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Abstract

In the history of the Russian Empire, women played various roles. Along with Turkish historiography on Turkic Muslim women,
current studies on the Russian Empire as a multi-ethnic, multi-religious polity and current studies on Russian women’s and gender
history are unified from the 2010s, after the multi-ethnic/multi-religious nature of the Russia Empire became the theory based on
more lucid legal/administrative regulations. The newly unified current indicates the imperialistic practices of Russian Women and
the gendered nature of the Russian Empire. This article, to contribute to the new current, examines propaganda, Nasi Voini
Pravoslavnie (Our Orthodox Soldiers), by one of the famous female authors, Vera Zhelikhovskaia (Jelihovskaya), who had lived in
the Caucasus for several decades, not a priori but critically considering the social meaning of “femininity”. By intersectional analyses
of gender-ethnicity-denomination-subjecthood, this article attempts to elucidate how a Russian woman recognised and represented
the polity of Russia and various people in Russia during the Russo-Ottoman War, 1877-1878. The hierarchy, in which Russian men
are on the top, Russian women submitting to and caring for Russian men come after, non-Russian/Orthodox subjects are the second-
class compatriots, and the “Turks” are completely disdained and excluded, finally almost without any non-Russian/Orthodox
women.
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Oz

Aciktir ki Rusya tarihinde kadinlar farkli roller oynamistir. Oysa Tiirk Tarihgiligi’nin Rusya’da Tiirk lehgeleri konusan kadinlarimi
incelemenin yani sira, Carlik Rusya’y1 bir somiirgecilige dayanan bir imparatorluk olarak kabul eden aragtirmalart ve Carlik
Rusya’nin kadin tarihini agiklamay1 amag¢ edinen aragtirmalari, daha belirli yasal ¢ergevelerin bulundugu Carlik Rusya’nin ¢ok-
milletligi ve cok-mezhepligi teori olarak kuruldugundan sonra, ancak 2010’larda birlesmeye basladi. Bu arastirmalarinin yeni akim,
yani Carlik Rusya’nin ¢ok etnikli kadinlarini kapsayan arastirmalar, Rus kadinlarin emperyalist davranis pratikleri ve Carlik Rusya
somirgeciliginin cinsellestirilmis mahiyetini agiklamaktadir. Bu makale bahsedilen akima katki saglamak i¢in, meshur Rus kadin
yazarlardan, XIX ylizyilda Kafkasya’da yasadig1 Vera Zhelikhovskaia(Jelihovskaya) nin Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie (Bizim Ortodoks
Savaseilarimiz) adli propagandasini, a priori degil, “kadiligin” toplumsal anlamini, elestirel bir sekilde ele alarak, cinsiyet-millet-
mezhep-vatandaslik baglaminda kesisimsel analizinin yontemiyle, 93 Harbi’'nde Rus Kadin’in nasil Carlik Rusya’nin yontemi ve
halklarmi algilayip yansittigini incelemekteyiz. Zhelikhovskaia’nin anlatiminda Carlik Rusya’da savasanlar Rus erkeklerinin en
tepede oldugu, Rus erkeklerine boyun egen ve onlara bakan Rus kadinlarmin daha sonra geldigi, gayri-Rus ve gayri-Ortodoks
tebaanin ikinci sinif yurttaslar oldugu ve “Tiirklerini” hakaret ettigi ve dislandig1 bir hiyerarsi belirgindir ki ddeta orada gayri-Rus
ve gayri-Ortodoks kadinlarin yerine rastlanmaz.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Carlik Rusya, 93 Harbi, Somiirgecilik, Kadin Tarihi, Kafkasya
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A Perception of the Imperial Order by a Russian Elite Woman in the 19th Century Caucasus: A Concise Analysis on
Propaganda Authored by Vera Zhelikhovskaia on the Russo-Ottoman War, 1877-1878

1. Introduction

From the nineteenth century to Putin’s Government today, most of the sovereigns are male either in the
Russian proper or in the other post-Soviet nations. Nonetheless, in the history of Russia, female sovereigns
like Catherine II the Great dominated the Empire, and in the Russian Federation female political activists are
also notorious, like Maria L’vova Belova, whom ICC warranted to arrest because of the mass deportation of
Ukrainian children. Therefore, even though women have been more peripheral than men, it is somewhat
significant to consider the status of women in Russian political authority, or ideology, whose practice and
perception might also imply the gendered nature of multi-ethnic/religious Russia from the modern era until
today.

This article focuses on a female writer, Vera Zhelikhovskaia (Jelihovskaya), from these women in the Russian
authority, and her book of Propaganda, and examines the perception of women, the Russian imperial order,
and Zhelikhovskaia’s evaluation of women in the Empire.

