 

had been printed in the Georgian language; ... in Georgia in all that time not 

one (Permanent) Georgian theater had existed; ... in Georgia in that time not 

one Georgian cultural and scientific instltution !tad been founded; ... in all 

of Georgia up to the 1860s only tl1ree Georgian printing presses had existed, 

and the number of printing presses with Georgian typeface never exceeded 

28 
two." Clearly not even the Georgians themselves yet valued their own lit-

erature; not enough interested readers could be found to support a modest 

press for very long. According to the early Marxist historian and activist, 

Filip Makharadze, the Georgian language "gradually lost significance in the 

eyl?s of Georgians themselves since knowing only their own language Georgians 
29 

could not enter state or public service."· 

Central to the question of ethnic identity in Transcaucasia was the use 

of language. While Armenians had a distinct brand of Christianity and a 

separate church with its head at holy Echmiadzin, the Georgians were reli-

giously merged with the Russian Orthodox Church. In terms of social estates 

Georgian nobles and peasants were roughly equivalent to Russians of the same 

order, though ethnicity and culture, acceptance and prejudice, always colored 

social relations and influenced political advancement. But language, the 

knowledge of Georgian and the degree of fluency in Rus~ian, was a key determi-

nant of social and political~obility and the degree of identity with one's 

own people or the dominant nationality. From 1868 Georgian held a clearly 

inferior position to Russian, not only in popular attitudes or the views of 
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officials, but in the law as well. The teaching of Russian was henceforth 

required in all schools in the empire~ wn~Ceorgian was no longer considered 

a required subject of study. Beginning in the 1870s only private schools 

taught courses in Georgian, usually on the prioory level, with Russian given 

as a special course. When a student reached middle school the courses were 

taught in Russian with Georgian given as a separate course. As the result 

of state policy and lt•g:1l discriminations the percentage of schools which 

taught a local Caucasian language steadily declined and those which taught 
30 

all subjects in Russian increased. As early as 1860 Niko Nikoladze dis-

cerned this tendency in his first published nrticle entitled 11 Do We Need the 

Georgian Language? 11 

This painful question was addressed to the readers of the first influ-

ential and long-lived Georgian journal, tsiskari ("Dawnn), which appeared 

briefly in 1852-1853 under the editorship of the playwright Georgii Eristavi 

(18Jl-18M) and tmjoyt·d a longer nm (1857-1875) under Ivan Kereselidzc 

(1829-1883). ln its pages the younger Georgian writers engaged in the debate 

over serfdom then dividing Russian society, and a passionate attack on serfdom 

nppe.:ued from the pen of Dani d Chonkildze (1830-1860), the novel suramis 

tsikhe ( "Surami Fortress")• Yet in 1BOOonly 180 subscribers could be found to 

support the journal, and through the decade there was little improvement and 

occasionally considerable losses. ~iska~!· propped up by the generous sub-

sidies of Alexander Orbeliani, generally reflected the views of the conservative 

"fathers" and used an archaic Georgian (sashualo) based on the medieval lan-

guage of the Church (maghali). The "sons, 11 led by Ilia Chavchavadze, began a 

campaign for the use of the Georgian vernacular (dabali) in published prose 

and poetry. Up to this time the language of ordinnry people was thought 

appropriate only for the comedies of Giorgi Eristavi and other writers for the 
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theater. In April 1861 Chavchavadze published his article on Prince Revaz 

Eristavi' s translation of Kozlov' s "Bezumna" (''tl<!chvo:mgn") in tsiskari and, 

thus, opened a long feud with the older generation. Chavchavadze's sugges­

tions were rather modest, an orthographic and stylistic reform, but the con­

servatives were incensed by the attempt to reduce the elevated language of 

Georgian literature to the level of the spoken language of the people. 

Similar stt·uggles over the archaic literary language of the upper classes 

and the Church and the "democratic" reform of the written language were then 

dividing the Armenian intelligentsia and had stirred hostilities a generation 

earlier among Russian writers. The debate became l1eated and took on politi­

cal overtones when Chavchavadze answered Grigol Orbeliani's "pasukhi shvilta" 

("Answer to the Sons") with his "pasukhis pasukhi" ("Answer to the Answer"), 

which contained the harsh indictment: "chveni kveqana, mkvdari tkvengana, 

tkvenehr ch:i nebze ar gagvitsvl ia .... li hera loba, patrlotoba salamdzghav 

sitqvad ar gagvikhdia ..• " ("Our country, killed by you, did not sell itself 

for ranks as you did .•.. Liberalism and patriotism, we have not turned into 

curse words .•. ") From Petersburg Akaki Tsereteli, Giorgi Tsereteli, and 

Ki ril Lordkipanidzc wrote in support of Clwvchavadze, signing their letters 

"tergdaleuli", and emphasized that the real Georgian was the peasant; his 

language was the essence of the national language. 

No long('r nh1c to work together with tlw "fnthers" the tergdaleuJni 

issued their own periodicals. The first, sakartvelos moambe ("Georgia's 

Herald"), was edited by Chavchavadze, and though it lasted only one year the'··' 

twelve issues of this literary journal wer~ enormously influential. 

Years later Prince Giorgi Tumanov remembered its impact: 

I speak of 1863 when the journal of I. Gr. Chnvchavadze, 

Georgian Herald (sakartvelos moambe), began to come out. This 
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was a time of general awakening. This was a time of 

great hopes. The men of the Sixties -- realists and 

materialists in principle actually woke up the 

best feelings of mankind. Even I, a child of eight, 

was interested in the journal. From Chavchavadze's 

journal I first learned of the existence of Belinskii, 

Dohroliuhov, Proudhon, and Bastint. But they were 

little understood by me, and my sympathies '"ere more 

attracted by Victor Hugo (his novel Les Hiserables 

was published) and by the editor himself. Here for 

the first time appeared the novels of Chavchavadze, 

Tale of a Poor Han and Katsia adamiani?, his best 

poetry, filled with civic feeling, his "Kako" and his 

critical-humorous articles, "Conversation of Spiridon 
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~md T;.Hleoz." 

