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Note on Transliteration and 
Calendar

Since this book deals with people who wrote Arabic, it was 
deemed proper to use throughout it the Arabic form of personal 
and place-names rather than the Russian form of these names. 
(The Russian form is used only in a few cases in which the Arabic 
is unknown.) However, the first time each place, and some of 
the names, are mentioned, their Russian form is given in square 
brackets. The Arabic alphabet used in the Caucasus included 
several additional letters to signify sounds specific to local lan­
guages. The transliteration system from Arabic is as follows:

* 3 1 — E -  Ch/Zh j  — R — P <3 — Q J -  T1
v  — B C — H j — Z o** — S <3 — Q1 f — M
V -  P t  -  Kh j  -  Ts (ji — Sh d - K 6 -  N
o  -  T C -  Kh L — T t  ~  ' j  - G 6 _  H
o  -  Th/Ts J -  D h  -  z I  -  Gh J ~ L J -  W/V
E — J j -  Dh — s -  F/P J ~ L .tf — Y

Russian places and names, with the exception of a few well- 
established ones like Moscow or Nicholas, are rendered in trans­
literation from the modern orthography. The transliteration 
system from Russian is as follows:

A -  A E -  E J1 -  L P -  R X -  Kh T> -  "
B -  B )K -  Zh M -  M C -  S n -  Ts BI -  Y
B -  V 3 -  z H -  N T -  T -  Ch b  -  '
r -  G/H H -  I O -  O y -  U m -  Sh 3  -  E
A -  D K -  K n -  P o -  F m -  Shch K> -  Iu 

n  -  la

Names of Russian officials written originally in Western lan­
guages (Polish, German, French), are spelled in their Latin form,

xiii
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with the Russian form given in square brackets at their first 
appearance. Georgian names are transliterated from their Rus­
sian form. Their Georgian form is rendered in normal brackets 
the first time they appear. Transliteration from Georgian is in 
accordance with the system used in D. M. Lang, The Last Years 
of the Georgian Monarchy (New York, 1957).

Turkish names and places are written according to the modern 
Turkish orthography. Whenever both an Arabic and a Turkish 
form exist, the Turkish is used for the areas now in the Turkish 
Republic and the Arabic for areas now in the Caucasus, or the 
Arab Middle East. On such occasions, the other form is given 
in normal brackets on its first mention.

All dates in the text are in the Gregorian calendar, unless 
stated otherwise. In the notes the dates are given in the original
-  i.e. Julian (‘Old Style’), Hijri (Muslim), etc. -  with the corre­
sponding Gregorian date following in square brackets. Names, 
places and dates within quotations were changed wherever neces­
sary, for the sake of uniformity. In the notes some places appear 
in at least three different spellings, Erzurum, for example, is 
rendered Erzeroom (English), Erzeroum (French) and Erzerum 
(German). Also for the sake of uniformity, titles of sources, 
regardless of their language, have been capitalised as in English.

xiv



Preface

The so-called ‘Murid movement’ was but one of a series of similar 
phenomena, grouped by Bernard Lewis under the title ‘The 
Revolt of Islam’.1 Indeed, Shamil’s struggle has often been com­
pared with that of 'Abd al-Qadir in Algeria,2 with that of 
al-Sayyid Ahmad Barelvl in India,3 and with the Ache War in 
Sumatra.4 One can further liken it to a series of other fundamen­
talist Muslim resistance movements to Western encroachment in 
Asia and Africa.5 In addition to all their shared characteristics, 
one common denominator can be found in most of them: with 
one or two exceptions, none of them has been studied 
thoroughly. In the case of Shamil and his movement, much has 
been published, mainly by Soviet and Caucasian expatriate 
authors, but the best study is still one written at the beginning 
of this century.6

The aim of this book is to be a thorough study of the ‘Murid 
movement’ and of its main leader, Shamil. However, by no 
means does it attempt to be a ‘definitive’ study. In history, as in 
the humanities in general, there are not, and could not be, 
definitive studies. Even the most intensively researched subject 
is always open to revision and reinterpretation, and this book 
aims at such a reinterpretation. As well as being a thorough study 
of the subject, it seeks to open the field for further research and 
to raise further questions.

One such area for further research could be the pursuit of new 
sources. Until very recently Soviet archives have been practically 
closed to historians writing on this subject. The prospect of their 
opening to research raises the possibility of further important 
information being released. In this context the collection of 
Arabic manuscripts in Makhachqala, the capital city of the 
Daghestani ASSR, is of special importance and interest. Other 
interesting sources might be found in Polish archives and librar­
ies, which have never been thoroughly scrutinised. Turkish,

XV



MUSLIM RESISTANCE TO THE TSAR

Egyptian and Iranian archives might add to our knowledge of 
Shamil’s foreign relations.

Fortunately, however, the closure of Soviet archives is to a 
great extent compensated for by the published material. The 
centrality of the subject in pre-revolutionary Russian, as well as 
Soviet, historiography resulted in the publication of thousands 
of documents and letters, and dozens of diaries, memoirs, notes, 
travellers’ accounts and, most important, detailed summaries of 
the events based on the archives in Tiflis (Tpilisi). These are 
especially valuable because they contain very little interpretation 
and are, therefore, the next best thing to the archives themselves. 
All these sources, together with contemporary newspaper reports 
and Western archival material, form a solid and extensive base 
for the reconstruction of the events and for their reinterpretation.

Finally, it has been claimed that ‘history is the verdict of the 
lucky on the unlucky, of those who weren’t there on those who 
were’.7 These facts cannot be changed when one deals with events 
which took place long before one’s birth. One can only try not 
to be smug.
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Chronology

1829
December Ghazi Muhammad proclaimed imam of Daghestan.

1830
January Ghazi Muhammad proclaimed imam again. Occupies 

Harakan.
24 February Ghazi Muhammad checked at Khunzakh by Pakhu 

Bike.
March The Russians occupy Chartalah; Ghazi Muhammad 

declares jihad on the Russians.
May 'Abdallah al-'Ashiltl sent to Chechnia; Russian force 

seizes the herds of Hindal.
September Shaykh Muhammad al-Yaraghl declares jihad on 

the Russians.
September-October Ghazi Muhammad tours Chechnia.

