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Georgia (FR 17-554 Documentary Sources (Deeds, Epigraphic Inscriptions, Colophons) in the First half of
17th c. (1600-1662) about the Kings of Kartli and Kakheti (research and publication of sources).

For thorough study of Iran-Georgian relationships in 16th — 17th centuries research of Georgian-Persian
historical documents is of particular interest. These historical documents provide valuable data about social,
administrative and state institutes in Georgia.

Georgian-Persian historical documents describe dynamically the political, social and religious processes
that have taken place in Eastern Georgia due to intervention of Safavid Iran in 16th-17th centuries. Studying of
the separate segments of diplomatic monuments — interrelations between Georgian and Persian texts provide
precise illustration of Georgian reality and specific nature of political, social and religious relations between
Iran and Georgia.

Research of Georgian-Persian bilingual deeds clearly shows attempts of Iran to intervene into Georgian
landholding system and its substitution with Iranian-Moslem one; Invocation of Georgian kings and the
legends on their Persian seals clearly demonstrate the political and religious influence to which they were
subjected as a result of Safavid censorship. Based on all these, we can imagine specific nature of operation of
Georgian secretariat-chancellery, see the movement of the documents from their composition to their entry
into legal force and the term of their effectiveness.

Studying of the seals on Persian and Georgian texts of diplomatic monuments allowed identification of
important chancellery officials participating in issuance of Georgian-Persian documents, as well as in their
consideration and approval.

Georgian texts of bilingual documents, with their contents and structure, were entirely based on Georgian
traditions of paperwork while the Persian texts complied with Iranian requirements. Iranian diplomatic
formulas were adapted to Georgian reality.

Georgian-Persian historical deeds provide unbiased description of severe reality resulting from religious
and political power of Iran in Eastern Georgia; and Georgians had to fight for maintaining their state, national
and religious identity.
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[MoniTnyHi, coujanbHi Ta penirinHi acnekTn rpy3nHO-NEPCHKOI AMNOMaTUKN
XartyHa baiHgypatusini, HayioHansHui LeHTp pykonucis [ pysii imeHi K. Kekenigse

Hocniodcenns nposoounocs 3a ghinarncoeoi niompumxu I py3uHcbko2o HAYIOHANLHO20 HAYKOBO20 (OH-
oy imeni [lloma Pycmaseni. ¥ mexncax npoexmy (@ Nel7 554) «oxymenmanvhi ddcepena (epamomu, eni-
epaghiuni nam'amu, konogonu pykonucis) npo yapie Kapmni i Kaxemi nepwioi nonosunu XVII cmonimmsa
(1600—1662) (nyonixayis i 0ocaioxnceHHs dxucepei)».

Jnst peTenpHOoro BUBYEHHS rpy3uHO-Tiepchkux BigHocuH XVI-XVII ct. ocobnuBuii iHTEpec npeacTasisie
JIOCITLKSHHST iCTOpI/I‘lHI/IX ,I[OKYMCHTiB 1ILOTO nepioz[y LT iCTOpI/I‘lHi JOKYMEHTH MICTSITh BasKJIMBY 1H(pOpMa-
IO MIPO TPY3MHCHI COLialIbHI, a,Z[MlHICTpaTI/IBHl i ;[epxcaBm THCTHTYTH.

['py3uHo-nepcbki ICTopI/I‘-IHl JOKYMEHTH B ANHAMILI Bl,Z[O6pa>Ka}OTL Ti MOJIITUYHI, COLiaJIbHI Ta pemniriiini
npouecH, siki manu micte B XVI-XVII cr. y Cxiguniit [pysii l'IpI/I BTpY4aHHI Ce(l)eBl,Z[CBKOI Ipany. BuBuenns
OKpPEMHUX CErMEHTIB AUTIIOMAaTHYHUX [1aM SITHUKIB — B3a€MO3B’ 130K IPY3HHCBKHX i MepChKHX TEKCTiB HA0YHO
Mpe/CTaBIIse IPY3MHCBKI peaiii Ta 0coOIMBOCTI MOMITUYHUX, COLIANBHUX 1 peniriiHux BigHocuH Ipany i
[pysii.

JocnimKeHHs Tpy3UHO-TIEPChbKUX TBOMOBHHX JOKYMEHTIB JI03BOJIsIE HaM N0OaunTH cripoOy Ipany BTpy-
TUTHUCS B CUCTEMY 3eMJICBOJIOJIHHS B I py3ii 1 3aMiHUTH ii ipaHO-MYCYAbMAaHCHKOIO.

IHBOKaIi1 TPY3MHCHKHX LApiB 1 HasIBHI JITEHAN Ha iX MEPCHKUX MeYaTKax SICHO BKa3yIOTh Ha Ti MOIITHYHI
Ta PENiriiHi BIUIMBY, SIKI BOHU BiAdyBaJu BHacHigoK neH3ypu CedeBuniB. Y CBITII BChOIO CKa3aHOTO, MU
MOXKEMO YSBUTH €001 crierngiky poOOTH HapchKoi KaHIEpii (caMaiBaHMCIrHOOpo) py3ii, pyX JOKyMeHTa
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BiJ{ HOTO PO3POOKH JI0 BCTYILY B 3aKOHHY CHIIY i TepMiH Jii JOKyMEHTa.