In the studies on Russian history, there are two currents: Studies on the Russian Empire as a multi-ethnic,
multi-religious polity from the 1990s! and studies on Russian women’s and gender history from the 1970s>.
Turkish historiography also has contributed to the comprehension of the multi-ethnic/religious Russian Empire
and the women in the Russian Empire for the twentieth century. This historiography tends to focus heavily on
the cases of Turkic-Muslim minorities and women in Russia, not so on the others, including Russian women?.
The existence of more lucid legal/administrative regulations on non-Russians and non-Orthodox than on
women seems to make the previous researches indicate the multi-ethnic and multi-religious nature of the
Russian Empire, but not so the sexualised nature. These currents had not unified until the 2010s, when new
current of works on women’s and gender history in the Russian imperial order, like Katya Hokanson’s book
A Woman'’s Empire and Malika Zekhni’s article “Invisible Bodies”, elucidates the gendered nature of Russian

! For instance, Dominic Lieven pointed out the problem of governing multi-ethnic empires, and Paul Werth depicted the Russian
Empire as a multi-religious one: Lieven, D. (1999). Dilemmas of Empire 1850-1918. Power, Territory, Identity, Journal of
Contemporary History, 34(2), 163-200; Werth, P. (2013). Religion. In Dixon, S. (ed.). The Oxford Handbook of Modern Russian
History. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Also see note 9.

2 The examples of studies on Russian women’s and gender history are of Natalia Pushkareva in Russian, Barbara A. Engel and
Barbara E. Clements in English: Clements, B. E., Engel, B. A., & Worobec, Ch. D. (eds.) (1991). Russia’s women.: Accommodation,
resistance, transformation, Berkeley: University of California Press; Engel, B. A. (1992). Engendering Russia's history: Women in
post-Emancipation Russia and the Soviet Union, Slavic Review, 51(2), 309-322; Pushkareva, N. (1996). Women in Russian History:
From the Tenth to the Twentieth Century, Levin, E. (trans.), London: Routledge; Clements, B. E. (2012). A history of women in
Russia: From earliest times to the present, Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

3 In the middle of the twentieth century, a representative Turkish historiography seemed to emphasise the oppressive aspects, or the
governance, of the Russian regime to some extent. However, from the late century, Turkish historiography focused more on the
Turkic agencies and compromising aspects of the Russian Empire, seemingly in the currency of social-cultural-intellectual history.
For example on Turkic people in Russia: Kurat, A. N. (1965). Rus hakimiyeti altinda idil-Ural Ulkesi: Eski Kazan Hanlig1 ve Baskurt
[li XIX. yiizyila kadar. Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 23(3-4), 91-126; Devlet, N. (1996). ismail
Gaspirali dénemi ve Ruslarla uzlasma, Tiirk Diinyasi Dil ve Edebiyat Dergisi, 2, 403-408.

On Turkic women in Russia, from the last twentieth century, Turkish scholars proceed the study of women in Ceditgilik, like Sefika
Gaspirali, and publications in Muslim-Turkic languages. For example: Sengiil Hablemitoglu, Necip Hablemitoglu, Sefika Gaspirali
ve Rusya’da Tiirk Kadin Hareketi: (1893-1920), Ankara: Ahmet Veli Menger Vakfi, 1998; Kanlidere, A. (2000). Rusya
Miislimanlarmin kongrelerinde kadin sorunu (1905-1917), Tiirk Kiiltiirii Incelemeleri Dergisi, 2, 139-148; Okcu, E. (2022). Rusya
Tiirklerinde kadin haklar1 meselesi, Genel Tiirk Tarihi Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 4(8), 827-838; Kizir, E. K. (2023). Azerbaycan’in ilk
kadin gazetesi Is1k(1911-1912)’tan saglik meselesi: Kadin ve ¢ocuk saghgi, Tiirk Diinyasi Kadin Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 2(1), 28-
35.
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Empire and its imperial order from other perspectives than Turkic-Muslim women®. This article follows the
new current.

Hokanson’s book indicates Russian imperialism, or “civilising mission”, but “humaneness, acceptance,
awareness” of Russian women’. However, this publication has a minor limitation due to describing femininity
somewhat a priori. On the other hand, Zekhni applies the notions of sexuality to the gender history in the
Russian imperial order and elucidates gender norms and prostitution in Central Asia. Because the notions of
sexuality have the potential to deepen understanding of what and how masculine-feminine is, this article
combines the approaches of Hokanson and Zekhni. It examines the imperialist performance by describing the
femininity of Russian women in the nineteenth century.

