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Prejudice as the control method of the Soviet Union (example from the modern
history of Georgia)

Manuchar Guntsadze, Korneli Kekelidze Georgian National Centre of Manuscripts

A lot of papers have been written on the ideological methods of the Soviet politics within the Georgian
scholarly field and beyond it and their analysis is rather interesting. The aim of this article is to discuss
how historiography was used for creating history, desired for the Soviet policy.

During 1918-1921 there were three uprisings of Ossetian Bolsheviks, but in 1920 there was the
most important by its dimensions and requirements one. It aimed at separating a part of Shida Kartli,
Tskhinvali region (now the so-called South Ossetia) from Georgia and becoming it a part of Russia.

In the 1990’s Georgian scholars had the chance to research the thematic of 1918-1921 freely. But
the prejudice that was created at the period of the Soviet Union seemed so true that it was copied in the
modern Georgian historiography. Presumably, the Soviet Union used for this the purpose Valiko Jugheli,
who was one of the significant figures of the leader party and the general of Georgian public army and
was described as the leader who put down the uprising in 1920.

In the scholarly monographs or articles published in the 1990’s, the attitude towards the first
Democratic Republic of Georgia has changed. There was no restriction by the Soviet policy and it
made it possible to write works without the Soviet censorship. That is why in the scholarly literature,
published after gaining the independence of Georgia, the uprising is considered not as the attempt of
self-determination of the Ossetian people and justified requirement of territorial allocation, but as the
action inspired by the Russians and directed against the Georgian state.

I have several sources for studying the Georgian-Ossetian conflict in 1920. The first is the archival
materials (Georgian and Russian), the second one is the memories of leaders (Giorgi Kvinitadze’s and
Valiko Jugheli’s). There are also periodicals that are a significant source for my research. According to
this material I studied this issue again and the picture became rather different. In fact, the leader of the
Georgian military operation against the uprising was general Giorgi Kvinitadze and not Valiko Jugeli. He
was the leader of the right flank only.

Why was the Soviet regime interested to announce Valiko Jugeli as the leader of Georgian army? My
answer is simple. As I mentioned, Valiko Jugeli was one of the important figures from Georgian leader
party — Social Democrats. Showing Valiko Jugheli as the leader of the Georgian army and making him
an oppressor would show the same policy of the Georgian state too. Of course, this helped the Soviet
political ideology to show Georgian-Democratic Party as oppressor in people’s eye. This prejudice was
spread by Soviet ideology very easily as the access to archives was limited at the time of the Soviet
Union. But this prejudice can change real history understanding in ways how it can be used by state in
future and how it can be used by state for subjective reasons.

Keywords: Soviet Union, the first republic of Georgia, conflicts, so-called South Ossetia, historiography, ideology,
modern history.

YnepeoxeHHs SIK MeTof KOHTponto PapgsaHcbkoro Cowosy (mpuknag 3
HOBITHBLOI icTOpIl ['PY3ii)

Many4ap l'yHUanse, KopHeni Kekenigae, [ py3vnHCbKUIA HaliOHaIbHUA LEHTP PYKOMUCIB

Byno manmcano 6araro mpams mpo i1e0I0TiYHI METOIU PAISTHCHKOT HOMITHKY B TPY3UHCHKIH HAyKOBiH ramysi
Ta 1103a HEeto, 11X aHai3 JJOCUTH iKaBHid. MeTa 11i€l cTarTi - 00TOBOPHTH, SK icTOpiorpadisi BAKOPUCTOBYBaJacs
JUISL CTBOPEHHS icTopii, 6axxanoi paastHCHKIN MOMITHIL.

ITporsrom 1918-1921 pp. Bixbynocss Tpu MOBCTaHHS OCETHHCHKHX OIMBIIOBHKIB, ame B 1920 p. Bymo
HaiBaXJIMBIIIE 32 CBOIMH pO3MipaMH Ta BUMOTaMH ofHe. BoHa Mama Ha MmeTi BimokpeMutn dactuny lllnna-
Kaprni periony Lixinauni (HuHi Tak 3Bany [liBnenny Ocetiro) Bix I'py3ii Ta neperBopuTH ii Ha gacTuny Pocii.