CriocTepeKeHHs 3a IEYAaTKAMH HA TEPCHKHX I IPY3HHCHKHX TEKCTaX JMILIOMATHYHHX IaM’ STHHKIB
BUSIBWIO THX BaXJIMBUX KaHLEISPCHKUX YMHOBHHUKIB, SIKI Opaji y4acTh y CKJIQJaHHI, OOTOBOPEHHI Ta 3a-
TBEPPKEHHI TPY3UHO-TIEPCHKUX JIOKYMEHTIB.

['py3MHCHKHMIT TEKCT ABOMOBHHUX JOKYMEHTIB 3a CBOIM 3MICTOM 1 CTPYKTYPOIO HOBHICTIO IPYHTYBABCSI Ha
TpajuLii CKIafaHHs IPy3HHCHKOIO JOKYMEHTA, a TIePChKHA TEKCT — IPAaHCHKUX KAHLEIAPCHKUX BHMOIaX.
Ipanchki mumuoMaTiyHi opMy/IH afanToBaHi i TPy3HHCEKI pealii.

I'py3uHO-nIepCEKi ICTOPHYHI JIOKYMEHTH 3 BEIMKOI0 00’ €KTHBHICTIO BIOOPaXAIOTh CKIA/HY CHTYaLliIo,
1o ckianacst B Cxinnii ['py3ii B pesynbrari peniriiiHoi Ta noniTidHo1 Biaau IpaHy; 1 B SKUX BOKKUX peastisix
JOBOJIIIIOCS TPY3WHAM OOPOTHCS 32 30€peKeHHS CBOET HAIlIOHATIBHOT Ta PEIITiifHOT 1I€HTHYHOCTI.

Knrouosi cnosa: I pysis, Ipan, ouniomamuxu, Icaam, nonimuxa, 3emieson00iHHs, OOKYMEHMU

[NonuTnyeckue, counasnbHbie U pPeENUrMo3HblE acCneKTbl pr3I/IHO-I'IepCI/I,EI,CKOI7I
OMnIOMaTnKn

XatyHa bavHpgypawswnn, HaunmoHansHbi 4eHTp pykorivcen I'pysum um. K. Kekenvgse

Hccnedosanue nposoounoce npu punancosoti noodepacke I py3suHcko20 HAYUOHALbHO20 HAYYHO-
20 ¢ponoa umenu [lloma Pycmasenu. B pamxax npoexma (@ Nel7 554) «/[okymenmanvroie ucmou-
HUKU (2pamomul, snuepaguieckue namamHuxu, KoiogoHsl pykonucei) o yapax Kapmau u Kaxemu
nepsoui nonrosunsvl XVII sexa (1600—-1662) (nyboruxayus u ucciedo8anue ucCmoyHuKo8)».

Jns TmarenpHOTO M3ydeHUs rpy3uHoO-niepcuckux otHomeHn XVI-XVII BB. ocoOeHHBIN WH-
Tepec MPEeICTABISIET UCCIIeOBAHNE UCTOPUYECKHUX JJOKYMEHTOB ATOTO MEepHoaa. DTH UCTOPUIECKHE
JOKYMEHTBI COJIEpPKAT BaAXHYI MH()OpPMAIMIO O TPY3UHCKUX COIUAIBHBIX, aJIMUHUCTPATUBHBIX U
TOCYJapCTBEHHBIX HHCTUTYTAaX.

I'py3unO-IEpcuaCKHE UCTOPUYECKHE IOKYMEHTHI B THHAMHUKE OTPAXKAIOT T€ MOJIUTHYECKUE, CO-
LMaJbHbIE U PEIUTHO3HbIE NpoLecchl, KoTopble uMenan mecto B XVI-XVII B. B BocTounoit I'py3un
npu BMmemarenbcTBe CedeBuackoro Mpana. M3ydenune OTAENbHBIX CETMEHTOB JUIIIOMATHYECKHUX
MaMsATHUKOB — B3aUMOCBSA3b TPY3UHCKHUX M MEPCHICKUX TEKCTOB HAINSIHO MPEJICTaBISET I'PY3UH-
CKHe pealiii W OCOOSCHHOCTH MOJMTHYECKHX, CONHMAIBHBIX M PEIUTHO3HBIX OTHOmeHnd MpaHa u
I'py3uu.

HccnenoBanne rpy3MHO-TIEPCHICKHUX JBYSA3BIYHBIX TOKYMEHTOB MO3BOISET HAM YBHJIETH MOIIBIT-
Ky MpaHa BMemaTbcs B CUCTEMY 3eMJileBlanieHus B [ py3un U 3aMeHUTh €€ HPaHO-MYCYIbMaHCKOM.

WNHBoOKaMo Tpy3WHCKUX Iapel W CyHIECTBYIOIIUE JETeHJbl Ha WX MEPCUICKUX TedaTsX SICHO
YKa3bIBaIOT Ha T€ MOJUTHYECKUE M PEIIMTHO3HBIC BIUSHUA, KOTOPbIE OHU HCTIBITHIBAIN BCIIEICTBUE
nen3ypsl CedeBumoB. B cBeTe Bcero cka3zaHHOTO, MBI MOKEM IIPEACTaBUTH cede crienuduKy padoTsl
[apCcKOW KaHIENsIpuu (CaMJIMBaHMCUTHOOPO) PY3WH, ABMIKEHHE TOKYMEHTa OT €T0 pa3padOoTKH 10
BCTYIUICHUS B 3aKOHHYIO CHIIY W CPOK JIEMCTBHS JOKYMEHTA.