This article applies the intersectional analysis to the Russian Empire. Kimberle Crenshaw proposes the notion
and the approach of “intersectionality” in order to consider gender discrimination and racial discrimination as
one complexity®. Whilst some Western scholars found the notion of “intersectionality” applicable to the issues
of gender and colonial intimacy’, Kim Puja indirectly proves the validity of the idea of “intersectionality”
even when examining quasi/non-Western imperialism and gender. Kim analyses gender, ethnicity, class, and
location intersectionally and indicates that the “subjecthood” of the Empire of Japan was not so inclusive but
discriminatory, especially against non-Japanese women®. This article follows Kim’s approach to examine the
Imperial Order and inclusiveness/exclusiveness of the notion of Russian “subjecthood” (with the Imperial
Order), changing the object from a legal problem to an epistemological problem of identity, and taking the
criteria as gender, ethnicity, and denomination due to the multi-religious nature of the Russian Empire.

In this study, the object is the Caucasus. That is partly because the researchers have found the Caucasus the
most typical arena of Russian Imperialism’ and partly because of the existence of another objective for Russian
Imperialism, the Ottomans'’. One of the researchers on the Caucasus indicates a Russian imperial order in
which the Imperial Russian ethnography and the administration, based on the ethnography, had
interconnectedly designated the forerunner of the policy in the USSR!!. Therefore, the Caucasus is an
appropriate realm to examine both the Imperial Order and Imperialism of the Russian Empire.

4 Hokanson, K. (2011). Russian women travelers in Central Asia and India, The Russian Review, 70, 1-19; Hokanson, K. (2022). 4
Woman'’s Empire: Russian Women and Imperial Expansion in Asia, Toronto: University of Toronto Press; Zekhni, M. (2022).
Invisible bodies: Civilising mission, sexuality, and prostitution in fin de siécle Russian Turkestan, Cultural and Social History,
19(2), 141-159.

5> Hokanson, 2022, pp.238-241.

® Crenshaw criticised both anti-racism and feminism until the late 1980s. Accordingly, because black men represented anti-racism
and white women did feminism, this anti-racism and feminism could not have paid any attention to the particular problems and
circumstances for black women. Then Crenshaw indicates the intersection between race and sex: Crenshaw, K. (1989).
Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex, University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1, pp.139-167. After that, intersectional
thinking becomes applicable not only to race-sex intersections.

7 Camiscioli, E. (2013). Women, gender, intimacy, and empire, Journal of Women's History, 25, pp.140-142.

S &ET (2009) DREE/MERMICBIT[ERIEY 2o ¥ — ——ERR - BB - BHEBET ) [T WA=l
(66). pp.11-23. (in Japanese)

? For example: Acar, K. (2004). An examination of Russian Imperialism: Russian military and intellectual descriptions of the
Caucasians during the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878, Nationalities Papers, 32:1, 7-21; Gutmeyr, D. (2017). Borderlands
Orientalism or how the savage lost his nobility: The Russian perception of the Caucasus between 1817 and 1878, Wien: LIT Verlag;
Tanriverdi, M. (2017). Kafkasya’da Ruslastirma siyaseti (XIX. ylzyil ve XX. yiizyil baslar1), Vakaniivis - Uluslararasi Tarih
Arastirmalar Dergisi, 2, 538-557; Turan, R. (2023). Kafkasya’da Rus kiiltiir politikalar1 (XIX.-XX. yiizy1l), Karadeniz Incelemeleri
Dergisi, 35, 209-230.

19 Taki, V. (2011). Orientalism on the margins, Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 12(2), 321-351.

' Jersild, A. L. (1996). Ethnic modernity and the Russian Empire: Russian Ethnographers and Caucasian
Mountaineers, Nationalities Papers, 24(4), 641-648.
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Taking the notions and approaches below into account, it become understandable by which people with which
criteria Zhelikhovskaia included or excluded from the Russian imperial order. Zhelikhovskaia, from the point
of view of a Russian elite woman, fundamentally assumed the Russian Empire as a multi-ethnic and multi-
religious one but represents the constructed hierarchy within the Empire, which offers the Russian women
comparative high status, and the exclusion of certain people.

This article first introduces Zhelikhovskaia herself and the book of Propaganda, Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie.
After that, the next part indicates the significance of a collective identity for the book. Then, this article
analyses her discourse of gender, ethnicity, denomination, and citizenship, to describe the view of the Russian
imperial order by Zhelikhovskaia considering the gendered aspect.