1831
March-June Ghazi Muhammad’s campaign in Northern 

Daghestan.
10 May Paskiewicz leaves Tiflis for Poland.
May-July 'Abdallah al-'Ashiltfs and Ghazi Muhammad’s cam­

paign in Chechnia.
26 June-11 July The siege of Vnezapnaia.
13 July Russian force defeated at Aghdash 'Awkh.
August-September Ghazi Muhammad’s campaign in Southern 

Daghestan.
1-8 September Derbend besieged.
2 October Rosen arrives in Tiflis.
15-23 October Pankrat ev’s campaign in Tabarsaran.
October-November Pankrat ev’s and Veriaminov’s campaigns 

in Kunbut and 'Awkh.
13 November Ghazi Muhammad’s raid on Qidhlar.

xvii
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13 December The Russians take by storm Ghazi Muhammad’s 
position at Aghach Qal'a.

1832
April Ghazi Muhammad’s raids in the vicinity of Nasran and 

Groznaia.
2-3 July Klugenau takes by storm Ghazi Muhammad’s position 

at Yol-Sus-Tawh.
2 July-21 August Hamza Bek’s campaign in Chartalah.
24 July-5 August Rosen’s campaign against the Galgay.
25 July-9 August Veriaminov’s campaign against the Qarabu- 

laq and Galasha.
15 August-6 October Rosen’s campaign in Lesser and Greater 

Chechnia.
29 October Rosen storms Ghazi Muhammad’s position at 

Gimrah. The imam killed in battle.
November Hamza Bek proclaimed second imam.

1833
October Hamza Bek defeats the united forces of Aqusha, the 

shamkhal and the khan of Mekhtull at Girgil.

1834
25 August the annihilation of the Avar ruling house.
19 September Hamza Bek assassinated.
24 September Shamil proclaimed third imam.
26-27 September Lanskoi’s attack on Gimrah.
14 October-4 November Klugenau’s expedition to Khunzakh.

1836
January The Chirqata agreement between Shamil, Hajj Tasho 

and Qibid Muhammad.
2-6 August Reoute’s ‘patrol’ to Irghin.
2-6 September Pullo’s attack on Zandaq.
2-15 September R6oute’s expedition to Khunzakh.

1837
4-12 February Faesy’s campaign in Lesser Chechnia.
16 February-11 April Faesy’s campaign in Greater Chechnia.
19 May-24 July Faesy’s campaign in Daghestan.
17 July Faesy storms Tiliq and holds the upper half of the 

village.

xviii



CHRONOLOGY

18 July Agreement reached between Shamil and Faesy.
11 September Faesy arrests Shamil’s nephew.
25 September-10 October Klugenau’s negotiations with 

Shamil.
12 December Rosen replaced by Golovin.

1839
21-27 May Grabbe’s campaign in Chechnia.
2 June-11 September Grabbe’s campaign in Daghestan.
5 June The battle of Burtinah.
11-13 June The conquest of Irghin.
24 June-4 September Siege of Akhulgoh.
29 August Second storming of Akhulgoh; Shamil sends Jamal 

al-Dln as hostage to Grabbe.
2-4 September Final assault on Akhulgoh.
11 September End of resistance to the Russians.
15 September Russian force attacked at Chirkah.

1840
19 February The Circassians storm and destroy fort Lazarev. 
March The Chechens rise and ask Shamil to lead them.
11 October Akhbirdi Muhammad’s raid on Muzlik.
8-30 November Grabbe’s campaign in Chechnia.
22 November Hajimurad escapes from the Russians.

1841
January Hajimurad joins Shamil, nominated na’ib of Avaristan.
17 February Bakunin killed during a failed attempt to storm 

Tselmes.
May-October Golovin concentrates all his efforts on building 

fort Evgenievskoe.
27 October-13 November Grabbe’s campaign in Chechnia.
30 October-4 November Shamil’s first pincer attack on Avari­

stan.
23 November Shu ayb’s raid on Qidhlar.
29 November-7 December Shamil’s second pincer attack on 

Avaristan.

1842
18 February-18 April Faesy’s campaign in Daghestan.
2 April Shamil captures Ghazl-Ghuttiuq.
11-13 June Grabbe’s disastrous campaign in Ichkeri.
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30 June Grabbe’s attack on Ihali repulsed.
7 December Golovin replaced by Neidhardt.

1843
24 June Akhbirdi Muhammad killed in attack on Shatil.
8 September-3 October Shamil’s first offensive in Daghestan. 
11-12 October Shamil’s raid on Enderi
6-7 November Shamil’s raid on Vnezapnaia.
9 November-28 December Shamil’s second offensive in 

Daghestan.

1844
18 January Shu'ayb assassinated.
16 June-3 July Schwartz conquers and abolishes the sultanate 

of Ilisu; Daniyal escapes to Shamil.
18 June-15 July Neidhardt’s offensive in Daghestan.
3 September-1 December Erection of fort Vozdvizhenskoe.

1845
8 January Neidhardt replaced by Vorontsov.
15 June-31 July Vorontsov’s campaign against Darghiyya.
16 December-5 January (1846) Freytag clears forests along the 

Goyta.

1846
27 January-11 February Freytag clears forests along the Gekhi.
25 April-9 May Shamil’s campaign in Ghabarta.
30 June-22 October Erection of fort Achkhi.
20-28 October Shamil’s attack in Aqusha.
25-26 December Hajimurad’s raid on Jengutay.

1847
16 December (1846)-1 February Freytag’s winter campaign in 

Lesser Chechnia.
13 May-9 June Daniyal’s offensive in Chartalah.
13-20 June Vorontsov’s attack on Girgil repulsed.
6 August-27 September Vorontsov’s attack on Saltah.
30 November-2 March (1848) Russian winter campaign in 

Lesser Chechnia.
18 December Freytag’s raid on the hamlet of Sa'id 'Abdalla.
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1848
17 June-30 July Argutinskii’s attack on Girgil.
19 June-1 October Russian summer campaign in Lesser Chech­

nia; fort of Urus Martan established.
17 September-4 October Shamil’s campaign in the upper 

Samur.

1849
December (1848)-February Russian winter campaign in 

Chechnia.
17 July-4 September Argutinskii’s siege of Chokha.
21 July-14 August Vorontsov holds discussions with the tsar in 

St. Petersburg and Warsaw.
2-30 December Nesterov ‘pacifies’ Galasha and Qarabulaq.

1850
January Sa'id 'Abdalla’s counteroffensive in Galasha.
22 January-7 March Nesterov’s winter campaign in Greater 

Chechnia.
February Hajimurad’s counteroffensive in Galasha.
13 August-16 September Kozlowskii clears forests along the 

Michik.
9 September Sleptsov’s raid on Shamil’s fortifications in the 

forest of Shali.
13 October Russians finally seize control over lower Lesser 

Chechnia.