With pages of tsiskari closed to him Chavchavadze published his own and his 

friends' articles, as well as translations of authors and theorists con-

sidered progressive. The ideas of Chernyshevskii, then in prison, were 

popularized by the tergdaleulni, but their hopes for governmental reform or 

the crystalization of a revolutionary opposition to tsarism were dashed when 

tsarist troops crushed the Polish insurrection of 1863. The age of reform 

quickly came to an end, and years of pessimism stretched into the next decade. 

The intellectual awakening in the 1860s had a profound effect on the 

Georgian intelligentsia. The ideas of the so-called 'Russian 11 enlighteners" 

(prosvetiteli), particularly Chernyshevskii and Dobroliubov, were as much 

appeals to emotion and calls to action as they were intellectual stimulants. 

Dobroliubov's condemnation of Oblomovism wns not only an indictment of Russia's 
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social conditions but an attack on passivity, inaction, hypocrisy, and 

the idle mouthing of humanistic sentiments. For young Russians, Georgians, 

Armenians, and others in the empire their recently acquired education and 

privileged social position demanded some kind of moral accounting, a pay-

ment of the debt they owed to society and the people. For some this sense 

of debt could be reconciled in state service, but for many others the auto­

cratic state was perceived as the enemy of t.he people and that debt could 

only be repaid in service to the people. Thus, for a significant group in 

the Russia-educated Georgian intelligentsia, intellectual enlightenment not 

only changed their perceptions of reality but reforged their life ambitions. 

And a small number of them turned toward the embryonic revolutionary movement. 

The awakening of cultural and intellectual life in Georgia pulled the 

Georgian educated elite out of parochica1 concerns into the larger European 

political sphere. But the attraction of western ideas and joint political 

action with the Russian intelligentsia proved divisive to the Caucasians. 

In the late 1860s the original tergdaleulni ceased to constitute a united 

(justice of the peace). His interests turned toward ethnography and he was 

one of the first Georgians to study local dialects and to collect folk poetry 

and tnusic. Politically he became more conservative and dedicated himself 

to his work in the Georgian Nobles' Bank and the Society for the Spread of 

the Georgian Language. Liberals like Giorgi Tumanov later regretted this 

move to the right: Chavchavadze "was wordy, rhetorical, and principally 

archaic, if one can so express it. His defense of the customs, the funda­

mentals of old Georgian life, produced <m impression of reactionary sympa­

thies. The progressive who had earlier castigated in his best poetic and 
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prose works the old serf-owning system had somehow turned now into an 

apologist for the old ways.••32 

Niko Nikoladze, on the other hand, embarked on a different political 

odyssey. After leaving Petersburg he went to study in Western Europe and 

became the first Georgian to receive a doctorate (in law) from a European 

university. Through Paul Lafargue Nikoladze met Karl Marx, who asked the 

impressive Georgian to become the representative of the International in 

Transcaucasia. Nikoladze declined the offer. His views at the time were 

mora in tune with the homegrown radicals Chernyshevskii and Oobroliubov 

whom he had met in Petersburg. While in Europe he also became acquainted 

with Alexander Herzen. Nikoladze briefly collaborated on Kolokol in 1865, 

but he soon broke in disappointment with the "gentry revolutionaryn when 

Herzen attempted a reconciliation with the tsarist government through an 

open letter to the Emperor. Not content with the range of political options, 

Nikoladze threw himself into his studies. 

While Nikoladze was finishing his doctorate in Europe, some of his 

closest associates founded the newspaper droeba ( 11 Times") in Tiflis. 

Giorgi Tsereteli (1842-1900) and Petr Umikashvili formed a group which 

declared itself "New Youth" {akhali akhalgazrdoba). More radical than most of 

the tergdaleulni from which they had arisen, this group and its supporters 

were later referred to as the meore !1!!!, or "second generation" of the 

Georgian intelligentsia. Stimulated by the revival of political activity 

among Russian intellectuals, the Tiflis literati used the pages of droeba 

to introduce their readers to the ideas of progressive iiberal thinkers 

like John Stuart Mill and 11utopian socialistsn like Robert Owen, Saint-Simon, 

Charles fourier, Pierre Proudhon, and Louis Blanc. Rather than advocating 

a particular solution to Georgia's backwardness, the meore ~was searching 

widely for a program, ranging from a state-regulated capitalism to various 
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forms of nassociation" and collectivism.33 While they were committed to 

bringing the fruits of European culture and learning to Georgia, they 

were at the same time wary of importing an unfettered free market system. 

As in Russia eo in Georgia most intellectuals rejected an unqualified 

defense of capitalism as it was then developing in the West, preferring 

some means of ameliorating the struggle between capital and labor through 

34 state regulation or "association." 

The meore ~ were the first group of Georgian intellectuals to 

become involved primarily in the urban and economic life of Georgia. 

They responded to the new economic and political forces in European life, 

centered in the great cities, and worked to keep the Georgians from being 

pushed aside by the Russians and Armenians who dominated their cities. 