2. Primary Source: Zhelikhovskaia’s Origin, Personality, and Propaganda

In this article, the primary source is Russian propaganda from a female perspective: Vera Zhelikhovskaia, Nasi
Voini Pravoslavnie (Our Orthodox Soldiers), St. Petersburg, 18852,

The author of the source, Vera Petrovna Zhelikhovskaia (née Gan) is the daughter of Elena Gan (née Fadeeva),
one of the famous Russian female authors. Even if the birth name Gan implied Vera’s Germanic origin, Vera
is an offspring of the Fadeev family, Russian. Vera is also the maternal cousin of Count Sergei Vitte (Witte),
a minister of the late Russian Empire, as Vera’s mother and Sergei’s mother are sisters, so Zhelikhovskaia
may well be a member of the Russian élite society. Born in 1835, Zhelikhovskaia moved to Tiflis, the
administrative-cultural centre of the Russian Caucasus and the capital of Georgia Today in 1847. She got
married two times: first to Iakhontov, and after Iakhontov’s death, second to Zhelikhovskii. After the death of
the second spouse in 1880, moved to Odessa, and in 1885 Zhelikhovskaia moved to St. Petersburg'’.
Zhelikhovskaia was so prolific and familiar a person to the Caucasus that she submitted some articles to the
local newspapers'4, published local tales of Caucasus'®, and a book, Kavkaz’ i Zakavkaz’e (Caucasus and
trans-Caucasus), comprehensive descriptions of the Caucasus region '¢. She died in 1896. In short,
Zhelikhovskaia participates both in the Russian élite society and in the locality of the Caucasus.

Zhelikhovskaia published Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie in 1885, seven years after the termination of the Russo-
Ottoman War, 1877-1878. The publisher is “the publishing of the permanent committee of the Ministry of
National Education to construct national reading, established according to the Supreme Order ! ”.

12 B, JKenuxoscras. (1885a). Hamm Bounsl npasociasHbie. CIT6: Msnanie yupexueHHOH, no Beicouaiimemy mnosenbHiro,
MHHHCTPOMB HAPOIHATO MPOCBBIIEHIs TOCTOSIHHOW KOMMHUCCIH II0 YCTPOUCTBY HAPOIHBIXD UTEHIH.

3 Haman @. Jlesun. (2015). Bepa Iletposna Xenuxosckas B IIckose. // BecTHuk TICKOBCKOToO rocy1apCTBEHHOTO YHUBEPCHTETA.
Cepus «ConunanpHo-rymMaHuTapHeie Haykm», No2, C.217-223; Z., M., Zhelikhovskaia, Véra Petrovna, In Zirin, M. (ed.). Dictionary
of Russian Women Writers (pp.742-743). London: Greenwood Press. Her sister is Elena Blavatskaia famous in Russian Theosophy
and, in an examination on Blavatskaia, Hokanson does not specifically remark on Vera Zhelikhovskaia likely because
Zhelikhovskaia does not have a relation to Hokanson’s main topic, Central Asia: Hokanson, 2022, pp.111-113.

4 Norton, B. T., & Gheith, J. M. (eds.). (2001). Improper profession: Women, gender, and journalism in Late Imperial Russia,
Durham: Duke University Press, p.310.

15 Zhelikhovskaia published many «razskaz',» or tales of the Caucasus. About bibliography, See: XKemuxosckas, Bpa Ilerposna //
Bbubmuorpaduyeckii ciaoBapp pycckuxb mnucarenbHunb. Pen. Hwuxomaih H. Tommmera. CII6, 1889. C.113-114; M. Z.,
“Zhelikhovskaia”.

16 B IT. JKenuxosckas. (1885b). Kaskass u 3akaBkasbe: Cb kaproro Kaskasa. CII6: Ha cpesctBa M3, 0-Ba, IpH yupexkIeHHOI, 110
Bricowaiimemy noserbHito, Muanctpoms Hapoanaro I[Ipocshmienist [TocToSHHOM KOMMHUCCIH 1T0 YCTPOHCTBY HAPOIHBIXD UTEHIH.
7 Uspanie yupexaeHHol, o Beicouaiiiemy moBenbHir0, MUHHCTPOMB HApOJHArO IPOCBBINEHIs TOCTOSHHOW KOMMHCCIH 110
YCTpPONCTBY HapOOHBIXH UTeHill. Moreover, Zhelikhovskaia published another introductory book (JKenmmxosckas 1885b), by the very
similar name of M3x. o-Ba, mpu yupexnueHHol, mo Breicowaiimiemy mnoenbHiro, Munncrpoms Hapomuoro IIpocebienis
[ToCTOsIHHOW KOMHCCIH 110 YCTPOWCTBY HAPOIHBIXD YTEHIMH.
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Zhelikhovskaia described the situation of Tiflis in the war, in which she had seemingly engaged in nursing.
On the pages, there are vivid expressions of the circumstances and experiences of the sick/wounded soldiers
in the eyes of a nurse. Nonetheless, this book is obviously propagandistic as the following examination will
show. Considering its propagandistic nature, absence of auxiliary sources, and the vague boundary between
fiction and non-fiction, the facts in the book might be distorted and fabricated. In other words, The facts might
not be true.