1851
30 December (1850)-8 February Sleptsov’s winter campaign in 

Lesser Chechnia.
13 January-12 March Kozlowski’s winter campaign in Greater 

Chechnia.
11 March Shamil’s nizam, used for the first (and last) time in 

pitched battle; dispersed by Bariatinskii.
12 July-6 August Hajimurad’s campaign in Qaytaq and Tabar- 

saran.
25 November Hajimurad escapes to the Russians.

1852
11-30 January Buq Muhammad’s campaign in Qaytaq and 

Tabarsaran.
xxi



17 January-17 March Bariatinskii’s winter campaign in Greater 
Chechnia.

29-30 January Bariatinskii’s and Vrevskii’s double raid on the 
upper Goyta and Roshna.

29 February-1 March Bariatinskii’s march across Greater 
Chechnia.

8 March Meller-Zakomelskii’s raid on Talgik’s village.
7 May Hajimurad killed in attempt to escape back into the 

mountains.
23 August Baklanov’s attack on Gurdali.
26 August Young Vorontsov’s attack on the Argun defile.

1853
15 December (1852)-27 April Vrevskii’s winter campaign in 

Lesser Chechnia.
16 January-26 March Bariatinskii’s winter campaign in Greater 

Chechnia.
5-18 September Shamil’s campaign in Chartalah.
5 October The Ottomans declare war on Russia.

1854
March Vorontsov leaves; replaced temporarily by Read.
14 July-11 August Shamil’s campaign in the Alazan valley.
September Shamil’s attempt to effect a juncture with Muham­

mad Amin.
11 December Murav ev nominated viceroy.

1855
22 March Exchange of prisoners between Shamil and the Rus­

sians.

1856
30 March Peace treaty of Paris signed.
17 June Murav ev resigns; replaced by Bariatinskii.

1857
December (1856)-January Evdokimov’s winter campaign in 

Greater Chechnia.
28 June-28 November Orbeliani’s campaign in Salatawh.
14 July-3 September Vrevskii’s campaign against Dido.
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1858
December (1857)-April Evdokimov’s winter campaign.
28 January Evdokimov conquers the Argun defile.
31 May-31 July Wrangel’s campaign in Lesser Chechnia.
June Shamil’s campaign in Lesser Chechnia.
10 July-12 September Evdokimov’s summer campaign.
August Shamil’s campaign in Nasran, following a local revolt.
22-25 December Shamil attempts a counteroffensive in Greater 

Chechnia.

1859
2 January-13 April Evdokimov’s winter campaign.
27 January Evdokimov conquers Tawzen.
8 February Evdokimov takes Alisanji.
19-20 February Evdokimov invests New Darghiyya.
13 March-21 April Wrangel’s campaign in 'Awkh.
26 July-6 September The final Russian assault.
27-28 July Wrangel crosses the 'Andl Koysu.
21 August Ghunib invested by the Russians.
6 September (25 August, Old Style) Shamil’s surrender to Bari- 

atinskii.
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Introduction: The Russian 
Conquest of Transcaucasia

Russian contacts with the Caucasus date back to the times of the 
principality of Kiev.1 In the Muscovite and early Imperial periods 
these contacts, mainly with the Daghestanis and Chechens, took 
place through two separate channels: one was the gradual south­
ward expansion of Russia through the independent activity of 
the Cossacks, who ‘in the course of centuries added belt upon 
belt of fertile territory to their own possessions, and eventually 
to the Empire of the tsars.’2

The first Cossacks in the Northern Caucasus arrived during 
the sixteenth century in two separate groups. These settled in the 
Terek Delta and on the foothills of Chechnia and subsequently 
became known as the Terek [Terskie] and Grebenskie (or Greb- 
entsy) Cossacks, respectively. The northward expansion of the 
Chechens pressed both the Grebentsy (in 1685) and the Terek 
Cossacks (in 1712) to move to the left (northern) bank of the 
Terek. Here they served as the beginning of what would more 
than a century later become known as the ‘Caucasian Line’.

The second channel of Russia’s engagement with the Caucasus 
was through contacts with Georgia. Surrounded by stronger 
Muslim neighbours, the Christian-Orthodox kings of Georgia 
turned to the rising Orthodox power in the north, which in turn 
was more than willing to intervene in the affairs of the Caucasus.

In 1586 Alexander II, king of Kakhet’i, asked for the assistance 
of Tsar Feodor (Theodor) against the shamkhal of Targhu [Tarki, 
Tarku]. Feodor sent in 1594 a force of 7,000 men under the boiar 
Khvorostin. This force was cut to pieces by the shamkhal, as 
were two forces sent ten years later by Boris Godunov.

These were the first engagements of Russian regular forces 
with the Daghestanis and they did not augur well for the Muscovi­
tes. More important, the Russian activity was met with strong 
displeasure on the part of the Ottomans and the Safavids (then

1
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ruling in Persia). Both powers were too strong for Moscow to 
compete with and for the following century and a half, though 
contacts with Georgia continued, Russia abstained from inter­
vening on behalf of its co-religionists.

Russian offensive activity in the Caucasus was renewed by 
Peter the Great. This was part of his attempt to expand south­
ward and open up a commercial route to India. Undeterred by 
the ill-fated expedition to Khiva in 1717,3 Peter seized upon the 
Afghan invasion of Persia to make another attempt southward.4 
Immediately following the conclusion of the ‘Northern War’ with 
Sweden in 1721, the Russian emperor decided to lead a campaign 
in person in that direction. In 1722 a pretext for declaring war 
was found and the Russians seized Derbend, Targhu, Qubah 
[Kuba] and Baqu. By this time the Terek and Grebentsy Cossack 
‘armies’ (voiska) had been fully integrated into the Russian state. 
During the 1722 campaign, Peter the Great settled Cossacks 
from the Don in the gap between the Terek Cossacks and the 
Grebensky. The newcomers were given the name Terskie-Semei- 
nye (Terek family).

The Russians now controlled the littoral of the Caspian Sea as 
far as Astarabad, but did not penetrate the interior.5 In one 
attempt to do so a detachment of cavalry trying to occupy Enderl 
[Andreevskii] was beaten by the Chechens. ‘This was the first 
time that Russian regular troops had come in contact with that 
tribe in their native forests, and the result was ominous of what 
was to take place on numerous occasions during the ensuing 130 
years.’6

With Peter’s death in 1725 his ambitions were abandoned for 
nearly half a century. In 1735 a fort was established in Qidhlar 
[Kizliar], ‘which up to 1763 was, so to speak, the Russian capital 
of the Caucasus’.7 However, by that same year the Empress 
Anne had withdrawn all her forces to the northern bank of the 
Terek. It was Catherine the Great who renewed the southward 
expansion of the Russian Empire. She was also the first to com­
bine the two above-mentioned channels of contact with the Cauc­
asus.