VY 1990-x pokax rpy3uHCHKi BUCHI MAJIH MOKIIMBICTE BUTBHO JOCTIKyBaTH TeMaTiky 1918-1921 pokis. Ane
yIepeIKeHICTh, sika Oyia cTBOpeHa Ie 3a yaciB Pagsgucekoro Coro3y, 31aBaacsi HACTUIBKH BipHOIO, 1[0 BOHA
Oyna cxomifioBaHa B Cy4acHiil Tpy3HHCHKiH icTopiorpadii. IMoBipHO, Pagsucekuii Coi03 BUKOPHUCTOBYBAB IS
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uporo Bamiko JIxyrii, skuii OyB OJHI€I0 3 3HAYYLIMX IiS4iB MApTii JiAepiB 1 reHepasa rpy3HHCHKOT TPOMaIChKOL
apwmii 1 OyB Ha3BaHUil JigepoM, KUl 3arpumaB noBctaHHs 1920 poky.

Y HayKOBUX MOHOTpadisix 4y CTaTTsX, orryonikoBaHuX y 1990-x pokax, craBienns 1o [lepioi lemokparnaHol
PecnyOniku [py3ist 3MiHunocs. PagsHCHKOIO MOMITHKOIO HE OyJI0 0OMEXEHb, 1 1€ JaBaj0 MOXIIUBICTh MTHUCATH
TBOpH 0€3 paasaHChKOI HeH3ypu. OCh YOMY B HAyKOBIH JIiTepaTypi, OIyOaiKoBaHii miciis 3100y TTS He3aIeKHOCTI
I'py3ii, moBcTaHHs pO3NIAJAETHCS HE SIK CIpoOda CaMOBU3HAYEHHS OCETUHCHKOTO HApOy Ta BUIIPABIaHa BUMOTa
TEPUTOPIAIILHOTO PO3IOLILY, a SIK aKIisl, HATXHEHHA POCITHAMHU 1 COIPSAMOBaHa MPOTH I'PY3HHCHKA JAeprKaBa.

Y MeHe € JIeKiIbKa JpKEpel sl BUBYCHHSI TPY3UHCHKO-0CETUHCHKOTO KOHGIKTY B 1920 pomi. [lepime - 1ie
apxiBHi Marepiaiu (Ipy3MHCHKI Ta pOCiiiChKi), apyre - crioraau aiaepis (Ixopmxi Keinitagse i Bamiko Jkyri).
€ TakoX NEePioINYHI BUIAHHS, SIKi € BATOMUM J[KEPEJIOM ISl MOTX JIOCHIKEeHb. BiAMOBIIHO 10 IBOTO MaTepiany
sl BUBYMB LI€ TUTAHHA 11Ie Pa3, 1 KapTUHA cTaja 30BCiM iHIIO. PaKTHYHO, KEPIBHUKOM I'PY3HHCHKOI BIHCHKOBOT
omnepauii npotu nosctaHHs OyB reHepan Jxopmki Ksinitanze, a ne Baniko HOreni. Bin OyB nuie nigepom
mpaBoro (iaxry.

YoMy paisiHCbKHM PexXuM 3alikaBUBCA orosiocutu Bamiko /kyreni kepiBHUKOM T'py3HHCHKOI apmii? Mos
BiIMoOBiNb mpocTa. Sk s Bke 3raayBaB, Bamiko FOreni OyB onniero 3 BaxiuBux ¢iryp maprii gigepa [pysii -
couiajn-gemMokparis. [Tokazaru Baiiko Jxyrii ik KepiBHHKA TPY3MHCHKOI apMii Ta 3p0OUTH HOTro THOOUTENIEM,
Oys10 0 MoKa3aHO TaKy K MOJNITUKY 1 IPY3HMHCHKOI Jep)KaBU. 3BUUANHO, L€ JOMOMOIIIO PaIsSHCHKiN MOMITHYHIHA
igeostorii nmokazatu [py3uHo-/leMokparuyHy maprito sk rTHOOMTeNs B ouax JjroAei. Llg ynepemkeHicts Oyna
MOIIMPEHA PAJSHCHKOIO 1IE0JIOTI€I0 Iy’Ke JIETKO, OCKUIBKHM JOCTYH A0 apxiBiB OyB OOMEXeHHH IIe 3a 4aciB
Pansncbkoro Corosy. Anie 1eit 3a6060H MOKe 3MIHUTH pO3yMiHHS peajibHOI iCTOpii crioco0amu, SIKUM BOHA MOXKE
OyTH BUKOPUCTaHa JEP>KaBol0 B MailOyTHbOMY Ta SIK BOHa MOke OyTH BUKOpHCTaHa JIEP>KaBOIO 3 CY0'€KTUBHUX
MIPUYUH.