However, the propaganda book is more appropriate for analysing representations and discourses
epistemologically, which representations and discourses this article will examine.

3. The Inquiry on Zhelikhovskaia’s Imperial Perception

3.1. Whom Does Zhelikhovskaia Attribute the Identity of “Us” to?

Firstly, one might focus on the name, “OUR Orthodox soldiers”, which implies the author’s identity politics.
In the Russian Empire, there were many attributions of identity: Orthodoxy, Ethnicity-Nationality, and
gender'®. The term “Orthodox soldiers” suggests that the denomination of Orthodox Christianity has some
importance.

In the meantime, who was attributed to the term “us”? If “we” were Orthodox Christians, are “we” irrespective
of any ethnicity or citizenship (also Kryashens, baptised Yakuts, or Ottoman Rums)? If “we” were Russian
citizens, could “we” be not only Russians but also inorodtsi (unoponuer)? If “we” were female, would “we”
as feminine assist soldiers as masculine, if so, whose assistance would represent the gender bias and roles in
the Russian Empire? The way of how to understand “us” has such problems.

At least, it is clear that Zhelikhovskaia had a certain collective identity that she calls “us”, which intersected
with the denominational identity of Orthodoxy.

The discourse “we” was generated in the colony of the Russian Empire, in other words, a part of the
representation of the Russian Empire. This article examines the substances of Zhelikhovskaia’s “us”, the
collective identity, reading the representation of the Empire in which the discourse “we” was generated, then
proves the perception of the Imperial Order by Zhelikhovskaia.

3.2. War and Imperial Polity

What can be under discussion first is the perception of the Russian Empire as a polity and its war by
Zhelikhovskaia, based on the description of the source. Zhelikhovskaia commented when the Russian Army
occupied Ardahan, an Ottoman position in the Caucasus:

Successes in Asia Minor, almost without any impedance, solemn march of our [Russian] Army, unceasing
captures of enemy villages and Kurdish detachments, first capture of Bayazit without any blood flow of Orthodox
Christians: All these successes over-filled the heart with rejoicing pride. The capture of Ardahan fortress, in
which, according to the words of all the eyewitnesses, our soldiers marched jovially as if in a ceremonial triumph,
strengthened the confidence in success and the mightiness of our Caucasian Army'°.

'8 See notes 1 to 5.

19 Brictpeie yerrbxu Bb Majioit A3iu, mouT 6e3NpensTCTBEHHOE, UyTh HE TOPKECTBEHHOE LIECTBie HALIMXD BOMCKD; Oe3MpephIBHbISA
Clayd HENPIiATEIBCKUXD JIEPEBEHB, OTPsAI0Bh KypnoBw; mepBas caada ropoxa bassera, He CTOMBIIAS HU OJHOW Karlld KPOBH
MPaBOCIaBHOM; BCh 9TH y1aunl epenoHsuIN cep/ilia paJocTHON ropocThio. Basitie kpbrnoctu Apaarana, Ha IITYypMb KOTOPOH, 110
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According to this comment, it is clear that Zhelikhovskaia praises the captures of the territory of the enemy,
the Ottoman Empire, like “enemy villages”, “Bayazit”, and “Ardahan Fortress” and the Ottoman Army of the
enemy such as “Kurdish detachments”. Along the specific “Caucasian Army”, the collective identity “we”
existed.

This section has two probabilities to interpret. On the one hand, the case was undoubtedly military success(es)
accomplished by the Russian Empire, as a polity. On the other hand, she praised the case, the occupation of
Ardahan, by “our soldiers” as individuals. Zhelikhovskaia apparently approved Russia’s war against the
Ottomans, the identity of which polity corresponded to the identity of Zhelikhovskaia’s “us” to some extent.

Assistance for the war against the Ottomans by Zhelikhovskaia is remarkable in the last pages of Nasi Voini
Pravoslavnie. After detailed tales of “death rather than surrender” and “martyrdom” of Russians, especially
Osipov who had not surrendered but accomplished a suicidal crash, Danilov who had kept the faith and died
due to torture, and Nikitin who had refused conspiracy and was skinned so killed, she concluded the last
paragraph of the book in such an allegation:

We make a bow lowly, valiant Russian soldiers! Eternal memory for the war dead for the sake of fatherland as
our brothers! ... Many years — loud glory for our Orthodox troops!?’