In 1763, a year after Catherine’s accession to power, the for­
tress of Muzlik [Mozdok] was established. This aggressive step 
led to a 14-year struggle with the Ghabartians (Kabardians) 
(1765-1779), during which the Caucasian Line was extended and 
a new Cossack regiment -  the Mozdok Cossacks -  was established 
and settled on the Ghabartians’ land.
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More importantly, this step contributed to the war with the 
Ottoman Empire (1768-1774), during which a Russian force, 
under Gottlieb Heinrich von Todtleben, was sent for the first 
time across the main range to Tiflis. Todtleben captured K’ut’aisi 
in 1770, but failed to storm P’ot’i and in 1772 the Russian force 
was recalled to the Line.8

The peace treaty of Kiicuk Kaynarca (1774) ‘established the 
River Kuban as the boundary between Russia and Turkey’, but 
the Russians failed to ‘put an end to Turkish domination in 
Imeret’i and Georgia.’ On the contrary, owing to a Russian 
mistake, the treaty in fact established Ottoman suzerainty over 
both Imeret’i and K’art’lo-Kakhet’i.’9

During the eight following years Russia’s main preoccupation 
was to prepare for, and execute, the annexation of the Crimean 
Khanate -  its main spoil of war.10 But the newly annexed territor­
ies north-west of the Caucasus were not neglected. ‘By the united 
efforts’ of Jacobi [Iakobi] and the celebrated Suvorov, ‘Russia’s 
position on the Western portion of the border-line was very 
much strengthened, and a solid foundation laid for future success 
against the tribes inhabiting the country between the Terek and 
the Black Sea coast.’11

The Russians established the Lines along the Kuban and the 
Laba and erected the fortresses of Ekaterinograd, Georgievsk 
and Stavropol’, which would later become the headquarters of 
the entire Line.

The process culminated in 1783 in Suvorov’s ‘merciless slaugh­
ter’ of the Nogay nomads.12 This left the area north of the Kuban 
open for colonisation by Russian state serfs,13 the same as in the 
Crimea, ‘whence the Crimean-Tatars, panic-stricken at Russian 
methods of government, fled to Turkey in such numbers that to 
this day [1907] the peninsula has never recovered its former 
population.’

All this time Georgia, though left alone for the time being, 
was not forgotten in St. Petersburg. The empress, it seems, 
waited for an opportunity to intervene there, and such a pretext 
came her way in 1783. When 'All Murad Shah demanded subju­
gation, Erekle II, king of K’art’lo-Kakhet’i, appealed for help to 
Russia. Catherine’s reaction was swift: on 5 August a treaty 
was signed at Georgievsk under the terms of which a Russian 
protectorate was established over K’art’lo-Kakhet’i,14 and on 15 
November two Russian battalions with four guns, commanded 
by Pavel Potemkin,15 entered Tiflis.

INTRODUCTION: THE RUSSIAN CONQUEST OF TRANSCAUCASIA
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On his way to Tiflis, Potemkin established the fortress of Vladi­
kavkaz at Burav, linking it to Muzlik by a chain of forts. He also 
converted the bridle path across the main chain through the 
Daryal pass into ‘something in the nature of a road’.16 This would 
later be expanded and improved into what would become known 
as the Georgian-Military-Highway -  Russia’s lifeline to its pos­
sessions in Transcaucasia.

But this was all still in the future. The Russian troops were 
soon -  in February 1784 -  withdrawn from Tiflis, and in 1788 
abandoned Vladikavkaz. ‘In the absence of military protection 
the Empress’s interference proved worse than useless; it helped 
to exasperate Persia and contributed thereby to the invasion of 
Agha Muhammad Khan.’17

The founder of the Qajar dynasty had demanded Erekle’s 
submission in progressively menacing terms since the early 1780s. 
In the spring of 1795 Agha Muhammad Khan laid siege to 
Shusha. On 23 May he suddenly appeared in front of Tiflis. On 
the following day he defeated Erekle’s small forces and entered 
the city. Deciding to make an example of Tiflis, the Qajar leader 
let his warriors engage in ‘barbarous and horrid excesses’ of 
‘carnage and rapine’.18

Upon receiving the news of the ‘monstrous’ sack of Tiflis, 
Catherine declared war. The Russian forces conquered Derbend 
for the third time19 and Qubah and Baqu for the second. How­
ever, after Catherine’s death that same year (1796), her successor 
Paul [Pavel], ‘who bore no goodwill to his mother or her policy, 
made haste to relinquish Catherine’s Persian conquests as com­
pletely as Anne had relinquished those of Peter.’20

However, as in many similar cases throughout history, Paul’s 
attempt at disengagement from the Caucasus and Georgia ended 
with a far greater involvement. In 1799, Fath "All Shah, Agha 
Muhammad’s successor, demanded that Giorgi XII, Erekle’s suc­
cessor,21 send his son to Tehran as hostage.22 Paul concentrated 
an expeditionary force on the ‘Line’ to counteract any attempt 
by Fath 'AIT Shah on Georgia and informed Giorgi of his (Paul’s) 
determination to protect him.23 Indeed, the Russian force 
deterred the shah from attacking Kakhet’i and beat off an 
invasion by TJmafr] Khan of Avaristan.24

Soon afterwards Giorgi XII, on his deathbed, appealed to 
the Russian emperor to accept direct authority over K’art’lo- 
Kakhet’i. On 30 December 1800 -  just ten days before the king’s 
death -  Paul signed a manifesto in which he accepted Giorgi’s
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offer.25 Alexander I, his successor, confirmed this manifesto after 
long hesitation and deliberations on 24 September 1801.26

These two events were a watershed in the Russian involvement 
in the Caucasus. There is room for argument whether Paul was 
aware of the implications of his decision or not, but none with 
regard to Alexander. He moved on purpose from intervention 
to annexation and thus to aggression against the Muslim powers 
to the south of Georgia and the tribes to the north. This was 
inevitable, since K’art’li and Kakhet’i as well as the road from 
Vladikavkaz to Tiflis (rebuilt in 1799) were regarded as indefen­
sible without further conquests and annexations. Thus began a 
process which would, after six and a half decades of war and 
struggle, put Russia in full control and possession of the Cauc­
asus.

But at the moment the future of Russian rule in Georgia was 
uncertain. There had been opposition to the Russian protectorate 
before Paul’s manifesto. Giorgi’s brother Alexander, for 
example, had had pro-Qajar tendencies. In 1800 he fled to 
Tehran, from where he continued to stir up his countrymen. The 
widow and sons of Giorgi, as well as others of the royal blood, 
were opposed to the protectorate and tried to undo it.