Journalism, urban politics, and business ware areas in which men like 

Nikoladze 1 Giorgi Tsereteli 1 and Sergei Meskhi operated with a confidence 

and energy unseen in earlier generations. In the fall of 1875 Nikoladze 

returned to Tiflis and began to publish widely in the press associated 

with the meore .5!!!J!!- droeba, soplis gazJ!tJ. ("Rural Newspaper"), krebuli 

("Collection11 ) 1 and Jifl,isskii vestnik ("Tiflis Herald")• He put forth 

a full program of municipal reform for Tiflis and revived a forgotten idea 

for a Noble Land Bank. Despite resistance from influential aristocrats, 

Nikoladze was able to persuade enough nobles to pool their resources to 

35 capitalize the bank at a meager 170 9000 rubles. Ilia Chavchavadze agreed 

to head the bank. Nikoladze, however soon had a falling out with Chav-
• 

chavadze and opposed the direction in which he took the bank. Nikoladze 

hoped that the bank would take on a program of agrarian improvement, in-

vestment in new productive techniques, and sale of land to peasants so 

that the farms would remain in the hands of Georgians. But Chavchavadze 

used the bank's profits to establish schools and cultural institutions. A 

heated and personal debate over the bank's activities sharply divided the 
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Georgian noble intelligentsia, forcing Chavchavadze to leave the editorial 

board of droeba and found his own newspaper (1877-1906). As Nikoladze 

moved toward orthodox liberalism and advocacy of capitalist development for 

Georgia, Chaychavadze worked to prevent the further decline of the Georgian 

nobility and to revive interest in Georginn culture. He used h:ts base at 

the noble bank to promote his own view of Geoq~ia' s future. Chavchavadze, 

known at the time as the "Georgian Gambetta," presided at the public meet­

ings of the bank's shareholders which were referred to as the "gruzinskii" 

parlament" ("the Georgian parliament"). The once-united Georgian intelli­

gentsia was deeply fractured by the late 1870s. Three major political 

tendencies had appeared and would dominate Georgian social life until the 

century's end. On the right was the nostalic nationalism of the Georgian 

gentry led by Ilia Chavchavadze. In the center was the reformist liberalism 

of Niko Nikoladze and Giorgi! Tsereteli. And on the left was the emerging 

revolutionary movement, first influenced by Russian populism and later by 

~1arxi sm. 

Against the background of developing capitalism, the growing power 

of the Armenian bourgeoisie, and the steady fall of the Georgian nobility, 

the newspaper iveria and its editor Chavchavadze preached an anti-capitalist, 

anti-socialist program. The former radical, author of a poem celebrating 

the Paris Commune, turned after 1877 toward loyalty to the Russian throne, 

orthodox religiosity, and efforts to shore up the falling fortunes of his 

own estate. Both the liberals and the socialists spoke of the division of 

society into competing classes, but Chavr.havadze and his followers tried 

to revive the notion of a single, unified, harmonious Georgian society free 

from class conflict. At all costs capitalism with its fellow traveller 
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the proletariat should not be encouraged in Georgia: 

The general sickness of which T want to spenk here is 

a terrible sickness. This sickness has spread all over Europe •••• 

This horrible and debilitating sickness chews up, spits out, and 

corrupts their U.ving corpseR; it forces them to Jose their human 

face and turns man into animal. This disease carries the name 

'proletariat.' Proletariat means workers without land, without 

property, or, as we say here, paupers .... 

Even our kinta has property: the tabakhi on which he lays 

his fruit, a little money with whjch he can buy fruit, and his 

silver belt. All this is his property, and if you add to this 

his energy he is more or less satisfied. We have no proletariat, 

but we will have one if our peasants do not buy their land in time. 

And if before this factories are built here, the peasants , 

incensed that their earnings will go to others, will leave house 

and land and go to the city to work in the factory •..• We need 

nothing if our youth is industrious enough to give a hand to the 

peasant in the form of the organization of banks and consumer 

36 
organizations. 

Chavchavadze, Akaki Tsereteli, and others articulated the traditional idea 

of the Georgian nobility that in their society there had never been serious 

antagonisms between estates, that the nobility and the peasantry had lived 

in harmony, and that the ideas of the socialists were destroying the natural 

bridge which had always existed between lord and serf. 

Chavchavadze's social program was founded on preservation of Georgia 

as an agricultural society with a landed majority. Peasants were to own th~ 
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land eventually, but at the present time the payment of one-quarter of the 

harvest as rent to noble landlords seemed to him a fair system. He advocated 

more democratic election of pensant officials and the elimination of police 

intervention into peasnnt affairs. Throu~h his hnnk the nobility was to be 

aided to keep their land and prevent further penetration of Armenian capital 

into the countryside. His cultural program was aimed at reversing the erosion 

of Georginn trndi tions nnd l nnp,unr,P, nnd tmdf'r th<> leadership of 

Georgian cultural revival became evident. In 1879 the Society for the Spread 

of Literacy among Georgians was founded by Iakov Gogebashvili (1840-1912), 

a tireless campaigner for education in Georgian and the author of the widely-
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used textbook deda ~("Mother Tongue"). That same year the first permanent 

Georgian dramatic troop was formed, and in 1885 the first chorus for Georgian 

folk songs was founded by Lado Agniashvili. The Czech conductor Joseph 

Ratili was invited to Tiflis to assist :in th::fs ethnomusicological endeavor, 

and in lRA6 the first concert wns held in Tfflis. Through the 1880s Georgian 

literature experienced a renaissance with the appearance in print of works by 

neo-romantic ~7iters like Aleksandre Kazbegi (1848-1893) and Vazha-Pshavela 

(Luki Pavlovich Rnzikashvili, 1861-1915), men who celebrated the free spirit 

of the Georgian mountaineers. The older generation of Georgian letters --

Chavchavadze, Akaki Tsereteli, Dmitri Kipiani -- energetically intervened in 

public affairs to promote Georgian schooling and protest the denigration of 
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the Georgian language. 