In this part, the attributions of companion, or what Zhelikhovskaia recognised criteria to be companion,
concentrate. “Russian soldiers” were ethnically Russians?! and occupationally combatants. The expression,
not “our siblings” but “our brothers”, indicates the criterion of masculinity. Adding the attribution of “the war
dead-s” and concluding the word “Orthodox”, Zhelikhovskaia praised the people with such attributions as
ethnic-Russian Orthodox-believer masculine combatants, especially the war dead-s.

Nevertheless, what we must notice is the fact that Zhelikhovskaia herself does not belong to one with the
attributions as Russian Orthodox male soldiers even though she praised them. “We”, including her, “make a
bow” to Russian Orthodox soldiers. Zhelikhovskaia was a woman even Russian, she did not combat but nurse.
Ultimately Zhelikhovskaia, exactly her first-person attribution “we”, was not a Russian Orthodox male soldier,
which was not the answer to the query of who are “us”. Then, Zhelikhovskaia and Russian Orthodox male
soldiers need to be examined in detail as individuals with such criteria as gender, ethnicity, denomination, and
citizenship.

3.3. Gender: Zhelikhovskaia’s Representation of “Women”

In the first place, how gender norms did Zhelikhovskaia have, and how did Zhelikhovskaia perform or identify
her as a genuine “woman”? To examine the gendered nature of certain thoughts, one might as well wonder

cioBaMb BChXb OUEBH/IIEBD, COIAATH HAIIN IIUTH OOAPO, BECeNo, Kakb Ha MPa3AHUIHOE TOPKECTBO, eme borke ycmmno Bbpy B
yerrbxb u cuity KaBkasckuxb Boicks. : JKenuxosckas, 1885a, C.17.

20 Knansemcs BaMb HU3KO, N00NeCTHBIE pycckie conparel! Bbumas mamsaTh morubmuMb BO G0sAXb 33 OTEYECTBO OPaTbiIMb
HammMB!.. MHoris rbTa, -TpoMKast cliaBa HalIeMy paBoCcIaBHOMY BOMHCTBY! JKenuxosckas., 1885a, C.79.

2! The term “Russian” has two dimensions: Pycckuii (Rus) and Poccusaun (Rusyali). The former Pycckuii means the ethnicity of
Russians in a narrow definition. The latter Poccusama means the subjects of the multi-ethnic Russian Empire or Russian Federation
in a broad definition. In this article, the author used the term “ethnic-Russian” as Pycckuii, the term “subjects of the Russian Empire”
as Poccusinun, and the term “non-Russian” as those who are Poccusinun attributed to the Russian Empire but not ethnic Pycckwuii.
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not only the gender norms of the thoughts but also the identification and the performance of the one who
constructed the thought*?. Here is a description by which Zhelikhovskaia expressed her perception of women:

After the day all metamorphosed. A lot of new anxieties and new occupations for peaceful residents of the city
appeared. Women every day gathered for the works not accustomed to them. In Tiflis, ladies gathered at one of
the government buildings, and even though it was hot during the summer, sat to sew underclothing, cut off
bandages, and spin thread for Lazarettos. They were hard at work to construct barracks and fulfilled a lot of
demands by the Red Cross Society. Very many women, especially mothers, wives, and sisters of the soldiers,
departed to the operating [Russian] Army as sisters of mercy (i. e. nurses with religious implication— M. A. S.)%.

What we can understand from Zhelikhovskaia’s descriptions here is the fact that “women”, especially
“mothers, wives, and sisters of the soldiers” united, assisted with military supplies, and worked as nurses
related to the Red Cross Society. In the context of this war, it was the gender norms of Zhelikhovskaia that
women support soldiers, in times male family members of these women, mainly in home-fronts.

These gender norms seemed to reflect the historical context of gender in Russia. In the nineteenth-century
Russian Empire, the lifestyle of familistic domesticity started to coexist. Then, women’s obedience to men
and affection to men sympathise. In this context, it is understandable to women assisting soldiers in
Zhelikhovskaia’s discourse. If the description reflects the real situation in the wartime Tiflis, the change of
family norms in nineteenth-century Russia, with influence by the Western one, seems to have reached a colony
such as the Caucasus?.

After the norms, the following problems are identification and performance. About them, relating the identity
“us”, Zhelikhovskaia herself said:

We, Russian women, every day being with sick and wounded soldiers for several hours, during the war, had more
capability to know them than those who did not be present. In front of the command, in front of all, usually soldiers
[should be] embarrassed. For us, they are not soldiers, but sick, weak people waiting for help and ease, fight for
us all, “my darling”, Ivan-s, namely Petr-s. They were not afraid of us and initiatively opened their sufferings,
senses, and thoughts. So, we love them, they love us deeply! So now we can talk about them confidently that we
speak of the truth, rather, speak out than exaggerate®.