Knrwuosi cnosa: Paoaucvruii Corws, nepwia pecnyonixa Ipysii, kongnixmu, max 3eana Iliedenna Ocemis,
icmopioepadhis, ideonocis, HOGIMHS icMopis

MpepybexxnoeHne kak mMeton KoHTpons Cosetckoro Cowo3a (npumep u3
HoBeWLwen nctopun "pysunm)

MaHry4ap 'yHuanse, KopHesm Kekenvase [py3nHCKUM HauMoHa IbHbIV LIEHTP PYKOMUcen

Bbruto Hanmcano MHOTO paboT 00 MCONOTUYECKUX METOJaX COBETCKOM MOJUTUKH B TPYy3UHCKON HaydHOM
ctepe 1 3a ee mpeAeIaMy, U UX aHAIN3 JAOBOJILHO MHTEpeceH. Llenbio naHHOI CTaThH SABISETCS 00CYKACHHUE
TOT0, KaK HCTOPHOTpa( s UCIOIB30BATIACE ISl CO3JaHUSI HCTOPUH, KETaeMOH JUII COBETCKON TTOIUTHUKH.

B teuenne 1918-1921 romoB ObLTO TpH BOCCTaHUS OCETUHCKUX OOJIBIIEBUKOB, HO B 1920 roay Obuio camoe
Ba)XHOE TI0 CBOMM pasMmepaM U TpeOoBaHMsAM onHO. OH ObLT HameneH Ha otaeneHue uyactu lllmma Kaptom
LI[xnHBaJIBCKOTO peruoHa (HbIHE Tak HasbiBaeMol FOxuON Ocetun) ot I'py3un u mpeBpalieHne ero B COCTaB
Poccuun.

B 1990-x rogax rpy3MHCKUM y4YeHBIM ObLIa MPEAOCTAaBICHA BO3MOXKHOCTH CBOOOJHO HCCIEIOBATh TEMY
1918-1921 ronmos. Ho mpeny6exnenue, kotopoe OblIo co3naHo Bo BpemeHa Coerckoro Corosa, Ka3ajloch
HACTOJBKO MPAaBIONOJOOHBIM, YTO OHO OBUIO CKOINHMPOBAHO B COBPEMEHHOHM IPY3MHCKONW HCTOpHOTpaduH.
[pennonoxurensno, Coperckuii Cor03 HCIOMB30BAI st 3TOH 1enu Banuko [xyrenu, KOTOpsIid ObLT OHOM 13
3HAUUTENBHBIX (DUTYp JHJepa HApTUU U TeHepaja TPy3UHCKON 00IIeCTBCHHON apMUU 1 OBLT OMTUCAH KaK JIUAEP,
nojaBuBIIKi BoccTanue B 1920 romuy.

B HayuHBIX MOHOTpaduiX HIM CTaThsX, ONMyOIMKOBaHHBIX B 1990-x rogax, OTHOIIEHHE K MEPBOI
Hemoxparnueckoii Pecrybmuke I'py3un n3mennnock. COBETCKON MOMUTHKHU HE OBIJI0O HUKAKUX OTPaHUYCHUH,
U 3TO MO3BOJHWJIO NMHCATh MPOM3BENCHHUS 0€3 COBETCKOM IEH3Yphl. BOT mouemy B Hay4yHOH JuTeparype,
OIyOIMKOBAaHHOM MOCIe 0OpEeTeHUsT HE3aBUCUMOCTH [ py3un, BOCCTaHHE paccMaTpuBacTCs HE KaK MOIBITKA
CaMOOTIPEICTICHNUS OCETUHCKOTO HapoJa 1 000CHOBaHHOE TPeOOBAHNE TEPPUTOPHATBLHOTO PACIIPECICHHS, a
KaK JIeHCTBUs, BJOXHOBIEHHBIE PYCCKMMHU U HAIIPaBIEHHBIE [IPOTUB I'PYy3UHCKOE rOCYJapCTBO.