The revival of Georgian national feeling in the last third of the nine-

teenth century paralleled developments among the Armenians. Inspired by the 

successes of Russian arms against the Ottoman Turks in 1877-1878, both the 

Armenians and the Georgians dared to hope that their brethren living in 

eastern Anatolia might be liberated from 'Muslim rule. 
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In contrast to gentry nationalism, Caucasian liberalism was based 

in a respect for the experience of western Europe and the successes of 

industrial capitalism. Rejecting revolution and dedicated to reform, 

the liberals depended on the goodwill of the state for the implementation 

of their program. While they ware critical of bureaucratic autocracy, 

the liberals were anxious not to antagonize Russian authority. At the 

same time they opposed all forms of national chauvinism and promoted coopers-

tion between the nationalities of Transcaucasia. for liberal reformers 

like Nikoladze the Georgian nobility no longer had any historical role to 

playo The future lay in the new institutions of local government and 

business, and he encouraged young people to enter the zemstva, city govern-

ment, the railroad and other businesses where practical intelligence could 

influence the condition of the mass of people. 11 ln my opinion," he wrote, 

"the task of liberating the country involves the acquisition by the in-

telligentsia of sufficient power for that inevitable moment when the 

government, under the blows of Europa, will again find itself in as helpless 

39 a position as it fall into after Sevastopol. 11 N!koladze took his own 

advice and went for a time to work in Petersburg for a private railroad 

company. There he tried to convince the narodniki to give up terrorism so 

that the government would end its repressive policies and take up reform. 

The appeal of this liberal, reformist approach was limited to a small 

number of urban Georgians, the Armenian progressives around Grigor Artsruni's 

Mshak ("Cultivator"), and those men from the "third element" working in city 
. 

governmento It never affected the lower classes or the great bulk of the 

nobility. By the late 1870s the liberal Tiflisskii veetnik managed to build 

up its circulation to 3300. Later this anti-nationalist, anti-autocratic, 

cosmopolitan, procapitalist liberalism was the hallmark of the influential 

Tiflis daily Novoa obozrenie ("New Review"), whichcalled for a renewal of 

reforms -- increased municipal self-government, the introduction of courts, 
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religious and ethnic tolerance, and the end to racism and chauvinism. 

Despite their narrow social base, the liberals achieved notabie successes 

in local government. Liberal reformers, led by A.S. Matinovt P.A. Izmailov, 

and A.A. Tamamshev, introduced a program of municipal improvement in the Tiflis 

duma. These young intellectuals turned to an Armenian businessman, I. E. 

Pitoev, in order to gain access to the merchants who dominated the assembly. 

Pitoev organized a "party" which met periodically in his apartment to dis-

cuss plans for Tiflis. His influence was paramount, and, as one contemporary 

put it, the statement "Isai wants it" had a "magic effect" on the others in 

the group. Such private meetings of dtrna deputies were unheard of in the 

Russia of Alexander II, and according to the memoirist Tumanov, "thanks to 

the circle of Is. Eg. Pitoev, private conferences of deputies received the 

right of citizenship here twenty years ear1ier than in other cities of 

I 40 
Russia. ' 

At the end of 1878, the Pitoev-Izmailov party won the elections to the 

duma, and when the deputies met to choose their mayor bitter differences 

divided the new members from older members. Hhile the new deputies voted 

for the Armenian Bcbutov, older deputies split their votes between the in-

cumbent mayor, the Georgian noble Dmitri Kipiani, and the Armenian M.E. 

Alikhanov. After much maneuvering an Armenian businessman, A. Korganov, 

was chosen, but he declined to serve and A .s. Katinov (1843-1909) was finally 

elected. 41 The victory of the Pitoev-Izmailov party brought ethnic con-

siderations into duma politics, though they were still muted. Martinov 

served as mayor of Tiflis until 1890, but the most influential duma member 

was party leader P.A. Izmailov, the vigorous spokesman for a new water system, 

bridges, a city hall, and other renovations for the city. This party was 
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responsible for turning Tiflis, or at least part of it, into a modern 

European city, but its critics condemned the reformers for the ttone-sided 

bourgeois direction of this party." like the duma which it led, the reform 

party largely represented the rich Armenian community and the small num-

ber of liberal intellectuals. 

While liberals like Nikoladze had abandoned their youthful radicalism 

and turned from revolutionary politics to reform, a new generation of young 

noblemen responded in the 1870s to the contradictory messages of the Russian 

Enlightenment by turning toward populism. In secret circles in their 

gimnaziia and seminaries young Georgians read the prohibited works of 

Belinskii, Pisarev, Dobroliubov, and Chernyshevskii 1 while disregarding 

their own native writers. As early as 1865 the editors of Kolokol had 

reported that several gimnaziia students in Tiflis had been arrested for 

membership in a secret society, Molodaia Gruziia i Molodaia Armeniia ("Young 

Georgia and Young Armenia"). By 1869 a clandestine library had been es-

tablished in Tiflis, and seminarians found the home of their teacher, 

lakov Gogebashvili, a haven for forbidden discussions of art and politics. 