“Ivan-s” and “Petr-s” seem to originate from Ivan IV the Terrible and Petr I the Great, the Great ethnic-Russian
sovereigns, considering that the book, Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie, orients itself to praising Russia. Interestingly,
Zhelikhovskaia represented the patients like the great Russians, ethnic-Russian Orthodox men.

22 Taking Judith Butler’s “performativity” thesis into account, this article examines the femininity of Russian women also from the
viewpoint of gender as an accumulation of performances: Butler, J. (1990=2006). Gender trouble: Feminism and the subversion of
identity, London: Routledge.

23 Bee npeo6pasuiioch b TOr0 1HA. SIBUIOCH MHOXECTBO HOBBIXBH 3a00Thb, HOBBIXb 3aHATIH MHUD-HBIMB XKHUTENSIMb TOPOJIOBb.
JKeHuuHbl cTanu coOMpaTh KXl NEHb JJIsl HEMPUBBIYHBIXD UMb padoTh. Bb Tuduuchk 6apbinu codupanuch Bb 3aHI0 OJJHOTO
U3b MPABUTEIILCTBESIHBIXD YUPEKICHIIl M HECMOTpS HA CKOPO HACTYIHBLIIHN Xapb, Bce TETO mpuiiexHo cuabiu 3a muTbeMb 0bibs,
3a pasph3piBaHieMb OWHTOBD, MIMIKONH KOPIIM VIS Ja3apeTOBB; a TaKKe TPYAMINCh MO YCTPOMCTBY OapakoBb Ul PaHEHBIXb,
HCIIOTHSITA MHOKECTBO TpeboBariii mo obmectBy KpacHaro Kpecra. OueHb MHOTIS KEHIIIHEI, Bb 0COOCHHOCTH MaTepH, KECHBI H
CecTpbl BOCHHBIXb, YIUIM Bb JBHCTBYIONIYIO apMito, cecTpamu Muitocepis. : Keauxosckas, 1885a. C.5-6.

24 Familism in Russia first appears in the urban middle class and diffused to Siberia in the Empire era: Clements, 2012, pp.145-146,
154-156.

25 Mbl, pyccKist )KEeHIIMHBL, EXKEJHEBHO ObIBas Ch OONBHBIMU M PAHEHBIMH COJIATAMH 10 HBCKOJILKO Y4acOBb, Bb POJIOJKEHIH Beeil
BOMHEI, 60rbe MBI BO3MOKHOCTH y3HATh UXb HEXKENN KTO OBl TO HU ObLT0. Ilpeas HauaabCTBOMB, Mpeab BChMI, Bb OOBIYHOE
BpeMmsi, connath cThcHeHb. JIJ1s HACh JKe OHHM OBUTH HE COJIJATHI, a OONILHBIC, CITa0bIe, )KIABIIIE MOMOIIHM U o0JerueHis, 3a BChxb
Hach MOCTpajaBllie JTIOAU, «roiyounkm» ViBansl, na Ilerpsl. OHM He TUYMINCH HACh, OXOTHO OTKPBIBAJIM HaMb CBOM CTpPaJaHis,
YyBCTBa U NMOMBICIIBL. OTTOr0-TO MBI HXb ¥ OHHM Hach Iiy0oko moobmiu! OTToro-To Mbl Terepb ¥ MOKEMb T'OBOPUTH O HUXD Ch
yBbpEeHHOCTHIO, 4TO TOBOPUMB MPaBIY, YTO ckophe He noroBapuBaeMsb, YbMb npeyBennunBaems. : JKenuxosckas, 1885a, C.45-46.
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There are three significant discourses in this “Ivan-Petr” passage. The first is that here “we” are in apposition
to “Russian women”. The second is that the passage implies such participation in nursing by Zhelikhovskaia
herself to stay “with sick and wounded soldiers for several hours”. Even though Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie
includes so much information about behaviours and tales in the hospitals and the lazarets that represent the
author’s participation, here lucidly “we, Russian women” are grammatical subjects of nursing as performance.
The third is that “they were not afraid of us, initiatively opened their suffering, sense, and thought. So, we love
them, they love us deeply”: Based on the discussion below, soldiers are obviously masculine, whilst “we” are
feminine. Unlike embarrassment in front of men, the sick and wounded “initiatively open their suffering, sense,
and thought”.