Y MeHsI €CTh HECKONBKO HCTOUHHKOB ISl H3YUEHUS TPY3UHO-0CETHHCKOTo KoH(pukTa B 1920 roxy. [1epBsrit
- 9TO apXMBHBIE MaTepHabl (TPy3UHCKUI U pyCCKHIA), BTOpOii - BocmoMuHaHus o uaepax (I'eoprust Ksunuranze
u Banuko [xyrenu). EcTb Takxke nepuoguyuecKie U3aHus, KOTOPBIE SIBIISIFOTCS] BXKHBIM HCTOYHUKOM JJIST MOUX
uccienoBanuil. ContacHO 3TOMY Marepually s CHOBa M3y4MJ TOT BOIIPOC, M KapTHHA CTajla COBCEM JIPYIOM.
@DaKTUYECKH PYKOBOAUTEIEM TPY3MHCKOM BOCHHOM ONEpaly NPOTHB BOCCTAaHHs ObLT reHepan leopruii
Keunuranze, a He Banuko J[xyrenu. OH ObUT THIEPOM TONBKO MPABOTO (IiaHra.
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[Touemy coBeTCKast BIacTh ObLIa 3aMHTEPECOBaHA OOBSIBUTH Banuko J[Xyrenu Tuaepom rpy3uHCKON apMuH?
Moii otBet mpoct. Kak s yxxe roBopwi, Banuko Jlxyrenu ObUT OJHON U3 BaXHBIX (PUTYp JHIepa IPy3HHCKOMN
napTuu - couuan-aemMokparon. Ilokaz Banuko J>yrenu kak nujepa TPY3UHCKONW apMUU U MPEBPAILECHUE €ro
B YTHETATelsl TAaKKe MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAIIM OBbI Ty € MOJUTHKY TPY3MHCKOTO rocymaapcrsa. KoHeuno, 3To
TOMOIVIO COBETCKOM MOJIMUTUYECKOM HUJICOJIOTUHU TTOKA3aTh IPY3MHO-IEMOKPATUYECKYIO MApTUIO YTHETATelIeM B
rasax Jiojei. DTo npeayoekieHne ObUIO 0YeHB JIETKO PacpOCTPAHEHO COBETCKOW WICOJIOTHEH, MOCKOIbKY
JIOCTYII K apxuBaM ObUT orpanndeH Bo Bpemena Coserckoro Coro3a. Ho 3To npexyOexaeHrue MoOXeT H3MEHUTh
TIOHUMaHHUE PEATbHON HCTOPUU TaKUM 00pa3oM, KaK OHO MOXKET MCIIOIbh30BAThCS TOCYIAPCTBOM B OyIyIieM U

KaK OHO MOXECT HUCIIOJIb30BaATHCS IOCYJapCTBOM I10 CY6’I>CKTI/IBHLIM npruiIruHaM.

Knrwouegvie cnosa: Cosemckuii Coios, nepeas pecnyonuxa Ipyzuu, Kongauxmel, max naswvisaemas FOdxicnas
Ocemus, ucmopuocpagus, udeono2us, CO8PEeMeHHAs UCTOPUSL

Problem definition.

lot of papers have been written on
the ideological methods of the Soviet
olitics within the Georgian scholarly
field and beyond it and their analysis is rather
interesting. Ideological models and mechanisms are
various, of course, including both political activities
and Soviet repressions. Obviously, it has been
aimed at spreading the ideology of the ruling power.
One of the interesting mechanisms was the control
of the scientific field and spreading of the desired
information by creating the alternative reality or
history. At the time of the Soviet Union the access
to archives in Georgia was limited for scientists and
researchers. Due to this reason, historians could get
completely different information, which was far
from reality. The aim of this article is to discuss one
of such examples, namely how the historiography
was used for creating the necessary history for the
Soviet policy. How the prejudice, composed by the
Soviet influence in the period of the first Georgian

Republic of Georgia have been made on us.

