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Trade and industry in agricultural representatives participation of 
production in Northern Azerbaijan at the end of the XIX – beginning 
of XX centuries 

In the late XIX – early XX centuries the whole group and the oil trading 
community, noting receipt of large incomes from the vineyards and crops began to 
buy fertile land on a large scale and to engage in agricultural production. Company 
Forero’s brothers, brothers Arafelov’s brothers Hublarov’s and more others have 
built their work so that their work Principe ahead of their time for at least 70–80 
years and were similar to the agro– industrial complexes, common in 1960–1970. But 
all this is further aggravated the social problems within the privately owned village of 
northern Azerbaijan. 
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Участь представників торгово–промислових кіл в сільськогоспо-
дарському виробництві Північного Азербайджану в кінці ХІХ –
 початку XX століть 

Наприкінці XIX – початку XX століть ціла група нафтопромисловців і то-
ргових кіл, помітивши отримання великих доходів від виноградників і посівів, 
стали скуповувати родючі землі на великих масштабах і займатися сільського-
сподарським виробництвом. Фірми братів Форер, братів Арафелових, братів 
Хубларових і багатьох ін. свою роботу побудували так, що принципи їх роботи 
випередили свій час мінімум на 70–80 років і були схожі на аграрно–промислові 
комплекси, поширені в 1960–1970 роках. Але все це надалі поглиблювало соціа-
льні проблеми всередині приватновласницького села Північного Азербайджану. 

Ключові слова: капіталіст, розвиток, село, північний. 
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RUSSIAN POLITICAL STEPS IN THE "ARMENIAN QUESTION" 
AND THE COVENANT ON JANUARY 26 (FEBRUARY 8 ),  

1914 BETWEEN RUSSIA AND TURKEY 

Examines the role of Tsarist Russia in the Armenian issue . It should be noted 
that tsarist Russia played an important role in the political revival of Armenian life in 
the Ottoman Empire . Russia has initiated some plans to build a reliable support in an 
occupied area. Among these plans Bila "Christian solidarity.�In fact, there were 
opportunities for the secret of the "safe ethnosocial partnership." Russians considered 
this partnership a real chance to achieve their economic and political goals . 
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(стаття друкується мовою оригіналу) 

Expanding imperialistic aims between Great Power 
begining from the middle of nineteenth century influenced 
to the Ottoman Empire, either. According to the Great 
Powers, the Ottoman Empire was a state to collapse. From 
this point of view, it is undeniable that Russia’s policy in 
the area of his neighbour. According to Armenian historian 
V.A.Parsamyan, as a result of the rapid development of 
capitalist relations in Russia in the second half of the 
nineteenth century bourgeoisie played an active role, both 
domestic and foreign policy. Struggle for straits and the 
struggle for new markets was one of the main tasks of the 
foreign policy of the Tsarist regime [4, p. 267]. As we can 
seefrom the notes of the author, Tsarist Russia’s aggressive 
policy was clearly observed. 

It is known that the gradual strengthening of the Russian 
Empire in the region from the nineteenth century, in 
accordance with its historic interests Russia began to 
implement some plans to create a reliable support which in 
seized areas. Among such plans are “Christian solidarity” 
was the first place. In fact, there were secret opportunities 
behind of “safe ethno–social partnership”. It is known from 
historical issues, Russians considered this partnership would 
be real chance for realizing its economic and political aims 
which this partnershiphas entered to the form of “open 
cooperation” during Peter the Great. In front of such 
economic and political interests both Iran and the Ottoman 
Empire was considered an impossible barrier by Russia. For 
fighting the “total force” (meant Iran and Ottoman Empire–
Z.A.) Russia began to implement long–term programs 
which thinking of used it, and would be created from the 
ethno–social base in this direction [5, p. 8]. 