One student who frequented those discussions later claimed that 0 his house 

was for the Georgian intelligentsia what Stankevich 1s home had been for 

42 Russian writers.n Students at the seminary were close to the editors 

of mnatobi ( 11Luminary11 ) (1869-1872) who expressed socialist views9 and 

themselves put out their own handwritten journal, shroma ( 11Labor"), until 

~rch 1871. In general a new liveliness was experienced by young Georgian . 
intellectuals, and in this stimulating climate they were attracted both by 

the radical political massage of Russian populists and a sense of their 

own responsibility to their own people. 
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At one extreme, farthest from the Georgian "patriots" (mamulishvilebi), 

were a few Georgian populists who linked their fate directly to that of 

the Russian revolutionary movement of the 1870s. Men like I.S. Jabadari 

(Dzhabadari) and Shio Davitashvili saw no contradiction between their commit-

ment to Russian populism and the cause of Georgian liberation. When the 

patriots complained that Georgia's few educated people should all work for 

the motherland, Davitashvili answered: "Georgia is closely tied to Russia. 

The Georgian people can be freed only if the political order in Russia is 

destroyed. Consequently the Georgian youth are helping the cause of the 

Russian revolution, and in this way they serve not only the Russian people 
43 

ll 
but the interests of Georgia. Jabadari was even more abrupt in his dis-

missal of a separate Georgian movement: 

We entered the arena of political activity not as 

Georgians but as members of the whole Russian revolutionary 

family. Russian youth was closer to us than the narrowly 

nationalistic Georgian, Armenian, and other Cnucasian •••• We 

decided to work in Russia hand in hand with Russians, deeply 

convinced that if sometime it is decreed that we are victorious 

in Russia then at the same time we will be victorious in the 

Caucasus; having won freedom for the Russian people we win 

it for the peoples of the Caucasus at the same time .•.• Not 

44 
separatism but working together was our slogan. 

The first generation of Georgian populists came from the same social 

were turned toward the larger world outside Georgia. When Jabadari and 

his friends organized a library for poorer students, they provided them 

with the works of Louis Blanc, J.S.Mill, Herzen, and Victor Hugo. They 
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read with deep interest the published accounts of the Paris Commune and 

followed closely the tr:i.al of Nechaev. From Petersburg they were able 

to obtain books by Lassale, the novel Emma and Lucinda by Schweitzer, and 

Marx's This first socialist circle in Georgia (1871-1872) spent 

much of its energy circulating literature to students, though it had some 

contact with workers and artisans. 45 It dissolved after a year's existence 

when its leading members ]eft for Petershurg and Zurich. 

The Petersburg experience of Jabadari and his closest comrades was 

from Georgian politics instead of inspiring them to return and work in their 

homeland. "In Petersburg," Jabadari remembered, "I immediately fall in 

46 
among young people who spoke, dreamt, and raved only about the people." 

When he met his old friends from Tiflis, he found their meetings much less 

47 
interesting than those of the RussiAns. When the Russian students were 

reading Petr Lavrov's emigre newspaper Vpercd ("Forward") and dividing into 

Lavrovist and Bakuninist camps, however, Jabadari found these debates and 

divisions fruitless. When his fellow students decided to "go to the people" 

he left Russia to continue his studies ln Zurich and Paris. There he found 

colonies of Georgian students attempting to sort out their political alter-

natives. In Zurich a largely Georgian circle known as ugeli ("Yoke") had 

been formed by Niko Nikoladze. Not revolutionary in its tactics, ugel~ 

was a forum for reports on Georgian and reneral European history, politics, 

literature, and economics. (A similar group was formed by the Armenians-in 

Zurich, and P. Izmailov and a certain Abelian acted ae deputies of that so-

ciety to the Georr,ian counterpart.) In Paris Nikoladze was publishing a 

Georgian newspaper, ("Banner"), which advocated a federation of all 
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48 Caucasian peoples on the basis of economic equality of all citizens." 

Jabadari was unimpressed by the idea of federation or the emphasis on the 

political struggle which he found among the emigres. Like the populists 

with whom he had been studying he advocated a joint movement with the 

Russians and a full social revolution. 

In August 1874 Nikoladze organized a congress of Caucasian university 

students studying abroad in Geneva and invited Jabadari and Chikoidze, 

then living in Paris, to discuss alliance strategy. The main question at 

the congress was whether to support NikoJadze's notion a federative 

republic of Cqucasia or to join the all-Russian social revolutionary move-

ment. Jabadari, along with Domgat from Daghestan, Tsitsianov, Chelokaev, 

E1iozov, Chikoidzc, and a few others, found themselves in the minority. The 

majority proposed Switzerland as a model of what a Russian federal state 
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should be in the future. This congress marks another decisive biforcation 

in the Georgian liberation movement. The more moderate men of the 1860s --

Nikoladze, Georgi Tsereteli, Sergei !>leskhi, and others--were dedicated to a 

struggle for a Caucasian solution to Georgia's future, to a polilical struggle 

with tsarism which would institutionalize legal restraints on the auto-

cratic power, and to a separation their efforts from those of the more 

radical social revolutionaries. The populists, on the other hand, 

Jabadari, Tsitsianov, Zdanovich, and the others were determined to link 

the various national liberation movements into one common social revolutionary 

struggle against tsarism and capitalism. 

Given their strategy it was appropriate that Jabadari and his comrades 

soon joined forces with a small group of Russian women, the so-called 

"Frichi," who had refused to obey their government's command to return home 

in 1873. United by their opposition to Jacobin centralism, they decided 

to form a revolutionary party. The "All-Russlan Social Revolutionary 



- 40-

Organization,'' founded in 1875,included the Georgian born Georgii Zdanovich 

(1855-1917), Aleksandre Tsitsianov, and Mikhail Chikoidze, as well as the 

Russian women from Zurich: Sofia Bardin, Olga Liubatovich, Lydia Figner, 

and others. It operated as a Bakuninist call for a few months until April 

1875 when Jabardari, Chikoidze, and seven others were arrested. Held in 

prison for almost two years, they were finally tried in the famous Trial 

of the Fifty in February 1877, one of a series of mass trials designed by 

the Russian government to discredit the revolutionary movement. w~en his 

lawyer pointed out to him that most of the male defendents at the trial 

were Georgians, Jabadari seemed genuinely surprised. Ethnicity had never 

played a very important role in his mental world. 