In addition, Paul chose to incorporate K’art’lo-Kakhet’i into 
the Russian Empire without leaving any role for the local 
dynasty, as Giorgi XII had originally requested. Alexander chose 
to adhere to his father’s decision against the advice of some of 
his confidants and the expressed wishes of the Georgian nego­
tiators.27 This alienated many more among Georgia’s nobility.

And as if that were not enough, the Russians had very soon 
become extremely unpopular in K’art’li and Kakhet’i because of 
the misconduct of their officials and officers headed by Karl 
Knorring, the commander of the forces in the Caucasus, and 
Petr Ivanovich Kovalenskii, the loathed ex-ambassador to Tiflis.28

The result was that Russia’s hold over Georgia remained 
insecure for decades to come. As late as 1832 a conspiracy was 
plotted against Russian rule.29 In 1839-40 the population -  
Muslim and Christian alike -  awaited the arrival of Ibrahim Pasha 
(the son of Muhammad 'All Pasha of Egypt) as liberator,30 and 
in 1841 a revolt broke out in Guria [Guriel].31

Alexander I, when deciding to confirm his father’s manifesto, 
accepted also a suggested plan by Zubov ‘to occupy the lands 
from the river Riani down the Kura (Mtkvari) and the Aras 
(Rakhs) to the Caspian Sea’.32 In August 1802 the emperor
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recalled Knorring and Kovalenskii and nominated Prince Pavel 
Dmitrievich Tsitsianov (Tsitsishvili) as commander-in-chief of the 
Caucasian Line and chief administrator in Georgia, with vice­
regal powers:

Acquainting him with Count Zubov’s plan . . . , the emperor 
instructed him to bring clarity and order into the confused affairs 
of the country and to try by gentle, just, but at the same time firm, 
conduct to obtain trust in the [Russian] government not only in 
Georgia but in the different neighbouring principalities.33

Alexander could not choose a man more eager for this. Tsitsi­
anov ‘enjoyed a deserved reputation as a valiant commander, 
and outstanding administrator, and on top of this he was a Georg­
ian by origin’.34 These qualities, and his ‘extreme energy’, were 
‘coupled with an aggressive over-bearing spirit’ and ‘a biting wit, 
freely expressed on all who roused his animosity or contempt’.35 
Acting ‘with his usual promptitude and firmness’,36 he stabilised 
Russian rule in K’art’lo-Kakhet’i by exiling the late king’s widow 
and sons to St. Petersburg.

He then turned immediately to execute the Zubov plan. Using 
the antagonism between Christians and Muslims,37 he tried to 
convince the Christian-Georgian principalities to accept Russian 
suzerainty. In 1803 Mingrelia accepted a Russian protectorate. 
In 1804 Imeret’i and Guria followed suit. The Muslim neighbours 
were treated differently. In 1803 the Lesghian communities of 
Chartalah and the sultan of Ilisu [Elisu] were subdued. The 
following year Ganja was stormed (14 January 1804), its khan 
killed and the Khanate annexed to Russia and renamed Elizavet- 
pol’. In 1805 the khans of Qarabagh, Shirvan and ShekI swore 
allegiance to Russia.

These were Tsitsianov’s last achievements. On 20 February 
1806 he was treacherously murdered under the walls of Baqu by 
its khan, Husayn Qull, who had pretended to submit to Russian 
rule. Tsitsianov’s head was cut off and sent to Tehran to Fath 
'AIT Shah.38

‘During the three and a half years of his administration,’ wrote 
a Russian author, ‘Tsitsianov extended the borders of Russia’s 
possessions from the Black to the Caspian Sea.’39 But this rapid 
territorial expansion and aggressive policy led Russia into 
trouble: ‘the two Great Muhammadan Powers’ -  as well as Brit­
ain and France -
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could not fail to take alarm at the rapid progress of Russia: more­
over, Ganja and others of the Khanates were still counted as vassal 
states by the shah, however shadowy his sovereignty may have 
become and as Turkey in the west, so Persia in the east soon saw 
that war with Russia was inevitable.40

Indeed, by 1804 Russia was at war with the Qajars and by 1807 
with the Ottomans, in addition to its involvement in the Napo­
leonic Wars.

Thus, for the following eight years a succession of Russian 
governors in Georgia had to fight on two fronts simultaneously. 
They could rely only on their own resources and troops, whose 
dwindling number they had no hope to reinforce because ‘the 
Napoleonic Wars imposed an immense strain on Russia’s 
resources, and prevented the deployment of large forces in 
remote Caucasia’. Furthermore, they had to deal with uprisings 
by the local population -  Christian and Muslim alike -  ‘resulting 
from the exactions of the [Russian] military commanders and the 
corrupt ways of tsarist officialdom’.41

In spite of such a desperate situation, Russia emerged victori­
ous in both wars. The peace treaties of Bucharest with the Otto­
mans (1812)42 and of Gulistan with the Qajars (1813)43 confirmed 
Russian possession of, and Ottoman and Qajar disclaimers to, 
K’art’lo-Kakhet’i, Imeret’i (annexed in 1810), Mingrelia, Abkh- 
azet’i (accepted protectorate again in 1810), and the Khanates 
of Ganja [ElizavetpoP], Qarabagh (1805), ShekI (1805), Derbend 
(1806), Qubah (1806), Baqu (1806) and part of Tallsh (1812). 
The Qajars also renounced any claim to Daghestan.44

These territorial gains were augmented in the second round of 
wars with the Qajars (1826-28) and the Ottomans (1828-29).45 
The peace treaty of Turkumanchay (1828)46 added the rest of 
Tallsh and the Khanates of Erivan and Nakhichevan (Nakhjivan) 
to Russia. In the peace treaty of Adrianople (1829),47 Russia 
finally retained Anapa, Akhalk’alak’i and Akhaltsikhe, and the 
Ottomans renounced their sovereignty over the eastern coast of 
the Black Sea.48

In between these two rounds of wars, the Russians turned 
towards the mountains to secure their rear and communications. 
However, before describing this, the geography and the nature 
of the two rivals -  the Russian army in the Caucasus and the 
mountaineers -  have to be considered.