Habntonenne 3a mevyaTsiMu Ha MEPCHICKUX U TPY3UHCKUX TEKCTaX JUIUIOMATHYECKUX TaMATHHU-
KOB BBISIBIJIO T€X Ba)XXKHBIX KaHIEJSIPCKUX YHHOBHHUKOB, KOTOpPHIE MPUHUMAIN y4acTHE B COCTaBIIe-
HHUH, O0CYKJICHUN U YTBEPKICHUH T'PY3UHO-TIEPCUACKUX JOKYMEHTOB.

I'py3uHCKHI TEKCT ABYSI3BIYHBIX JOKYMEHTOB 10 CBOEMY COJEPKAHHIO M CTPYKTYPE MOITHOCTHIO
OCHOBBIBAJICA HA TPAIUIIMH COCTABJICHUS TPY3UHCKOTO TOKYMEHTA, a IEPCUICKUNA TEKCT — HPAHCKHUX
KaHIENIpCcKuX TpeOboBaHUAX. MpaHckue nuruioMarndeckue GOpMybl aJarnTHPOBAHBI MO I'PY3WH-
CKHUE peanu.

I'py3uno-iepcuacKkre HCTOpUIECKUE JOKYMEHTHI C 000N 00BEKTUBHOCTHIO OTPAKAIOT CIOK-
HYIO CUTYaIlUI0, CIIOKUBINYIOCSA B BocTouHoil ['py3un B pe3ynbraTe peTUrHO3HON M MOJUTHYECKON
BracTu MpaHa; 1 B KaKHUX TSKEJBIX PeallusiX MPUXOIUIOCH TPy3HHAM OOPOTHCS 32 COXpaHEHHE CBOEH
HaIlMOHAJIbHOW U PEIUTHO3HON UIICHTUYHOCTH.

Kntouesvie cnosa: [ pysus, Hpan, ounnovamuxa, Mcnam, nonumuxa, 3emnesnaoeHue, 00KyMeHmbl
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and Georgia in 16th — 17th centuries

is of particular interest. Research
of Georgian-Persian historical documents of
the above period allows thorough studying of
diverse relationships between Eastern Georgia
and Safavid Iran. These historical documents
provide information about social, administrative
and state institutes. Georgian diplomatic
monuments describe domestic and international
situation of the country.

Goal of our research is studying of
social, political, religious and legal aspects
of Georgian-Persian diplomatic monuments
of 16th - 17th centuries: relation of Persian
texts of the documents with Georgian national
system — characteristics of substance of
“Georgian Tiul”, categories of Tiuldar and their
rights and obligations, specific characteristics
of the secretariat-chancellery, movement of
the document before its entry into legal force
and term of effectiveness of the documents;
clarification and analysis of the specific
nature of Georgian-Iranian political and
social relationships against the background of
observation and study of the diplomatic clauses
in Persian texts of bilingual Georgian-Persian
documents.

Research of bilingual documents is based
on formulary, textological, comparative and
critical analysis methods.

Numerous researches of bilingual Georgian-
Persian documents were conducted to elucidate
sociopolitical, diplomatic and linguistic issues
(Puturidze, 1955; Dundua, 1984; Abashidze,
1973; Petrushevski, 1949) and their main
purpose was clarification of the social
function of these documents — open or implied
information in the source and their comparison
with the historical reality.

Since early 16th century Iran had been
making attempts of liquidation of the kingdoms
of Kartli and Kakheti as independent political
units and their transformation into the ordinary
provinces of Iran (Baindurashvili, 2019 a). By
the end of 16th century Safavid Iran achieved the
position where it approved the representatives
of Bagrationi dynasty as kings of Kartli and
Kakheti provided that they adopted Islam. In
1578, Svimon 1, released from Alamut prison
had to adopt Shiite Tradition (Guchua, and
Svanidze, 1974). Shah of Iran, Mohammad
Khodabanda (1578-1587) granted to Svimon

Studying of relations between Iran
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the title of “Brother” and returned him back
to Kartli. Iran desired him to drive out the
Ottomans, excessively active in Caucasus
(Puturidze, 1969).

Subordination of Svimon I to Safavid Iran
impacted operation of the royal council — from
80s of 16th century, in Kartli commenced
introduction of Qizilbash style paperwork and
clear example of this is appearing of Georgian-
Persian historical deeds, implying approaching
of Georgian paperwork with Iranian standards.

Up to 40s of 17th century Georgian and
Persian parts of bilingual deeds were written
on different pages. Persian text maintained
some kind of independence of contents and it
looked like absolutely complete legal document
(Abashidze, 1974). Nevertheless, both texts
of the deed comprised single diplomatic item.
In 40s of 17th century the bilingual deeds
have changed, with respect of both, contents
and form. Persian part now was the summary
of Georgian part and it was placed above
Georgian text (Abashidze, 1974; Abuladze, and
Giunashvili, 2011).