Studies about First Democratic Republic of
Georgia in 1918-1921 were based on the Soviet
censorship. Historical researches, focused on the
period between 1918-1921, were either banned or
were influenced by Bolsheviks’ propaganda. That is
why the modern history was limited in the twentieth
century. The Georgian-Ossetian conflict emerged
exactly in 1918-1921. For historians it was not easy
task to write real history. Among the uprisings, the
most distinguished one was in 1920, when Ossetian
Bolsheviks intended to separate part of Shida Kartli
(now it is called South Ossetia) Region from Georgia
and unite it to the Soviet Russia. Soviet Historiography
not only disfigured reality but composed prejudices
towards political figures. Russia turned Ossentian
Bolsheviks against Georgia. It was necessary to create
“face of enemy” that would encourage Ossetians to
struggle against Georgians. But why in 1918-1921?

After more than 100 years of annexing, Georgia
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declared its independence in 1918. New government
did not weakened forces to make Georgia more
Europeanized. Great success was in gaining De jure
recognition of Georgia from the League of Nations
in 1920. But the independence did not last long.
International recognition did not prevent Georgia
from being attacked by the Soviet Russia in 1921.
Historians’ interest towards this period is great, as
its evidences were tabooed during the Soviet era.
Studying the real history of the First Democratic
Republic of Georgia was not quite possible for
researchers. During the Soviet period such studies
were simply prohibited or had some shades of the
Bolshevik propaganda. This situation, of course,
kept researchers off studying the history of the First
democratic republic of Georgia.

Analysis of researches and publications.

Actually, I am interested in the history of the
First Democratic Republic of Georgia and Ossetian
issues. In this paper I intend to focus on very
important topic that describes the prejudice which
was inspired by the Soviet ideology at the time of
the first democratic republic of Georgia. In spite of
the very interesting and significant aspects from the
history of the Democratic Republic of Georgia, |
want to present you the inner conflict that is actual
nowadays too. Part of Shida Kartli region, that is
very important historical region in Eastern Georgia,
self-declared as South Ossetian state, recognized by
Russia and several other states. Conflict was inspired
by Ossetian Bolsheviks who aimed to separate part
of Shida Kartli from Georgia. These conflicts were
risen exactly in 1918-1921. These uprisings are
good examples how the Soviet prejudice created
history that was acceptable only for it.

In 1918-1921 there were three uprisings of
Ossetian Bolsheviks that were aimed at separating
a part of Shida Kartli, Tskhinvali region (so called
South Ossetia) from Georgia and making it a part
of Russia.

The issue of territorial integrity of Georgia
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is quite actual nowadays too. That is why, the
discussions about these conflicts are rather
interesting. The key issue of our research is to
identify the leader of Georgian military units who
opposed the Ossetian Bolsheviks uprising in 1920
(Guntsadze, 2013/2014).

At the first glance it must be not too difficult and
everything should be cleared earlier, if we take into
consideration that since 90-ies of the twentieth century
Georgian scientists had the chance to research the
thematic of 1918-1921 freely. But prejudice that was
composed at the period of the Soviet Union seemed
to be so truly that it was copied in Modern Georgian
historiography. Forinstance, Menshevik Valiko Jugheli’s,
who was one of the significant figures of the leader party
and the Commander of Georgian public army (People’s
Guard), was considered to be a suppressor of Bolshevik
Ossetians uprising. That was not right. It was not
coincident that Soviet policy promoted Valiko Jugheli
as a negative person who was responsible for all the
cruelty that took place while fighting against Ossetian
Bolsheviks in 1920. Explanation for this prejudice will
be shown below. But let me show how the uprising is
described in Soviet and modern historiography.

It is very interesting to know who was
responsible for suppressing in mentioned conflict,
as these confrontations left its important traces in
the newest history of Georgia.

In the part of Georgian scientific researches
Giorgi Mazniashvili, who was one of the famous
generals in Georgia, is described to be the leader of
Georgian army at this conflict. But it was not true as
he was not involved in this conflict at all.

Now I will show chronologically some
researches from Soviet and modern Georgian
historiography that are dedicated to this issue. Why?
Because in these works the soviet prejudice have
been accepted as reality.