For all the prominence of Georgians in the Russian populist movement, 

the movement had very little impact within Georgia itself. A few Tiflis 

seminarians, led by David Kezeli, met together in 1872-1873 to read revolu-

tionary literature. The sons of rural priests and deacons, they were 

influenced by Pisarev and called themselves "nihilists." When the police 

arrested them, they found among their books the incriminating works of 
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Darwin, Mill, and Chernyshevskii. More substantlal than the Kezeli circle 

were the efforts of Ignatii loseliani, Mikhail Kipiani, and Isidor Kikodze 

in 1875-1876, who planned a long campaign in Georgia educating and pro-

pagandizing the peasantry to prepare them for a coordinated insurrection to 

be timed with the outbreak of war. Overestimating the volatility of the 

peasantry, the populists believed their organizational tasks would be 

relatively simple. Visiting from St. Petersburg, Zdanovich met with Kipiani 

and the others, listened to the local news of revolts in Svaneti and 

Abkhazeti, and reported back to his comrades that "the Caucasus is on a 

war footing." 51 Organizations were formed in Tiflis and Kutaisi, and their 
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members received the simple literature prepared for the peasants -- books 

like The Clever Mechanic and The Tale of Brothers -- and translated 

them into Georgian. They also distributed Russian revolutionary newspapers 

such as Vpered ("Forward"), ~_!_!l_tk ("\-lorker11
), and Samarskii golod (nSamara 

Hunger"). Their efforts had some success in Tiflis, where they had about 

two hundred sympathizers, but much less in Kutaisi, where only about thirty 

52 
people showed any interest before arrests dispersed the populists in 1876. 

The government became concerned as peasants in some parts of western Georgian 

appeared to be influenced by populist rhetoric, particularly by the notion 

that the land was indisputably theirs and that no one had the right to use 

their labor. One official wrote to the Emperor directly: 

It is impossible not to notice that in the last 

ten years there has often appeared in Zugdidi district 

a tendency of the peasants not to fulfill their ob-

ligations to the lnndlords •... From conversations with 

peasants I have come to the conclusion that they are 

motivated by the theory that they have a right to land­

lord property,£! theory which has filtered down to 

them from an alien milieu. Many peasants express them-

selves on this subject in the identical expressions of 

the social revolutionary propagandists who were discovered 

in Kutaisi and Tiflis provinces in April and May of this 

year (1876) .••• The peasant population is easily affected 

by these teachings which correspond to their real inter-

ests. They now have adopted tr1e notion that he who works 

the lnnd should have the exclusive right to ownership. 
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The natural consequence of this situation is the 

refusal to pay the landlord or the treasury for 
53 

use of the land. 

In the 1880s a new generation of Georgian populists appeared, but 

unlike the noble revolutionaries of the 1870s the men of the eighties were 

raznochintsi, peasants, poor clergymen, and 

directed their propaganda to students and the arti.sanal workers in the towns. 

The Tiflis seminary was a center of populist activity, and the student Gola 

Chitadze was instrumental in organizing a student circle (Is. Ramishvili, 

Lagiashvili, Uznadze, Menabde, Maglakelikze, and Moseshvi.li) and a union of 

journeymen. The circle considered itself close to Narodnaia volia, the 

terrorist wing of the populist movement. A small committee of narodnovol'tsy 

also existed in the city, made up of three Armenians (Grigor Ter Grigorian, 

Abraham Dastakian, and Tamara Adamian) and three Georgians (Vasili Sulkhanov, 

Vasili Rukhiladze, and Anna Sulkhanova), but in 1882 the Armenians split 

off to form their O\o.rn circle, dedicated, as they put it, to the "undefended 
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claims of the unfortunate Armenian people." Several members of the Executive 

Committee of Narodnaia volia, Korba and Degaev, formed a military organization 

in Tiflis, but after Degaev was recruited by the police as a secret agent he 

returned to Tiflis and exposed his former comrades. On March 2, 1883, officers 

of the Sixteenth Grenadier Minp;reJian Regiment and other members of the 

organization were arrested. 

For two years (1881-1883) newspapers expressing populist ideas were 

published legally in Georgian. Both imedi ("Hope") in Tiflis, and its sister . 
paper shroma ("Labor") in Kutaisi condemned the assassination of Alexander II 

and couched their revolutionary sentiments, though many contributors favored 

a revolution and belonged to secret circles. imedi polemicized with Chav-

chavadze's iveria, condemning his narrow patriotism and the "nationalizntion" 
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of the liberation movement. ln an article, "Broken Dreams," the populist 

Chrelashvili charged that Chavchavadza did not understand that the solution 

to the national question depended on the resolution of the social question.55 

Another prominent populist propagandist, Anton Purtseladze (1839-1913), 

complained that !varia conceived of the land problem as one of underdeveloped 

agricultural technology, as an agronomic problem, whereas it should properly 

be seen as a social problem, as the result of the noble landlords• ownership 

of too much of the land. While iveria opposed taking the land from the 

nobility, the populists argued in favor of expropriation in favor of the 

peasants and common ownership of the land fund. In opposition to the 

liberals, the populists opposed private ownership of the land, hoped to 

introduce communal ownership in the Caucasus, and proposed an equal right 

to use land and the full right of each producer to the product of his labor. 