Architectonics of Persian parts of bilingual
deeds corresponds to the traditions of Safavid
paperwork requirements. Appearance of the
deed, structure of each segment, calligraphy
and terminology fully corresponds to Iranian
diplomatics (Abashidze, 1974) Its architectonics
is represented as follows: Invocatio (reference
to God), mentioning of the forefathers,
introductory formula, legal aspects of the deal —
document issuer and addressee; key issue of the
document — purpose of issuance, legal contents
of the deal, issue of the object, protection of the
legal relationships expressed by the key issue
(Abuladze, and Giunashvili, 2011).

Georgian-Persian historical deeds have
diverse contents: these include deeds of
granting of the serfs and properties, granting of
Tarkhan’s privileges, various offices and other
documents. The deeds of granting of serfs and
estates are of particular interest. They clearly
depict political relationships between Georgia
and Iran (Puturidze, 1955).

For Georgian and Iranian-Qizilbash ruling
stratum the basis for granting of estate was
faithful service of the specific person (or
persons) to Georgian king and shah of Iran.
And for this, the subjects received the land
as “deserved award” from their suzerains
(Gabashvili, 1958).
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Persian parts of Georgian-Persian historical
deeds were mostly the deeds of granting,
implying granting of the land (estate) — main
object of feudal property.

Calligraphic hands of the Persian parts of
Georgian-Persian deeds is Shekasteh, Nastaliq
and Shekasteh-Nastaliq. Shekasteh was used
most frequently.

Persian texts of Georgian-Persian historical
deeds have two types of dating — in Dispositio,
under the influence of Safavid office traditions,
to denote the year, routinely they used Mongol
astronomic calendar and the date in the end of
document was located after Sanctio and it was
according to Hegira calendar (Dundua, 1984).

Persian part of the deeds issued in the
period of reign of Svimon I differs, to some
extent, from the structure of the bilingual deeds
of the later period. The deed commenced with
the word “now”— s )3 rarely — 25 e sl

— high order was issued and 2 slisa )
— order. This means that the document is of

Oudalle (L category — “high mark”, (Puturidze,
1955) protocol, order, ordinance 1is not
specified in the beginning of the text and it is
mentioned in the text end. Further, in late 80s,
the document category regularly appears in the
beginning of the text, such as “Amre Ali” —
e sl — High Order, “Parvanche” — 433/
(Puturidze, 1955) only deed issued in 1591 by
Alexander II, King of Kakheti begins with the

formula— 2% JMe »S= — High order is issued
(Puturidze, 1955).

Persian invocatios of Georgian kings are of
particular interest. Invocatio is the document
preamble, composed of religious-political
elements mentioned the source of power — god
and full name and legal status of the bearer of
this power — issuer of the deed and this status
was granted to him by shah of Iran. In the
deeds of Svimon I, torga written with singur
contains invocation (Puturidze, 1955) and its
full formulation is — [Jos [OB dgeas ol
eJs— He [is] God praised in all his deeds.
Abul Mansut Sultan Mahmud-Khan Mirza. My
word” (Puturidze, 1955). Invocatio closely
reflects historical reality and underlines the
double standard existing in Georgian-Iranian
political relationships. Svimon I, mentioed in
Georgian reality as Georgian king, in one of
significant segments of Persian text of the
deeds issued by him (Invocatio) has to
recognize official status
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granted by Safavids and mention himself not
as king but as prince — Mirza. Invocatio also
cotains full Moslem name of Svimon I — Abul
Mansur Sultan Mahmud-Khan.

From 1586, on bilingual deeds of Svimon I
appeared Persian registration postscripts: _uss?
o=, —considered, and xS —“approved” //
“recorded”, 3Jas Ui — written (Puturidze, 1955).
they are located under the registration seals.

One of the key signs of entry into legal force
of the document is the seal affixed by the issuer
on it (Javakhishvili, 1926). Clear example of
political dependence of Svimon I on shah of
Iran is the legend of his Persian seal affixed on
the document of 1588. Large round Persian seal
of Georgian king bears lettering: Jso <32 1dds
IS Qg s0 Se o 1) 70 Edla Uile peps 0 -
“Knows incomparable god that Svimon, with
his soul, is the ghulam of shah”. Regarding that
the Persian chancellery seals of the period of
Svimon’s reign are illegible due to high degree
of damage, names of the chancellery officers
present in that period at Georgian royal court
by the order of Shah of Iran are unknown to us.

Following Moslem king of Kartli appointed
by Shah Abbas I was Bagrat VII — Bagrat-Khan
(1616-1619), mentioned by Georgians with
hatred and mocking the master of Sabaratiano
and they did not obey to him (Kaukhchishvili,
1973). bilingual deeds issued by him have not
survived or they are unknown to the scientists
until now.

After decease of Bagrat in 1619, Shah Abbas
granted power of ruling of Kartli to Bagrat-Khan’s
minor son Svimon II (Svimon-Khan—1619-1630)
and assigned Giorgi Saakadze as his regent (vekil)
(Puturidze, 1969; Zhizhiashvili, 2017).