7



M
A

P 
1: 

R
U

SS
IA

N
 A

D
V

A
N

C
E

 I
N

 T
H

E
 C

A
U

C
A

SU
S 

18
00

-1
83

0



Part 1

The Setting





Chapter 1

The Theatre

The Caucasus Mountains have often been compared with the 
Pyrenees because of their asymmetry and steep southern slopes, 
their lofty deeply trenched eastern mass, their central ice-capped 
barrier bristling with high peaks, and their western division which 
gradually narrows and loses height, but gets more and more rain 
as it goes towards the sea. As in the Pyrenees, difficulties of 
communication, and the consequent isolation due to the relief 
explains the fact that the Caucasus region forms a veritable human 
patchwork. This isolation has resulted in a long-dated insecurity 
which is reflected in the form of dwelling and has made its conquest 
so difficult. Lastly, like the Pyrenees it is an almost impassable 
barrier, which has forced most migrating nations to go round the 
ends, and yet it does not separate peoples, for nearly all those 
found on one slope are represented on the other.1

Usually regarded as the dividing line between Europe and Asia,2 
the Caucasus extends for over 1,100 kilometres between the 
Taman peninsula on the Black Sea in the northwest and the 
Apsheron peninsula on the Caspian Sea in the southeast.3 Its 
width ranges between 32 and 180 kilometres, and the highest 
point is Mount Elbrus, an extinct volcano, with twin peaks reach­
ing 5,629 and 5,593 metres.

The backbone of the mountain system consists along most of 
its length of two parallel ranges 10 to 15 kilometres apart. The 
main [glavnyi] or water divide range [vodo-razdel’nyi khrebet] 
has an average elevation of 3,600 metres. The front [peredovoi] 
or side [bokovoi] range to the north is in many places higher 
than the main range.4 Both ranges tower above the permanent 
snow line, which rises from west (2,750 metres) to east (3,900 
metres), ‘due to the fact that the moisture comes from the west’.5 
Hence their nickname of ‘snow’ or ‘ice’ mountains in Russian 
sources.

To the north of the front range lie much lower and gradually
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decreasing ranges which do not reach the snow line. The two 
most notable are the rocky [skalistyi] range (average elevation 
over 3,300 metres) and the ‘black mountains’ [chernye gory] 
(average elevation 2,300 metres), called so because of the dense 
forests that covered them. North of the line of the Kuban and 
Terek rivers lie the Ciscaucasian steppes, which are the continu­
ation of the Russian steppes. The Manych depression ‘marks the 
northern boundary of Ciscaucasia mainly by its man-repellent 
poverty’.6

To the south of the main range there are fewer ranges, which 
fall steeply into the depression of the Kura. In the area of 
Daghestan, the southern slope of the main range ‘rises like a 
wall above the alluvial plains of the Alazan and Kura valleys’.7 
The two main ranges, as well as the others, are connected to 
each other by cross ranges. ‘These connections give rise to moun­
tain basins, which have a relatively dry climate.’8

Chechnia and Daghestan form the northeastern part of the 
Caucasus. Chechnia -  named after the people inhabiting the area
-  is a quadrangle between the Terek and Sunja rivers in the west 
and the north, the 'Andl range in the east (which separates it 
from Daghestan) and the main range in the south. In Russian 
sources Chechnia is divided along the Argun River into Lesser 
to the west of it and Greater to the east.9

Like other parts of the Caucasus, Chechnia is divided by paral­
lel ranges, the northernmost of which are the Terek [Terekskii] 
and Sunja [Sundzhenskii], located in between the rivers after 
which they are named. The heartland of Chechnia -  the lowland
-  lies between the Sunja range and river and the ‘black moun­
tains’. It is, in fact, the widest of the valleys situated in between 
the different ranges. It is crossed by the numerous tributaries of 
the Sunja, which cut through the mountain ranges in deep ravines 
and canyons. Their high water, as all over the Caucasus, occurs 
in the summer, when snow and ice melt in the higher altitudes.

Most of Chechnia is situated within the forest zone of the 
Caucasus. With the exception of the Terek and Sunja ranges -  
‘formed of rounded hills, bare of trees, though covered with 
luxuriant herbage to their summit’ -  and ‘one or two spurs like­
wise denuded of trees’, the country forms a ‘vast succession of 
forest-clad hills rising wave behind wave to the mighty walls and 
bastions of the Jurasic limestone topped by the great mountains’ 
of the two main ranges, ‘affording in fine weather a glorious

12
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THE SETTING

panorama of snowy peaks and rocky ridges rising from a sea of 
verdure’.10

Daghestan (literally ‘mountainland’)11 forms a triangle 
bounded by the main range in the southwest, the ‘Andl range in 
the northwest and the Caspian Sea in the east. The inner heart­
land -  Upper Daghestan -  is completely surrounded by ranges 
2,000-3,000 metres high, ‘the only outlet for the water of the 
area [being] the deep and narrow ravine of the Sulaq’.12 The area 
inside is composed of both ‘asymmetric ranges with pointed crests 
and triangular cross sections’ and ‘high synclinal plateaus’.13 
These fall in many cases in ‘sheer high precipices, in most cases 
inaccessible, which add a wild rocky character to the country’.14

In addition, these ranges and plateaus are cut in many places 
by the four Koysu rivers, which unite to form the Sulaq, and by 
their numerous tributaries. These rivers form canyons hundreds 
of metres deep.15

Usually, the river occupies the entire width of the bottom of such 
a canyon leaving no place for . . .  a road. The headbreaking curly 
tracks either meander high above the river along the cornices of 
the slopes, or pass completely sideways from the river valleys, 
along the plateaus and the crests of the rivers . . . Here the valleys 
do not at all facilitate communications between the different parts 
of the country. Rather, they render [communications] more diffi­
cult by forcing the roads into numerous winding, steep descents 
and ascents.16

In Daghestan, remarked Marlinskii, ‘the Minister of Ways and 
Communication must be the Devil himself’.17

Enclosed within such barriers, the interior of Upper Daghestan 
has a dry climate, which does not encourage the growth of for­
ests. The sparse vegetation and the numerous rocky precipices 
create a desolate landscape. Inner Daghestan is thus

a chaos of mountains, its most characteristic natural feature the 
water-worn chasm; to which it may be added that man’s 
handiwork . . . , was chiefly evidenced by paths that looked fitter 
for wild goats than for human beings; by terraces cut out of the 
mountain sides with infinite labour for the purpose of cultivation: 
by a system of irrigation devised and executed with astonishing 
skill and patience; and by clusters of low, flat-roofed dwellings 
built of stone and piled up tier above tier against the faces of the 
rocks, high above some river or mountain torrent.18
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The outer slopes of the ranges surrounding Inner Daghestan 
from the north and east have a wide strip of forests. These are 
especially widespread in Qaytaq [Kaitag, Kaitakh] and Tabarsa- 
ran [Tabassaran], but nowhere reach the extent and density of the 
forests of Chechnia. From the forest zone these ranges descend 
gradually to the semi-arid Ghumuq (Qumiq) [Kumyk] plain in 
the north-east and the narrow strip of lowland along the Caspian 
shore. This strip is cut in a few places by the mountains reaching 
the sea. The most important of these is near Derbend -  
erroneously translated by many as ‘the gate’19 -  which was the 
only city in Daghestan.