Researchingof Russian archival documents show that 
the tsarist government attached importance to the program 
called the “cooperation with Armenians” in the early 
twentieth century which tested as “successful policy” 
program in the early nineteenth century. For preventing of 
the escalating situation in the Caucasus in 1905, (meant 
Armenian–Moslem conflict between 1905 and 1906–Z.A.) 
the tsarist government as returned as to the traditional 
policy with the restoration of Caucasus Governor by 
Nicholas II,also the newly appointed to Caucasus 
Vorontsov–Dashkov (Governor in the Caucasus in 1905–
1915 years–Z.A.) restored the new political line with the 
Armenians as soon as his coming. Caucasus Governor 
I.VorontsovDashkov’s letter to Tsar Nicholas Romanov 
(Nicholas II) dated October 10, 1912 confirm our notions 
above mentioned: “…By appointed me to Caucasus 
Governor with the purpose of reassuring the flame of 
revolutionin the provinces, Your Majesty, to my mind, 
would like to abolish the measures revoked displeasure 
among the Russian’s Armenians.Despite comments of some 
state leaders condemning my policy to Armenians, this 
Governor post appointed by Your Majesty, gave me brave 
confidence to realize it, but I’m pleased to inform His 
Majesty has a lot of loyalty citizens in Russia, and as well 
as attracting Armenians in the Turkey to Yourself” [3]. 
After these ideas the Governor puts forward a plan of 
loyalty to Turkey Armenians and indicates that one of the 
main objectives is to ensure the loyalty of Armenians of 
Russia: “To my mind, according to Berlin Treaty, Porta (the 
Ottoman Government) has a commitment to protect 
Armenians from Kurds and Circassians. In this issue we 
should be decisive, and not to give this question to other 
Powers. Now newspapers are written that Turkey’s 
Armenians want to support from the government of Austria. 
If we can’t get this question into our hands, it will be result 
in the loss of Russian influence among the Christians of 
Asia Minor and it can be interpreted as our silence among 
the Armenians in the current situation. In the end, I can’t 
hide from Your Majesty that the project of diplomatic 
protection of Turkey’s Armenians by created me, intent to 
involve all Armenians under the tsarist Russia” [3]. 

We can see clearly Armenian which tsarist government 
realized his economic and political interests in the 
monographcalled “Eastern Questionin Russian’s foreign 
policy. End of the 18th century and beginning of the 20th 
century”.In this book private chapter is devoted to the 
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Armenian Question. Chapter II, Section IV, is called “The 
crises in the Middle East in the 90s of the XIX century.In 
the work are interpreted as follows which had been in the 
90s of nineteenth century in the Middle East: “In the mid 
90s, the struggle for the strengthening of the Far East, at the 
same time a new conflict in the Middle East emerged from 
the policy pursued by the government of the Sultan. 
Abdulhamid II, who had lost control over significant areas 
of the Balkan Peninsula, was trying to do own 
compensation (recovery) the persecution and the 
dictatorship of strengthening over the peoples of the 
Ottoman Empire. Sultan’s policy is caused to protest not 
only among the Christians, but also the Muslim population. 
French Consul General travelling the European provinces of 
Turkey noted the “bankruptcy, the terrible increase in the 
incidence of begging” among the Muslims and Christians. 
Consul General noted “this”and “the others”would like to 
change management [6, p. 259].Of course, would be an 
error to read something positive from this work written by 
the staff of the Russian authors. Therefore, in almost every 
sentence the authors justified expansionary policy of Russia 
in the region, and trying to explain it with the “Christian 
solidarity”. Interestingly, in the work has been 
acknowledged betrayals of Armenians during the Russian–
Turkish war. We can read there: “The reforms of Berlin 
Treaty about the Armenians were not realized. The people 
of Macedonia, Crete and Fessaliyawere waiting to change 
their life impatiently. Oppression regime was the Sultan’s 
moral norm for especially non–Muslim people.Armenian 
population of Turkey was particularly critical. The 
participation of Armenians on the side of Russia during 
Russian–Turkish war in 1877–1878 had been resulted 
repression of Sultan government against Armenians. Russia 
is trying to increase the rights of the Armenians and attained 
to put in Article XVI related to Armenians to the terms of 
the Treaty of San Stefano which intended to reform in 
Turkish Armenia without any delaying [6, p. 259]. 