There were somewhat different rules of
approval of Georgian-Persian deeds in early
17th century. In 1608-1625, in the period of
reign of King Luarsab and Simon-Khan there
were issued Georgian deeds that, after signature
of the king, bore Persian seal and Persian
registration seal of the same king (some of them
bear one and some — two seals) (Kartvelishvili et
al., 2019). Absence of Persian texts in Georgian
deeds makes us offer that at Georgian royal
court there was no servant who had competence
of translation of Georgian text and was granted
authority of its approval by shah of Iran.

Legend of the seal of Svimon II can be read
on Georgian deed of granting of 1624 (NCM,
Hd 3056). In the end of the text there is affixed
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Simon’s small octagonal Persian seal with
lettering: — “Simon, slave of king of the truth”
On the verso of deed (survived after restoration)
at the registration postscript: “This order shall
end this way” (Kartvelishvili et al., 2019) — there
is affixed pear-shaped Persian registration seal
with the legend — gJla Uil Ssgems — “Shah’s
slave Kaikhosro”.

Only a copy of the copy Georgian-Persian
deed of Svimon II maintained has survived.
It is dated with 1626. In the end of its Persian
text there is a Persian postscript: "azd po Uil
glus~ — “Place of seal of Shah Abbas” — there
is a mistake made when it was rewritten later
as shahs of Iran did not affix their seals on
Georgian-Persian bilingual deeds.

Persian seal and Persian registration seal are
affixed on Georgian-Persian deed of Svimon II
of 1627. There can be read the lettering of the
other Persian seal of King Svimon: g Jla il g <l
w30 — Svimon, ghulam of shah. There is also
affixed hexagonal Persian registration seal with
the legend —¢Jl Uil glw gdsddes — Alikuli
ghulam of Shah Abbas, The same seal is affixed
below Georgian registration postscript — “This
Order shall end in this way” (Kartvelishvili et
al., 2019). In this period (1608-1625) the deeds
had no registration postscripts and Georgian
registration postscript was attested by king’s
Persian seal.

The above  mentioned  Kaikhosro
(supposedly this was royal steward Kaikhosro
Baratashvili) (Kldiashvili et al., 1991) and, very
likely, Alikuli were Georgian persons authorized
representatives of shah of Iran, who were good
in Persian, as they were entitled to translate and
attest the documents issued by Georgian kings.
We can suppose that they had the position of
mustoufi as well. Both chancellery servants
and King of Kartli, Svimon II (and Svimon I as
well) had the status of ghulam, this means that
they were among the ghulams (personal guards)
of shah.

It is interesting, what has caused stopping
of translation of Georgian documents into
Persian in period 1608-1625. This could be
explained by domestic and foreign political
situation of Safavid Iran. Since 1590 Shah
Abbas I conducted reforms in the country and
since 1603, in different periods, Iran fought
with Ottomans, Portugal and Eastern Georgia
(Katsitadze, 2009). It is likely that in this
situation Iran did not pay much attention to the
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paperwork and rules of attesting Georgian deeds
were restricted to Persian seals of Georgian
kings and chancellery servants.

Georgian-Persian deeds show that since
reign of Svimon I event Persian text was subject
to control of Georgian king and this is evidenced
by the seal of Georgian king affixed to Persian
text (Gabashvili, 1958).

Supposedly, Persian seals of Georgian
kings were produced in Iran and the legend
thereon was confirmed and permitted by shah
(Baindurashvili, 2019 b).

Preamble of the deeds — divine and political
will

“Shah of Iran has only formally appropriated
Georgian feudal lands.” (Apakidze et al.,
1956) Georgian historical deeds of early 17th
century show that Safavid Iran intervenes into
management of Georgian landholding system.
Shah Abbas I issues orders to Georgian king
and on the basis of this order king of Kartli
is obliged to approve or resume ownership
of the properties for one or another Georgian
nobleman close to shah (GNA, 1450-19/98).

Divine and political will expressed in the
preamble of deeds precisely reflect political
situation between Eastern Georgia and Safavid
Iran. In Georgian deeds issued by Bagrat-
Khan and Svimon-Khan there are diplomatic
formulas (“With the will and help of god and
khans of Shah Abbas”, (GNA, 1448-252) “by
the grace of god and order of Shah Abbas”,
(NCM, Ad- 973) “by god’s order and grace of
Shah Abbas” (GNA, 1448-1261), where the
existing political relationships are described
with some kind of synthesis of divine and
political will. Irrespective of Moslem religion
of Georgian kings, the divine will is expressed
from Christian position and the main figurant of
the political will is Shah Abbas I of Iran. He is
also named as guarantor of legality of the deed.

In the sanctio of Georgian historical deed
there is also merged Christian and Moslem
formula, according to which, who violates the
clauses of the deed — ““...Wrath of Father, Son
and Holy Spirit and all saints and blissful Shah
Abbas” (GNA, 1450-37/190).

This one segment of Georgian diplomatics
of early 17th century clearly shows the
process of how Georgian noblemen
attempted to present shah of Iran as their
patron, “guarantor” of their property and
“superior protector”. And all these underline
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reduction of the powers of Georgian king and
decentralization process.