One of such works is a monograph Relations of
Georgians and Ossetians, published by G. Togoshvili in
1969. There the Georgian army is criticized and General
Valiko Jugheli is called an “Archi-bandit” (Gibe name
of Valiko Jugheli, negative way to represent him as
archimandrite of bandits) (Togoshvili, 1969). This
was made according to the norms established by the
Soviet Union policy, and in such way it showed Valiko
Jugheli as enemy and Georgia as state-oppressor.

The same idea is shown in the sixth volume of
the Georgian History’s Essays published in 1972:
“Menshevik forces with cavalry battalions, two
regiments and national guard members attacked
Tskhinvali region on 9th June, it was the huge
trouble for whole Ossetians” (Surguladze, 1972).
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There the activity of the Georgian military units
is perceived as aggressive steps towards Ossetian
people and Valiko Jugheli is called as the leader of
suppressing the uprising again.

Of course, my goal is not to criticize the gaps
written in Soviet period (maybe they were caused
by the inaccessibility of the sources as well as
censorship and subjective reasons), but [ try to
considerate historiographic approaches that was
given by the Soviet regime.

Soviet historiography is repeated in the post-Soviet
period as well. Though, in the scientific monographs or
articles published after 90-ies of the twentieth century,
the attitude towards the First Democratic Republic of
Georgia have changed. There was no control of the
Soviet policy that allowed scientists to study the Soviet
past freely. That’s why, in the scientific publications,
published after restoring the independence of Georgia
Ossetians, uprisings are not considered as the attempt
of self-determination of the Ossetian people and
justified requirement of territorial allocation, but are
considered as the action directed against the Georgian
state inspired by Russians.

Georgian researcher — Dodo Chumburidze in her
National-Liberation War of the Georgian People at
the beginning of the twentieth Century (1918-1921)
(published in 2003) has argued that Ossetian uprisings
were brutally suppressed by Valiko Jugheli and Giorgi
Mazniashvili (Chumburidze, 2003). Giorgi Mazniashvili
was prominent military figure. Tsar Nicolas Il awarded
him with St. George’s Cross for his bravery in Russo-
Japanese War. During the First Democratic Republic of
Georgia he was the noble Georgian general. All his life
he devoted to the struggle against the Soviet Regime and
Georgian territorial integration.

According to Sulkhan Aleksia’s monograph The
Anatomy of Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Regions Conflicts
(2012) and his doctoral dissertation The Conflicts of
Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Regions and Their Regulation
Problems (2013) Valiko Jugheli is called to be the leader
of the Georgian army against the Ossetian Bolshevisks
in 1920 (Aleksia, 2012; Aleksia, 2013).

In 2014 Boris Kvaratskhelia published Russians
Undeclared War to Georgian State (Abkhazia, “South
Ossetia”) and International Concord. In this work Giorgi
Mazniashvili and Valiko Jugheli are named again to be
the leaders of Georgian military units (Kvaratskhelia,
2014). There are much more articles or monographs
that indicate Valiko Jugheli and sometimes him with
Giorgi Mazniashvili oppressors of uprising in 1920,
but that is not true. For instance, from October 1920,
Giorgi Mazniashvili was the commander of Tbilisi’
garrison. It means he could not participate in Tskhinvali
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Region’s events in 1920. Why was vague the question
on Georgian commander? Even in the reminiscences
of Valiko Jugheli and general Giorgi Kvinitadze,
Valiko Jugheli is not considered to be the commander
of Georgian army (There are so many works dedicated
to this issue, but we cannot considerate all of them in
the article) (Jugheli, 1920; Kvinitadze, 1998). This task
was quite uncertain in Georgia historiography. That is
why I decided to research this issue again.

Conclusions.

We have several sources for studying the
Georgian-Ossetian Conflict in 1920. The first is the
archival materials (Georgian and Russian), the second
one is the reminiscences of Georgian generals (Giorgi
Kvinitadze’s and Valiko Jugheli’s memories). There
are also press materials that are quite important while
studying the modern history as they represented daily
life, official decisions and facts. According to these
materials, the reality was quite different. In reality,
the leader of the Georgian army military operation
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