One–sided approaching to the process and also in the 
form of distorted, subjectivism show itself while they 
respond to the internal policy of Ottoman Government in 
the work written by the authors. The book says: Non–
 regular cavalry detachments (Hamidiye) were created in 
1891 in the territory of Asia Minor which consisting of 
Kurds and the Circassians and not under the control of local 
administration. Their definition was to organize the 
implementation of the rule–of–law while expressing any 
dissatisfaction “against the tyranny of the government in the 
provinces. Hamidiye demonstrated its cruelty against 
Armenians, and this was its main position. Also was seeing 
real way to their physical destruction” [6, p. 260]. The book 
says then: “Ottoman Government was trying to deprive 
Armenian communities which they had a little 
independence in religious and internal affairs. While formed 
provinces in the Western Armenia, the Sultan government 
was trying to divide provinces that it doesn’t dominate 
Armenian population in any of the provinces. Armenians 
asked to support from the government of Europe” [6, p. 
260]. Surprisingly, the authors writing these sentences don’t 
see to falsify the historical facts, I wonder…? However, 
these evidences were demonstrated itself in Russia. 

On page 262, the authors basing to the documents of the 
French related to Russia’s position on the Armenian 
question, writes: “The Russian government’s policy on the 

Armenian question was complicated. In the French 
documents it was characterized as “the gentle and careful”. 
Russia was continueng its traditional policy which intended 
to protect the Christians in the Eastern crises in the 90s and 
demanded from Sultan to reform necessity which meant in 
San Stefano and Berlin Treaty” [6, p. 262]. 

Also, it is noted joyfully that, Russia took part in 
together with France who did not want a new war in the 
East. 

Of course, the thoughts which contrary to the truth, for 
example, the difficult economic situation of the Armenians, 
as well as Abdulhamid II, who using the differences of 
opinion between the European countries, tried new 
Armenian massacres, we can’t agree with such opinions. 
Because, Armenians themselves were behaving as the main 
organizers of the killingof the innocent people.From this 
point of view, British Consul in Erzurum Everettin report 
dated on June 25, 1880: “The weapons and ammunition 
coming from abroad had been arisen the Armenian 
revolutionary groups to the rebellion. Almost the Armenian 
houses were weapon storage”[7, p. 157]. 

Thus, in the work which alleged “a peaceful 
demonstration of Armenians at the request of improving 
their lives lasted from September to Oct. 2 in 1895” is 
actually the “Armenian fanaticism” is something else. 

Therefore, Russia’s policy in the Armenian question had 
been given by distorting of historical facts,Russia’s 
expansionist policy in the Middle East was analyzed as 
“Armenian fanaticism”. 

It is known that till 1890, not being any desires from the 
Ottoman government, (Note: replacing article 16 of the 
Treaty of San Stefano in the Article 61 of the Treaty of 
Berlin related to Ottoman Armenians, stated: “Ottoman 
Government undertakes to implement the reforms local 
needs in the provinces inhabited by Armenians without any 
delaying and to protect the Armenians form the Kurds and 
Circassians. All issues realizing on this problemwould be 
notified to Great Powers controlling these reforms”)[2]. 
Armenians began to revolt as“name of reform” from this 
time. The main goal of the Armenian Committees 
supporting by British and Russians was to found an 
autonomous Armenia and to achieve the intervention of the 
European states to Ottoman Empire. For this purpose, 
Armenians living in the various provinces of Ottoman 
Empire were killing of innocent Muslim–Turks, rebellion in 
many regions of Ottoman, such as Sasun, Zeytun, Mush, 
Bitlis, also trying to intervention of Great Powers as soon as 
possible.These revolts were ruled by Hncak Committee, 
Dashnaksutyun Party, as well as Caucasus Armenian 
religious leaders. 

Researching ofRussian archival documents show that 
rebellions during the years 1890–1896 in Turkey ruled by 
Caucasus Armenian religious leaders [1, p. 7]. These facts 
show the political interests of the Armenian Gregorian 
Church, struggle for secular power and the desire to 
maintain its position among the Armenians and also 
intention of a mission to create a state in the territory of the 
Ottoman Empire. 

The facts show that in the 80s of the XIX century 
England, France and Russia was fighting with one another 
for control over the Ottoman Empire. There were a lot of 
reasons, such as natural reources, strategic and geographical 
position of Ottoman was a particular focus of attention. On 
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the other hand, it should be noted that, in accordance with 
Article XVI of the Treaty of San Stefano, Russia had 
stepped a new policy related to Armenians which intended 
to remain within the empire not to the policy of resettlement 
of Armenians from Ottoman. These factors should be 
emphasized as the rebellion act of Armenians by ruled 
Armenian religious leaders against the Ottoman Empire. 