Inaddition, in the curse part of Georgian deed
of 1629, the propagator of Islam is mentioned in
a very negative context and violator of the deed
conditions is declared as his equal, doomed to
end up in hell ... Let him become the ally of
Mahmad from Sanana and sink to the bottom of
hell (Kartvelishvili et al., 2019).

Tiul

Persian texts of Georgian-Persian historical
deeds are interesting and notable for their
social contents. From the end of 16th century,
issuance of bilingual deeds under the Safavid
political influence in Georgian paperwork
was associated with the fight for Georgian
lands from the side of Iran (Gabashvili,
1958). Strained political relationships between
Georgians and Safavids resulted in introduction
into Georgian diplomatics such social terms
as “Tiul”, “Tiuldar”, “Soiurghal”, ‘“Raiat”
(meaning peasant). These terms were strange
and unacceptable for Georgian landholding
system.

According to Moslem law, the supreme
owner of the land is the state (Gabashvili,
1958). In 17-18th centuries, in Iran, there were
two types of tiul: first — tiul was transferred to
a person as compensation for certain office and
he was entitled to take advantage of it for the
period when he held such office. The other type
oftiul was granted to a person as deserved award
for the service to the state. (Petrushevski, 1949)
According to Iranian tradition, tiul implied the
right to collect the rents and taxes, in full or in
part, from certain area, rather than the right to
rule the land, people living there and irrigation
network (Petrushevski, 1949; Gabashvili,
1958).

Persian texts of Georgian-Persian historical
deeds and Persian documents (hokms and
firmans) issued to Georgian feudal lords contain
such strange and unacceptable terms used in
Moslem landholding as “heritable tiul” (<s.sd
23055), (Petrushevski, 1949), “permanent tiul”
(©ssd las), “heritable mulk™ (pdS a5)555)
(Puturidze, 1955). This terminological discord
with Georgian feudal institutes is explained
as impossibility of expressing characteristics
of Georgian feudal relationships in Persian,
absence of concept “estate” in Persian language
and consciousness has conditioned introduction
of'the above technical terms in Iranian-Qizilbash
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diplomaics, (Gabashvili, 1958) and Georgian
historiography shares this position (Puturidze,
1955; Abashidze, 1974).

Due to dramatic content difference between
tiul and estate it was necessary to add to
“tiul” the signs characteristic for Georgian
landholding, such as fiscal, administrative and
judicial impermeability and right to bequeath
(Abashidze, 1974; Petrushevski, 1949).

According to Persian texts of deeds issued
by Svimon I, heirloom was transferred to the
feudal lord as tiul (Pitiridze, 1955) In 20-30s of
17th century tiul was mentioned without any
definition (Abashidze, 1974) Hereditary estate
mentioned in Georgian text of the deed issued
by Svimon Il is translated in Persian text as “tiul
and hereditary estate” — < 9d 5 lbdIS a5 58
(Puturidze, 1955). “Heritage” mentioned in
Georgian text of the deed issue by Rostom-
Khan in 1635 was translated into Persian as
“estate and tiul” (pJSs 5 ©sds) (Puturidze,
1955). Hence, the logical conclusion is that the
“estate” was given to Georgian feudal lords as
the remuneration for their office. I.e. there was
the trend of replacing estate with tiul.

Term mulk (estate) was not used in Persian
text, in our opinion, absolutely intentionally (or
it is used very rarely). It is interesting, why term
“estate” was not calqued instead like in case of
noblemen. This means that those who wrote
Persian text intentionally avoided use of the
term showing hereditary nature of the land. With
time, possibly, such attributives as “permanent”,
“inheritable” could be removed and as a result,
there would be oriental - Moslem “tiul”.

As reasonably mentioned V. Puturidze,
use of term “tiul” to denote estate and “raiat”
— to denote peasant, demonstrated the attempt
of changing Georgian landholding order with
Moslem-Qizilbash one by Iran (Puturidze,
1955). Studying of the deeds showed that Iran
made attempts to transform “estate” to tiul.

Tiuldar categories:

According to Georgian-Persian grant deeds,
there were two categories of tiuldars: first
category had authority to consider and make
decision for “any judicial case” within the area
subordinated to him — tiul (Puturidze, 1955)
(both, civil and criminal cases are implied). The
other category had no authority to consider the
criminal cases. The deeds particularly emphasize
that tiuldar considers all cases with the exclusion
of criminal ones (Puturidze, 1955).
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With respect of distinguishing legal relations
between the parties, accurate specifications of
the obligations characteristic for the Persian
texts of deeds is of particular significance and
interest. Law specifies the obligations of tiuldar
to the state (law) and peasants.

Issuer of the deed in the disposition section
of each grant deed strictly specified the primary
obligations of tiuldar, such as fairness and care
about entrusted people. Documents clearly
show that the central government tended to
protect population from tiuldar’s arbitrariness.
Grantee was entitled to collect the taxes set by
the state in the tiul territory.

Disposition component of the deed obligated
the peasants to obey tiuldar. This requirement
was also applicable to local administrative
officials — meliks and qedkhods (Puturidze,
1955).