The areas to the south of Daghestan -  Qubah, on the northern 
side of the main range and Shirvan, ShekI and Chartalah on its 
southern side -  have had traditional ties with Daghestan.20 They 
have similar landscapes to the outer slopes of Daghestan; the 
mountains descend through a strip of forests to a semi-arid 
steppe.

The Caucasus imposes two of the most difficult modes of war 
on an invading army: mountain and forest warfare. Although 
completely different types of warfare, both give enormous advan­
tages to the defenders, making it very difficult to wage a pitched 
battle and use artillery efficiently and posing tremendous prob­
lems of logistics and communications21 Before any battle the 
invaders have to overcome nature. The Russians had to cut (or 
fell) a way through the forests for the use of their artillery and 
supply convoys, and even then pack-horses often had to be led 
one by one and artillery pieces carried by soldiers. Even in 
peacetime, for example, three battalions with four guns needed 
ten hours to cross a 200-metre-long defile in Daghestan.22

Mountain warfare had to be waged in Daghestan and forest 
warfare in lower Chechnia. Only in upper Chechnia did the 
two converge. Chechnia and Daghestan thus formed separate 
theatres of war, necessitating completely different -  sometimes 
even diametrically opposed -  tactics.

Even the preferable season for operations was different. In 
Chechnia, the high water occurs in the spring and summer and 
in the autumn the rains turn the soil into mud, so that winter, 
when the ground is frozen and hard and the rivers at their lowest, 
even if not frozen, was the best time for campaigns. In addition, 
in the winter the trees and many bushes are bare of leaves, thus 
denying the Chechens cover.23 In Daghestan, to the contrary, the 
mountain passes were impassable until the thaw of the snows
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and even then the Russians could not conduct operations before 
the appearance of fodder for their horses in about June. By 
October-November the first snowfalls rendered any campaign 
impossible.

Of the two, Chechnia was the more difficult theatre to fight in 
and it was here that the Russians suffered their greatest defeats 
and disasters. But Daghestan was the more alien, frightening and 
psychologically imposing:

However savage the campaigns in [Chechnia], where sharpshooters 
lurked behind every tree, and Russian losses were terrible, the 
land itself was not hostile. There were trees, grass, streams; it was 
a world they knew. Dying there, the men still felt themselves 
among friends. Not so in Daghestan, where nothing lived; where 
an endless labyrinth of precipices and phantasmagoric peaks 
formed an accursed desolation -  a hell, which they had reached 
before death.24
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Chapter 2

The People

The Caucasus is probably the most varied area in the world with 
regard to the ethnic and linguistic composition of its population.1 
Daghestan takes the lion’s share of this variety. No fewer than
30 ethno-linguistic groups inhabit this area, some being confined 
to the population of a single village. The four most important 
groups are the Avars, the Darghls, the Laks and the Lesghians.2 
All these groups speak languages belonging to the north-eastern 
group of the Caucasian, or ‘Japhetite’, linguistic family. Many of 
them also live south of the main range in present-day Adhar- 
bayjan [Azerbaidzhan]. Some, like the Lesghians, are present 
there in greater numbers than in Daghestan, while some groups 
related to them live only in northern Adharbayjan. The Ghumuq 
plain and most of the coastal strip are inhabited by the Ghumuqs. 
In the environs of Derbend the Adhari Turks (Azeris) prevail. 
Both speak Turkic languages. Speakers of Iranian languages are 
represented by the Tats and the Mountain Jews in the mountains 
south and west of Derbend.

Chechnia is mainly populated by the Chechens (Chehan), 
whose Russian name derives from the village of Great Chechan, 
where the Russians first encountered them. The western and 
south-western part of the country is inhabited by the Ingush. 
(The two groups are in fact so close to each other that according 
to some scholars they are separated ‘only because of their differ­
ent historical backgrounds. The Ingush did not participate either 
in the Shamil movement . . .  or in the revolt of 1920-22.’3 This 
statement is generally correct, though some of the Ingush did in 
certain instances take part in the Shamil movement.) In the 
south, on the lower slopes of the main range, live the Kists, who 
are regarded by some scholars as a separate group. Most sources, 
however, consider them to be a Chechen tribe. The upper slopes 
of the main range are inhabited by the Khevsurs, a Georgian 
Christian mountain tribe.

The great ethnic-linguistic divergence notwithstanding, all the
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MAP 4: CHECHNIA AND DAGHESTAN : APPROXIMATE 
ETHNO-LINGUISTIC DIVISION c. 1830

1 Avars 12 Shah-Dagh Peoples (Jeks, Krizs,
2 ‘Andis (including: Akhwakhs, Bakgulals, Khaputs, Budukh, Khainalug)

Botlikhs, Godoberis, Chamalals, 13 Udins
Qaratas, Tindis) 14 Tats (including: Mountain Jews)

3 Didos (including: Bezhetas, Khwarsms 15 Adharis
Ginukhs, Kunzals) 16 Georgians (including: T ’ushs, Pshavs,

4 Laks Khevsurs)
5 Darghis (including: Kubachis) 17 Ossets
6 Qaytaqs 18 Ghabartians
7 Tabarsarans 19 Ingush
8 Aguls 20 Chechens
9 Rut-uls 21 Ghumuqs
10 Tsakhurs 22 Cossacks
11 Lesghians
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inhabitants of the Caucasus, or the mountaineers as they are 
usually called by Russian sources, shared the same way of life, 
traditions, customs and even costume.4 Their common culture is 
classified by Luzbetac as belonging to the nomadic-patriarchal 
type,5 even though the mountaineers were not nomads. The 
population was divided along patrilineal lines into extended fam­
ilies, clans and tribes. These served, with different emphases at 
the different levels, as foci of identification and mutual responsi­
bility and were at the basis of the mountaineers’ political, social 
and economic structure.6 In some cases the boundaries of the 
clans and tribes (sometimes called by the Russians ‘communities’ 
[obshchestva]) corresponded to those of ethnic-linguistic groups. 
In Chechnia and great parts of Daghestan these communities 
were ‘free’, that is, independent of outside control. Many of 
these communities were headed by an elected qadl.1 In all of 
them important decisions were taken by the elders and a general 
assembly of all the men. Because of this some Russian authors 
called these communities ‘democracies’ or ‘republics’.