However, Political and diplomatic victories of Russia 
over Ottoman was decreased with LXI Article of Berlin 
Congress laterSan Stefano Treaty. Now, England seized 
control over the Ottoman Empire. But tsarist Russia didn’t 
take its intentions. Russia tried to realize all possible ways 
for its intentions. Of course, such a situation was considered 
as godsend by the Armenians ressettled in the Caucasus 
from the beginning of the 19th century, as well as the 
Ottoman Armenians. They believed that they could found a 
state the both secret dealings with Russia and with rebellion 
in the Eastern territories of Ottoman, they could form a 
state. 

The researching of Archive documents of Russia show 
thatVorontsov–Dashkov’ views about Armeniansbenefiting 
from them to realize Russian policy in Russia, and also in 
the territory of Ottoman which inteded in his letter to 
Nicholas II dated October 10, 1912, coincided the 
implementation of the Czarist government’s activity in this 
area. Published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1915, 
“Reforms in Armenia. November 26, 1912 – May 10, 1914 
publication of diplomatic documents”[8, p. 165] claryfies 
on this issue. Girs, Russian Ambassador to Turkey from 
Istanbul reported that in a letter dated 8 June 1913, the first 
secretary of the embassy with his direction initial project 
(Avant – project) have been prepared by Mandelstam. The 
text of the project was attached to the letter. According to 
the first paragraph of the article, the province was created 
consisting of Erzurum, Van, Bitlis, Diyarbakir, Harpoot and 
Sivas (with the exception of some parts of). Next 
paragraphs governor–general’s appointment, rights and 
other issues were dealt with. Some changes were made to 
the project after a series of diplomatic bickering and finally, 
on January 26, 1914 (February 8) in Istanbul, between 
Turkey and Russia was signed an agreement on the reform 
of the Armenian [8, p. 165]. 

It should be noted that the agreement was sighned by 
Russian Empire Konstantin Gulkevich and by Ottoman 
Empire, Deputy Foreign Minister and the Grand Vizier Said 
Halim. A comparison of the changes with the project of 
Avant–Project allows us to follow the changes. We can see 
that from the text of the agreement, the two regions were 
created in the Eastern Anatolia: the first region was consist 
of Erzurum, Trabzon and Sivas, the second region of Van, 
Bitlis, and Diyarbekir and Harpoot. To these regions was 
appointed 2 Inspector. Porta Majesty (Ottoman government) 
undertook the following commitments under Great Powers: 

–In the managment of two regions of the Eastern 
Anatolia should be 2 General Inspector by foreigners: first 
region combined Erzurum, Trabzon and Sivas, the second 
region of Van, Bitlis, and Diyarbəkiri Harpoot; 

–General Inspector had the rights judicial, police and 
administrative control; 

–They had the rights on the appointment of senior 
officials of the government of the Sultan; 

–Hamidiye forces were kept as a reserve force and their 
weapons should be given to military bases, which could 
only be used during mobilization; 

–Laws, decrees, administrative decisions were written in 
the local language of the region. If necessary,by the decree 
of General Inspector, every region had their rights to use 
thier own language in the local administrative authorities 
and in the meetinf of the courts. The resolutions of the court 
should be modified to Turkish language, if necessary, the 
parties could be modified to the parties’ languages... 

–The document was signed by Russian official 
Gulkevich and Said Halim by Ottoman official [8, p. 164–
165]. 