Entry of the deed into legal force was
attested by the royal seal. This rule is presented
by the following diplomatic formula: *

zs0 OO gI[ds] wren 5 Eh ) xS ps0
asoiz Son gl Galisoar “when the high sign
is equipped and decorated with the blessed
seal and writing — obey it.” (Puturidze, 1955)
Diplomatically, “writing” means the official
endorsement depicting “movement” of the deed
before its entry into legal force,

<l Gl e g 1des a o oS g el el
- “until [this] sign is not equipped with the high
seal, do not accept it” (Puturidze, 1955).

“High seal” and “blessed seal” means the
seal of Georgian king.

Term of effectiveness of the deed.:

Each deed was renewed each time when a
new king was enthroned. (Berdzenishvili, 1937;
Gabashvili, 1958) The king re-approved legality
of the grant deed issued by his predecessor
in the period of his reign as well. Though,
Georgian-Persian diplomatic materials show
that there was a legal norm according to which
the government was entitled to demand annual
renovation of the deed. In the sanction of Persian
text in Georgian-Persian deeds there was the
formula stated for mustoufi “not to demand new
order and sign every year,” (Puturidze, 1955)
and this guaranteed “many-year” nature of the
property registries.

In Georgian paperwork mustoufi was
particularly significant. Deeds made special
emphasis on his duties and strictly required
fulfillment of them. All deeds state that
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mustoufi’s obligation was to register the
documents in the special royal registration
log and not to allow any changes of the text,
(Puturidze, 1955).

“On the basis of written in Georgian”

Irrespective of attempts from the side of
Safavids to intervene into Georgian domestic
relationships and for this purpose, initially
introduce terminological changes in the
diplomatic monuments, the main segment of
Georgian-Persian deeds was still was Georgian
text, detailing terms and conditions of granting.
Persian parts of bilingual deeds were totally
built on and depended on “written in Georgian”
and Georgian legislation (Dasturmalali of
Georgia) and this was reflected in the disposition
component of Persian part. (Puturidze, 1955;
Gabashvili, 1958; Abashidze, 1974)

King Rostom

In 1632, Shah of Iran, Safi I granted to
Rostom-Khan, representative of Bagrationi
dynasty the title of vali and assigned him to
rule Kartli (1632-1658) (Berdzenishvili et al.,
1948; Surguladze, 1952; Apakidze et al., 1956;
Abashidze, 2017; Berdzenishvili et al., 1958).

Attitude of Georgian narrative sources
towards Rostom is mostly negative. In the
period of his reign Persian-Moslem lifestyle
was spread in frudal society of Kartli.
(Kaukhchishvili, 1959). Rostom’s reign in
Kartli was characterized with popularization of
Shiite tradition (Baindurashvili, 2005) though
officially Christianity was not prohibited
(Berdzenishvili et al., 1950). Negative attitude
to Rostom can be seen in the document of
Teimuraz 1 where he called his rival “Khosro
Saracen” (Kartvelishvili et al., 2019).

In Georgian-Persian deeds in the period
of King Rostom’s reign there can be clearly
seen Moslem-Shiite formulas introduced in
Georgian paperwork and this very interesting
for describing of his religious policies. In this
respect, particularly interesting is Rostom-
Khan’s Georgian domed seal. Its legend, in
1633-1637 was as follows: “I, dust under the
feet of Khan, King Rostom approve”, and since
1637, in the arch, empty before, above kantsili
there appeared word — 'JJe— Allah and to the
legend of the seal there was added: “/JJe (Allah)
I, dust under the feet of Khan, King Rostom
approve” (Puturidze, 1955). (While deeds of
Simon [ were written “by grace of God”, deeds of
convert Moslems Bagrat and Simon Khan were

www.grani.org.ua



POLITOLOGY

GRAN/ 23 (8) 2020

written “by grace of Shah Abbas”, and Rostom
is “the dust under the feet of Khan”).This fact
shows that since 1637, Rostom found himself
more safe and stable in Kartli and only after
this added to his Georgian seal, above Christ’s
monogram the word “Allah” thus underlining
his religious policies. (Baindurashvili, 2019
(b)) Legend of Rostom’s quadrangular seal was
- 0p s (edblg pacis Uile a0 5 Jelo dd g )|
Dusa F s 0slo A (Puturidze, 1955) — “Lord
of the country and rime, generous Shah Safi
shed his grace on me, his slave and named me,
Khosro as Rostom”. In this stanza both names
of King Rostom — Khosro and Rostom were
mentioned. Here we learn also that this was
Shah Safi, who gave to Khosro Bagrationi, born
and brought up in Iran, name Rostom, i.e. hero.

Invocatio:

Full Moslem name of Rostom-Khan was
recorded in invocation of the deed issued by
him in 1642 1Jz1ic wadbly Dode 210 acs))
e o5 g 5 1dgldes s He (God) is the
richest, superior! Abul-Ghazi Sultan Rostem-
Khan Mirza. My word (Puturidze, 1955). In this
case as well, Georgian king follows the Iranian
standards and calls himself Mirza, i.e. prince.

Invocation of the deed of estate granting
issued by Rostom in 1633 is of interest
INdds 5 sz Luesd 5 gldis — “Allah and prophet
Mohammad and Ali” (Puturidze, 1955). It
should be noted that Shiite invocatio of such
type presented as triad is the only one among
the bilingual documents that have survived up
to present and it is the symbol of Shiite ideology
of Safavids (Baindurashvili, 2019b).