Sometimes several such communities formed a loose confeder­
ation. The strongest of these in Daghestan was Aqusha (also 
called DarghI), which in 1744 defeated Nadir Shah.8 The eastern 
part of Daghestan was divided into a number of such confeder­
ations, or principalities. The rulers of some of them had special 
titles: the Shamkhal of Targhu; the 'UtsmT of Qaraqaytaq; the 
M aesum of Tabarsaran. The ruler of Ilisu had the title of Sultan 
and the others -  Ghazl-Ghumuq [Kazi-Kumukh], Kurah 
[Kiurin],9 Mekhtull and Khunzakh (also known as Avaristan 
[Avaria] -  had the title of Khan. The degree of autonomy of the 
different communities within these principalities always 
depended on the personality and power of the individual rulers.

Farming was the main occupation of the population. The 
mountaineers grew a great variety of cereals, fruit and vege­
tables. But the basis of economic life was livestock and people 
kept their wealth in herds of horses, cattle and especially sheep 
and goats. These were the targets of mutual raids. Such raids, 
especially on the lowlands, were in some areas of great import­
ance to the local economy.

In Chechnia and some of the ‘free communities’ of Daghestan 
social structure was not stratified. Land was owned communally 
and all men belonging to the group were free -  uzdens. Prisoners 
were enslaved or exchanged for ransom.

In the principalities and their satellite communities, as well as
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among the Ghumuqs, social structure was more complicated. A  
nobility (beks) existed which enjoyed some social, economic and 
political prerogatives, but in other respects were equal to the 
uzdens. Children of noble fathers and commoner mothers and 
their descendants, called janka, enjoyed some of the privileges 
and prestige of their fathers, and formed a separate group 
between the two. Land ownership was considerably more compli­
cated and there were serfs as well as tenants.

In Chartalah a confederation of five Daghestani communities 
and the sultanate of Ilisu formed ruling elites over Georgian 
Muslim serfs (Ingilois) and free but unprivileged Turkic people
-  Mughals, now assimilated with the Adharls.

The mountaineers were aware of their ethnic-linguistic divi­
sions. Especially noticeable was the division between Chechens 
and Daghestanis -  mainly Avars and related groups -  who were 
known to the Chechens as Tawhlis.10 Yet the ethnic-linguistic 
group was not a focus of identification above the tribal level. 
Rather, it was religion which served as such a focus. The Chech­
ens and Daghestanis were Sunni Muslims, at least nominally.14 
As such, they intermingled with the Ghumuqs, the Ghabartians 
and the Circassians [Cherkesy]12 and were opposed to the Shit 
Adharls and to the Christian (at least nominally) Georgian moun­
tain tribes -  the T ush, Khevsurs and P ’shavs. In the wider Islamic 
context they were aligned to the Ottoman Sultan, the head of 
Sunni Islam. This identification as Sunni Muslims would play an 
important role in the struggles against the Russians.

Three other characteristics of the mountaineers resulting from 
their cultural and social milieu must be singled out for the role 
they played in the struggle with the Russians. One was the 
extreme vigilance over their freedom and the strong rejection of 
any authority external to the tribe or clan.13 Another was the 
blood feuds [kanly], which sometimes lasted for generations and 
caused the destruction of entire villages and communities.14 The 
third was the mountaineers being in nineteenth-century termin­
ology a ‘martial race’, raised from childhood to be warriors. 
Their bravery, accomplished horsemanship, superb mastery of 
dagger (kinjal), sword (shashka) and musket, and their ability to 
find cover and to disguise themselves were admired by the Russi­
ans, who lagged far behind in these qualities.15

Many also admired the swiftness of the mountaineers’ moves, 
whether on horseback or on foot. Unlike a regular army, they 
were not bogged down by supply trains. Being used to a frugal
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way of life, they had all they needed with them and once their 
supplies were exhausted, they could always live off the land -  
being supported either by friends or by raiding enemies.

But the main thing to be admired in the mountaineers was their 
adaptability. The Russian army, like all its Western counterparts, 
when facing non-Western forces, relied heavily on very specific 
tactics which were based on rigid discipline and superior fire­
power to secure victory in a pitched battle. Indeed, in defence, 
the infantry carre proved impregnable and in attack the bayonet 
usually overpowered the enemy; in both cases artillery fire, and 
especially the use of grapeshot, was indispensable to secure suc­
cess.16

The mountaineers were not used to pitched battles. Their 
warfare centred on swiftness of manoeuvre rather than on fire­
power. It mainly took the form of raids and counter-raids aimed 
at catching cattle and prisoners. But they soon adjusted to the 
Russian tactics and learnt how to use to their advantage their 
adversary’s weak points, while circumventing the strong ones. 
The Russians were, thus, confronting in the north-eastern Cauc­
asus a population of about 200,000, 40-50,000 of whom were 
accomplished warriors ready to strike at any moment.
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Chapter 3

The Russians

The Russians were the mountaineers’ exact opposites in every 
conceivable way. They were heavy and slow; they depended on, 
and were hampered by, long trains of supplies (logistics, never 
the strong point of the Russian army, often collapsed in the 
extremely difficult terrain of the Caucasus);1 they relied on infan­
try and firepower (artillery);2 and rigid discipline and robot-like 
execution of orders worked against personal initiative.

The Russian forces in the Caucasus, later successively named 
‘the Caucasian Corps’3 and ‘the Caucasian Army’, consisted of 
three elements:

1. Regular army units were the backbone of the Caucasian Corps 
and bore the main burden of the fighting. These consisted 
mainly of infantry Q'agers and musketeers) and artillery units, 
though at a later stage a regiment of dragoons took part in the 
operations as well. The soldiers in these units were mainly 
peasants drafted for 25 years. They were brave, loyal, obedient 
and ‘went to battle as if to church’.4 During their long service 
these soldiers showed great ingenuity and initiative when left 
alone. They specialised in different crafts (tailoring, shoe- 
making, etc.);5 they grew vegetables and fruit in gardens in 
and near their fortresses; they had herds of cattle, sheep and 
goats.6 Thus, the Caucasian regular units were in many -  
though not all -  respects self-sufficient. Most important, the 
soldiers specialised in the local mode of warfare and learned 
how to behave in encounters with the mountaineers.

2. The Battalions of the Line [lineinye batal’iony] were second- 
rate troops, many of them unfit for field service, who were 
used to garrison forts and fortresses. They were seldom used 
in the field and were usually looked upon with contempt by 
the Russian commanders.7

3. The Cossacks fought in the same way as the natives. But 
neither they nor their horses equalled the mountaineers.
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