Conclusion.As stated from the facts, Russia and Turkey 
came to an agreement on the Armenian reform. It becomes 
clear that from the Russian–language publications on the 
problem, and the documentsof Russian State Historical 
Archive, in accordance with its historic interests Russia 
began to implement some plans to create a reliable support 
which in seized areas. Among such plans are “Christian 
solidarity” was the first place. In fact, there were secret 
opportunities behind of “safe ethno–social partnership”. It is 
known from historical issues, Russians considered this 
partnership would be real chance for realizing its economic 
and political aims which this partnership has entered to the 
form of “open cooperation” during Peter the Great. Of 
course, the Armenians do not want to miss this opportunity, 
never, thought to establish a state on the eastern provinces 
of the Ottoman Empire. For this purpose, Armenians living 
in the various provinces of Ottoman Empire were killing of 
innocent Muslim–Turks, rebellion in many regions of 
Ottoman, such as Sasun, Zeytun, Mush, Bitlis, also trying to 
intervention of Great Powers as soon as possible. These 
revolts were ruled by Hncak Committee, Dashnaksutyun 
Party, as well as Caucasus Armenian religious leaders. They 
considered that, rebellions in the Ottoman Empire, the 
killing of innocent the Turkish – Muslim civilians is one of 
the most acceptable ways. However, with the start of the 
First World War the Armenians were “the de facto fighting 
nation” in the side of the Russian Empire and also have 
lowered the reform measures none. 
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Політичні кроки Росії в “вірменському питанні” і Пакт 26 січня ( 
8 лютого) 1914 між Росією і Туреччиною 

Розглядається роль царської Росії у вірменському питанні. Слід зазначити 
, що царська Росія відігравала важливу роль в політичному відродженні вірмен-
ської життя в Османській імперії. Росія почала здійснювати деякі плани щодо 
створення надійною опорою в захопленій області. Серед таких планів біла “ 
християнська солідарність”. Справді , там були таємні можливості за з “без-
печного етносоціальної партнерства”. Росіяни вважали це партнерство реа-
льним шансом для реалізації своїх економічних і політичних цілей. 
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Политические шаги России в “армянском вопросе” и Пакт 26 
января (8 февраля) 1914 между Россией и Турцией 

Рассматривается роль царской России в армянском вопросе. Следует от-
метить, что царская Россия играла важную роль в политическом возрождении  
армянской жизни в Османской империи. Россия начала осуществлять некото-
рые планы по созданию надежной опорой в захваченной области. Среди таких 
планов біла“христианская солидарность”. В самом деле, там были тайные 
возможности за из “безопасного этносоциальной партнерства”. Россияне 
считали это партнерство реальным шансом для реализации своих экономичес-
ких и политических целей.  

Ключевые слова: царь, Россия, Османская империя, Церковь Эчмиадзин. 
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ПРОГРАМА АГРАРНОЇ РЕФОРМИ УРЯДУ С. ВІТТЕ 

Розглянуто основні положення програми аграрної реформи уряду С. Вітте 
на початку революції 1905–1907 рр. Розкрито погляди прем’єра на селянську 
общину та індивідуальну селянську власність. Зазначено, що у радянській істо-
ріографії віттевський шлях подолання земельного голоду критикувався, ця ж 
традиція спостерігається і у роботах сучасних російських істориків. Відповід-
но до цього спростовується звинувачення С. Вітте у пропоміщицтві. Наголо-
шується, що основним його завданням у розбурханій революцією країні було не 
поглиблення і без того гострого протистояння, а примирення. Констатується, 
що зміст проекту “Основних положень для зміни законодавства про селян”, 
який став основним документом, запропонованим урядом С. Вітте з аграрного 
питання, носив соціально орієнтований, компромісний характер. Зроблено 
висновок про те, що заплановані інновації були системними і масштабними, 
цілісними. Вони стосувалися найважливіших сфер селянського буття: соціаль-
но–економічної і правової. 

Ключові слова: Російська імперія, аграрне питання, індивідуальна селянсь-
ка власність, сімейна власність. 

Вирішення аграрного питання у Російській імперії 
на початку ХХ ст. зумовлювалося як суспільно–
політичними, так і соціально–економічними факторами. 
З–поміж перших, безумовно, найголовнішим була сус-
пільно–політична активність селянства. Збройна боро-
тьба селян безапеляційно засвідчила гостроту аграрної 
проблеми у країні, потребу нагального її вирішення. 
Саме тому аграрне питання перебувало у фокусі постій-
ної уваги урядових кіл. 

У жовтні 1905 р. Прем’єр–міністром Російської ім-
перії стає С. Вітте. У записці на ім’я Миколи ІІ від 9 
жовтня 1905 р. він окреслює програму діяльності очо-
люваного ним кабінету. Будучи державником, граф ви-
кладає сутність заходів, які необхідно провести задля 
збереження російської державності за умов суспільно–
політичних потрясінь, що переживала імперія у 1905 р. 
З–поміж основних він виокремлює вирішення селянсь-
кого, робітничого і національного питань. Вважаємо за 
доцільне предметно зупинитися на аграрній складовій-
віттевської програми реформ. 