Although both the liberals and the populists were deeply concerned with 

Georgia's economic and social problems, they tended to neglect specifically 

ethnic aspects of the situation. When the hopes of the Great Reforms turned 

into the frustration of impotence in face of tsarist conservatism, much 

antagonism which was rooted in social discontent wee manifested in nationalist 

farm. Searching for some explanation of their difficulties, some target on 

which to fix blame, Georgians often focused on the Armenians of the towns 

or on Russian officials. With the Georgian nobility rapidly losing its 

prima position in the social order, Georgians of every level experienced 

a.aana• ef political powerlessness and fear that all would be lost to the 
• 

rapacious Armenians. This distorted national consciousness was stimulated 

by the intellectual reactionaries and chauvinist officials who thrived in 

Caucasia during the reign of Alexander III. 
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The growth of Russian nationalism both within the government bureau-

cracy and the population affected the administration of the ethnic peri­

phery of the empire. In the 1880s-1890s a series of laws imposed new 

restrictions on the Jews, reduced the autonomy of finland, and reversed 

the long-standing policy of permitting the Armenian church to run its own 

schools. One of the first actions of Alexander III affecting Transcaucasia 

was the abolition of the office of the Viceroy and the Caucasian Committee 

in Petersburg. Whereas the Viceroys had been independent of the various 

ministries in the capital and could report directly to the tsar, in the 

administrative system introduced in January 1883 the governor-general 

was required to report routinely through the bureaucracy. Henceforth 

the Caucasus lost its special status as a viceroyalty and was reduced 

to equal footing with other regions of the empire. 

The slowly maturing national consciousness of Georgians clashed with 

the revival of Russian chauvinism, and the governors of the Caucasus at-

tempted both to repress, or at least contain, expressions of nationalism, 

while at the same time diverting Georgian hostilities away from the govern-

ment and against the Armenians. Nationality was made a consideration in 

recruitment of state officials. Georgian language studies were further 

discouraged, even in the Tiflis Seminary where a harsh Russianizing regime 

was installed. The very word "Gruziia" ("Georgia11 in Russian) was pro-

hibited in print. 

The harsh police rule imposed by the government effectively contained 
. 

the revolutionary populists by the mid-1880s. Only the Chitadza circle con-

tinued to function in Tiflis, carrying on propaganda among urban workers. 

Suddenly &Ad draMatically the political tranquility which had deceptively 

marked the first decade of the new reign was shattered when a student of the 
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Seminary, Iosif Lagiev (Laghiashvili), fatally stabbed the Russian rector, 

Pavl Chudetskii. The seminary had long heen a center of student political 

activity, and, according to a police report, the Russian priests had lost 

all authority over the Georgian students by the end of the 1870s. Tiflis 

newspapers continually attacked the seminary administration, thus legitimizing 

the students' own protests. One young firebrand, Silvestr Jibladze, had 

earlier sl3pped the rector and been sentenced to two years in a disciplinary 

battallion.
56 

Apparently the seminary radicals had decided to avenge 

Jibladze's treatment with the assassination of the rector. 57 Infuriated 

by this assault on an official of the Orthodox Church, the Russian Exarch of 

Georgia anathematized Georgia for this murder, and about sixty students were 
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expelled from the seminary. The aging patriot Dmitri Kipiani, then the 

Harshall of the Kutaisi Nobility, wrote an angry letter to the Exarch, de-
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manding that he leave Georgia immediately. The government retaliated by 

exiling Kipiani to Stavropol. There he was mysteriously murdered the follow-

ing year. It was widely believed that he had been killed by tsarist agents, 

and his funeral became a massive demonstration against the Russian govern-

ment. As the eighties came to a close, social revolutionary and ethnic 

concerns were gradually merging, and a new stage of political opposition 

to tsarism was about to open. 

The growing anxiety of Georgians for their future in a Russifying, 

modernizing autocratic empire found its way into the politics of the Tiflis 

City duma. Georgians had not participated actively in municipal affairs 

until the 1890s, and in the duma elections of 1883 and 1887 there had been 

no intense battles along ethnic or party lines. But in November 1890 the 

Georgian Noble Land Bank formed a political opposition to the ruling Armenian 

party and managed to find considerable support in the electors of the "first 

rank," the richest men in the city who opposed the reforms of the duma 
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leadership. The "second rank" split between the two parties, and the 

"third" gave enough support to the opposition to have a duma elected which 

was divided bctw<::cn the old ruling party and the new opposition. The re-

elected mayor, A.S. }~tinov, was forced by the opposition to step down, and 

Prince N.V. Argutinskii-Dolgorukov was chosen in his stead~ Still the duma 

was dominated by the Armenian bourgeoisi£> who held an nhsolute majori.ty of 

the seventy-two duma deputies, forty of whom \.Jere Armenian and only twenty 
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Georgian. 

Ethnic conflicts in the duma heightened in the next few years. In 1892 

the municipal counter-reform of Alexander III raised the property qualification 

for duma electors and eliminated the division of the electorate into ranks. 

This legal maneuver simply strengthened the hold of the wealthiest men in 

the cities over the dumas, and in Tifl:is this meant the even more complete 

hold of the Armentnns over the duma. Wiwn the c1 ty bonrd put forth its list 

of seventy-seven candidates in 1893, only ten were Russian, seven Georgian, 
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and two German; the rest were Armenian. A Georgian opposition reformed, 

and the liberal newspaper Novae obozrcnie supported 1ts clnims to repre-

sentation, though it "'as critical of its use of nationalist rhetoric and its 

disorganization. This time the opposition was easily beaten; the party of 

Matinov and Izmailov remained dominant in the duma; and the disgruntled 

Georgians refused to take their seats in the duma because their representa-
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t ion did not reflect their real weight :in tl1e city. 