It should be emphasized that in the Persian
part of King Rostom’s deeds the divine will is
expressed very simply. Mostly it is represented
insingle word s “He (God)” and very rarely
o5 lJzos 1dglds  He (God) is the richest and
superior. (Puturidze, 1955).

Legends of Rostom-Khan’s seals are
mostly the theological formula, implying that
primarily, issuance of the deed was attributed to
god. Office seals of such type mostly appeared
from 1636, with the following contents: oval
seal with the legend  '<as0a s 1des 1dde — I
entrust my case to Allah”. Below is postscript:
w0k sy “Considered” (Puturidze, 1955);
- “O, supporter of the weak” (Puturidze, 1955),
sl palze g ual 51d0e10 - “O, possessor of the
age and time.” Under the seal there is postscript:
3decs U “Was written” (Puturidze, 1955).
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In 1649 a new registration seal appeared
with the legend: 1) o oy e gzdse
“According to the presented order,” with the
subscribe under it: «ob ) D2 — “Considered”;
the deeds of 1650-1652 bear the same seal
(Puturidze, 1955). From 1943, in the upper left
corner there appear new endorsement stating
that the text of Georgian deed was translated
into Persian — “He (God). Order [written] in
Moslem alphabet” (Puturidze, 1955).

Personal seals:

Legend of the seal affixed to the deed
of 1633 (Puturidze, 1955) gdl _use &l
euszew — Rostom-Khan’s Gholam Manuchar”
describes relation of Manuchar to Rostom. In
this case Rostom is his suzerain, though soon,
since 1634, legend of Manuchar’s seal was
replaced with purely Shiite formulation. On the
Persian quadrangular seal appeared lettering:
g\ 3% gds suszen — “Dust under Ali’s feet,
Manuchar”. Supposedly, this change was
caused by the influence of Iranian censorship.
Under Manuchar’s seal there is endorsement:
by o — “Considered.” This endorsement
shows that Manuchar is a significant figure at
royal chancellery. He considered the documents
and after this the documents were attested.
Manuchar attests all Rostom’s documents.

In the middle of Georgian text of the deed
issued by Rostom (NCM. Ad-597) there is
oval Persian seal of average size affixed upside
down, with the lettering: &S Gl gdis aosze
_ “Manuchar, dust under Ali’s feet”. The text
is written above the seal and we can propose
that at first the seal was affixed on the paper and
further there was written the text of the deed.

In document (copy) of 1634, in the end, the
rewriter has placed in the squares: 1. “Place
of seal of Rostom-Khan” (in the left square)
and 2. “Place of Mustoufi’s seal”. (Puturidze,
1955), showing that mustoufi’s seal was affixed
alongside with the king’s seal.

On the deeds of 1640 there is an oval seal
with the legend: go» gdsidds  “Slave [of
God] Alikuli.” Below is: & ia “Recorded
// formalized // approved.” (Puturidze, 1955).
Mostly, under Alikuli’s seal there is endorsement
G iy — approved // formalized.

Consequently, we can offer that Alikuli was
a significant figure at royal chancellery. Possibly
he was chancellery Mustoufi (Surguladze, 1952;
Abuladze et al., 2017) (mordar was in charge of
affixing royal seal), as the deeds were attested

109



'PAH/ Tom 23 Ne 8 2020

MNOJITOSION A

with his seal. Seal of Alikuli was affixed to the
deed of 1656 as well (Puturidze, 1955).

On the deeds of 1643, under Persian
quadrangular seal of Alikuli (with the lettering
go»  gdssds— “His [God’s] slave Alikuli”)
there is registration endorsement (3dess Ui —
“Was written” (Puturidze, 1955). Consequently,
in this case, we can offer that Alikuli has
written Persian text of the deed (translator)
and not attested it, as this was in the previous
case. In 1656 seal of the new servant of royal
chancellery has appeared. The deed bears
quadrangular Persian seal with lettering
woe Ui sl K xS8so~ (Puturidze, 1955)
— “Slave of the king of the world, Giorgi” (//
Gorgin). Supposedly elliptic Persian seal with
the complicated lettering containing the name
'L 860~ — (Gorgin) Giorgi) belongs to him as
well. (Puturidze, 1955)

Persian registration endorsements, with their
significance in paperwork, should be presented
in the following sequence: 1. 3dss Ui — “Was
written”. Later, from 1643, Persian endorsement
of the same content was added — o5 «¢b s0sdal0)
z<Se [ 3dpss i 53], — “He (God). Order [was
written] in Moslem alphabet.” 2. «cb) Joss?
— “Considered”, and 3. @< a2 “Recorded
//formalized (supposedly, this endorsement
belongs to mustoufi). Certainly, these postscripts
were made after affixing of relevant seals by the
holders of these seals.

Studying of diplomatic segments of Persian
parts in Georgian-Persian historical deeds
and chancellery markings thereon (seals,
endorsements) allowed tracing of he “deed’s
movement” — full legal procedure from writing
to legal enactment.

There were identified the following steps:

1. Preparing of Georgian text of the deed by
royal secretary (mdivanmtsignobari);

2. Translation of Georgian text into Persian
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