Реформаторська діяльність С. Вітте привертала ува-
гу багатьох дослідників. Професор В. Сироткін у праці 
“Великие реформаторы России” підкреслює, що саме 
С. Вітте ще в 1893 р. розробив програму реорганізації 
сільського господарства шляхом розвитку фермерства, 
яку потім в 1907–1911 рр. з розмахом почав здійснюва-

ти П. Столипін [1, с.16]. Б. В.  Ананьїч та Р. Ш.  Ганелін 
стоять на позиції того, що, якби Микола II підтримав 
проект аграрної реформи С. Ю.  Вітте, то це привело б 
до радикальних змін економічного устрою Росії 
[2, с.96]. А. П.  Корелін пише, що розроблена С. Вітте 
програма із селянського питання відіграла дуже важли-
ву роль у процесі розробки урядом нового курсу аграр-
ної політики, намітивши в основних рисах наступне 
столипінське законодавство [3, с.23]. 

Незважаючи на те, що реформаторська діяльність 
С. Ю.  Вітте досить широко висвітлена сучасними до-
слідниками, погляди С. Вітте на аграрне питання не 
були пріоритетними в наукових дослідженнях. Автор 
статті, не претендуючи на повне висвітлення проблеми 
ставить за мету розкрити суть програми аграрної рефо-
рми уряду С. Ю.  Вітте. 

У записці від 9 жовтня 1905 р. прем’єр чітко визна-
чає ті соціальні стани російського імперського соціуму, 
на які може опертися влада у бурхливий період рево-
люції. На його переконання, в умовах кризи “монархія 
повинна шукати опору у зрілих та врівноважених верс-
твах суспільства”. Для цього потрібно якомога швидше 
усунути земельний голод в окремих губерніях [4, с.55–
56]. Отже, ліквідація земельного дефіциту, у розумінні 
С. Вітте, зможе стабілізувати суспільно–політичну си-
туацію в країні, якщо не повністю припинити соціальну 
конфронтацію на селі, то, принаймні, суттєво її 
пом’якшити. На виконання цього завдання у записці 
пропонувалося розширити і активізувати діяльність Се-
лянського банку з купівлі–продажу поміщицьких зе-
мель. Однак цим С. Вітте не обмежився. Він виступив 
за те, щоб дозволити виставити на продаж Селянському 
банку частину казенних та надільних земель. Йшлося у 
ній і про те, щоб здійснити за плату часткове відчужен-
ня поміщицьких земель. Відчуженню підлягали насам-
перед ті поміщицькі землі, що здавалися поміщиками в 
оренду. Тобто, так званий надлишок. Тому продаж цієї 
категорії землі суттєво не погіршив би матеріальних 
статків поміщиків. У такий спосіб передбачалося збіль-
шити земельний фонд банку з тим, щоб потім з цього 
фонду продавати землі селянам, які таким чином змо-
жуть повністю або частково, залежно від власних фі-
нансових потужностей, подолати земельний дефіцит. 
Такі операції зі збільшення земельного фонду С. Вітте 
виправдовував перед Миколою ІІ тим, що у такий спо-
сіб “збільшувалася загальна площа землеволодіння, за-
снована на особистій землеробській праці, що відпові-
дало інтересам держави, і це мало різнилося від викупу 
землі, наприклад, для будівництва залізниці” [4, с.56–
57]. 

У радянській історіографії віттевський шлях подо-
лання земельного голоду критикувався [5], цю ж тради-
цію спостерігаємо і у роботах сучасних російських істо-
риків [6, с.121]. Позиція критиків зводиться до такого. 
У 1905 р., налякані революційними подіями, насампе-
ред на селі, помісні дворяни стали активно спродувати 
Селянському банку землю, отримуючи у такий спосіб 
значні кошти. Було реалізовано 5 млн. десятин. Тому 
С. Вітте, представляючи інтереси цієї частини російсь-
кого імперського соціуму, запропонував у записці від 9 
жовтня 1905 р. профінансувати такі закупівлі Селянсь-
кого банку. 