Both the socio-economic structure of Tiflis and the partiality of 

tsarist legislation to the men of great property prevented Georgians from 

participating in the government of the city which had been their national 

capital since classical times. The revival of Georgian culture and national 

consciousness among the intelligentsia notwithstanding, the real economic 

and political weight of Georgians in their own country had steadily been 
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undermined by the Armenian bourgeoisie and Russian officialdom. Neither 

taariat reforms, liberal politics, nor capitalist economics had provided 

avenues for the advancement of the declining nobility, the emerging in­

telligentsia, or the peasants forced from their villages into the slums 

of the towns. Georgian nationalism in its gentry variant was too narrowly 

concerned with the problems and aspirations of the traditional landed elite 

to appeal effectively to the Georgian masses. By the early 1890s Georgian 

society was undergoing a fundamental transformation under the pressures of 

capitalist industrialization, but none of the ideological alternatives of 

the past decade -- liberalism, populism, or gentry nationalism -- seemed 

to provide the mass of Georgians with a way out of their political pre­

dicament. 

The Georgians of the last decades of the nineteenth century experienced 

a contradictory process of social formation. On the one hand, Georgians 

were being progressively integrated into a developing economy; their tra­

ditional isolation in the village was ending, and they were becoming part 

of the uraan world of the industrial age. The increased closeness of the 

Georgians to other nationalities and to their fellow Georgians contributed 

to their developing national consciousness and the emergence of the first 

polltical movements. But, on the other hand, the effects of the breakup 

of traditional seignaurial society, with the concomitant decline of the 

landed nobility, the penetration of the new market economy, with the rise 

of the Armenian bourgeoisie, and the new and brutal isolation of lower-

class Georgians in the poorest sections of the cities rendered the nationalist 

ideal of a unified and harmonious social order without class conflict a 

wistful dream. By the 1890s a Georgian working class, made up of peasants 

forced off the land into workshops, factories, and refineries in Tiflis and 

Batumi, represented a new force to be reckoned with, one almost completely 

ignored by the nationalists and populists and neglected by the liberals. 
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Early in the 1890s a small group of Russian-educated intellectuals 

returned to Georgia from the north, bringing with them an alternative 

vision of Georgia's future. Noi Zhordania, Filip Makheradze, and others 

had become acquainted with Russian Marxism while studying in Warsa~, and 

in late 1892 Zhordania organized the first conference of Georgian Marxists 

in Zestafoni. rrom these humble beginnings the Georgian Marxists, soon 

known as the mesame ~ ("third generation"), developed an intellectual 

critique of the embryonic capitalist society then emerging in Georgia 

and proposed a program of activity to overthrow the autocratic monarchy 

and permit the free development of a democratic society leading eventually 

to socialism. By 1895 the Marxists had taken over the illustrated journal 

.. val.i ("Trace") and soon became the most powerful intellectual movement 

among Georgians. As worker organization and strike activity accelerated 

in the last half of the decade, the Marxists linked their idealogical 

struggle with practical work in factories and workshops. By the early 

twentieth century Marxism provided an analysis and political strategy to 

both workers in Tiflis, 8atumi, Kutaisi, and elsewhere as ~ell as to the 

rebellious peasants of western Georgia. By 1905 the Marxists, now adherents 

of the Menshevik form of Social Democracy, ware the 2! facto leaders of a 

JaBssiva national liberation movement, the dimensions of which had not been 

sean any where else in the Russian Empire. 

The phenomenal success of Marxism and the failure of other political 

ideologies in the 1890s are closely connected to the particular way in 

which capitalism and political reform developed in Georgia. Despite the 

demographic decline in Tiflis of the Armenians and the rise of Russians 

and Georgians, the new relationship among the three ethnic groups was not 

reflected in shifts ot economic and,political power. Georgians remained 
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at tbe bottom of tA8 economic ladder and nearly totally outside the political 

arena. The traditional Georgian leaders, the gentry, failed to exercise 

leadership in the city by the last quarter of the century, and their form 

of nationalisM had no relevance for the workers. The new class of Georgian 

workers was strategically located in the heart of economic and political 

power, brought together in large workshops and factories by the process of 

industrialization. Given the right conditions and leadership this class 

could make its weight felt much more potently than peasants scattered in 

isolated villages. The ~rx!sts provided an ideology which placed workers 

at the center of the historical moment, an ideology wnich recognized the 

advent of capitalis• and rejected nostalgia about the agrarian past, but 

one which, unlike liberalism, did not stop with a celebration of market 

society or a rationalization of the power of propertied men, but rather 

proposed that the contradictory nature of bourgeois society contained the 

potential for its eventual overthrow. In Marxism Georgians had a non­

nationalist ideology whicb at one and the same time was a weapon against 

their ethnic enemies, against Russian autocracy and the Armenian bourgeoisie. 

~gW, in the view of the ~rxists, could only be returned to the Georgians 

when revolution eliminated the dual domination of Russian officialdom and 

Armenian industrialists. This would require, first, a political revolution 

and, later, a socialist revolution. To those Georgians who had entered the 

cities in poverty and remained at the bottom of urban society the Marxists 

made their supra-national appeal. To the Georgian working class separated 

by language, culture, wealth and power from the Armenian bourgeoisie the 

Aarxists exposd a stark world of capitalist exploitation and ethnic domi~a­

tion which they claimed could be overcome by creating a national liberation 

movement based on class war. 
Ronald Grigor Suny 
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