These three discourses in this “Ivan-Petr” passage suggest the “affection” or “intimacy” between the
sick/wounded and women. Zhelikhovskaia’s “we, Russian women” nursed, in short, cared for?°. Thus,
Zhelikhovskaia identified herself as “a Russian woman”, or one having a collective identity “we”, assumed
that women should have had an ethical nature to care for to some extent unlike men, and practised
performances of the ethical nature by nursing®’.

Examining the collective identity “us” with the gender norms, identity, and performativity of Zhelikhovskaia
based on the criterion of gender, it is obvious that Zhelikhovskaia had the gender norms, according to which
women owed obedience to male members of the family and intimately cared for the men in reflecting the
Russian family norms more Westernised. Moreover, it is obvious that Zhelikhovskaia identified herself as a
woman and indeed cared for men intimately. Zhelikhovskaia’s “us” sufficiently included “women” — as long
as they were ethnic Russians.

3.4. Ethnicity and Language: Zhelikhovskaia’s Representation of “Mountaineers” and “Georgians”

In the last section, when noticed that the collective identity was inclusive of women as long as ETHNIC-
Russians, then we need to think about whether or not the identity was inclusive of non-Russians in the
Caucasus such as Georgians, taking into account that Zhelikhovskaia frequently related her “us” and being
ethnic-Russian. In other words, what to consider is the criterion of ethnicity when examining the collective
identity. This section investigates the representation of non-Russians, in particular, Orthodox believers by
Zhelikhovskaia.

Zhelikhovskaia seemed to be familiar with major indigenous ethnicities or the multi-ethnic sphere in the
Caucasus. She described the topography, ethnography, folklore, and the tales of Georgians, Armenians, Tatars,
Mountaineers, and Cossacks in her book, Kavkaz’ i Zakavkaz’e, published in 1885, the same year as
the publication of Nasi Voini Pravoslavie*®. She devoted 30 pages to Georgians, 10 to Armenians, 20 to Tatars-

26 The usage of the nomenclature “care” owes to Carol Gilligan’s feminist approach into psychology. Gilligan indicated that there
is not only justice perspective of ethics on inequity more likely in moral dilemma of men but also care perspective of ethics on
attachment more likely in that dilemma of women, and Gilligan suggests the significance of both of two ethical orientations, both
justice and care: Gilligan, C., & Attanucci, J. (1988). Two moral orientations: Gender differences and similarities. Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 34(3), 223-37. Here especially Russian women had attachments to sick and wounded soldiers, unlikely the Russian men
and apparatus as the command.

27 One reservation to examine gender norms in the Russian Empire here is the limitation of “motherhood” as women’s gender role
but the producer as the role in the Russian Empire and the Russian patriarchy, which implies that the Western gender norms are not
consistently applicable to the Russian example. Especially Lindenmeyr indicated the limitation of “motherhood”: Lindenmeyr, A.
(1993). Maternalism and child welfare in Late Imperial Russia, Journal of Women'’s History, 5(2), 114-125.

28 JKenuxosckas, 1885b. See note 16.
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Mountaineers, and 20 to Cossacks®’. Information of Cossacks was almost tales of bravery>’. Even though the
description was uneven, Zhelikhovskaia seemingly remarked on the multi-ethnic nature of the Caucasus, but
she presumably dared praise the ethnic-*“Russian”.

Zhelikhovskaia gave accounts of non-Russian but Orthodox allies. For instance, the militia of Mountaineers
was as follows:

There were militia of Orthodox mountaineers-savages: Tusins, Psavs, and Khevsurs. These non-large tribes in
almost unassailable mountains in the north-east of Tiflis, rarely go out from there. Now they organised their own
volunteer corps and voluntarily came out from their deep forest to the light of God, in order to participate in our
war against their sempiternal enemy — Muslims. The loyalty and courage of these tribes (whose population does
not exceed over 35000) appeared in a proverb?'.

According to Zhelikhovskaia, Mountaineers who were Orthodox believers “to the light of God, in order to
participate in our war against their sempiternal enemy — Muslims”. Zhelikhovskaia seemed to have focused
on the denominational criterion of Orthodoxy and regarded the mountaineers as comrades. She also might
believe in the loyalty of the mountaineers so that “The loyalty and courage of these tribes appeared in a
proverb”. The “loyalty” can be interpreted as “loyalty” to the Russian Empire in the context of the Russo-
Ottoman war, which had a colour of the holy war between Christian-Orthodox Russia and Muslim Ottomans.
Therefore, it is clear that these mountaineers as subjects belong to a polity, the Russian Empire, regardless of
their status. In this case, these Orthodox mountaineers were comrades of “us” as per both criteria, subjecthood,
and denomination.

Nevertheless, Zhelikhovskaia does not address the mountaineers as “us”, but instead as “savages”. Even
though she referred to the mountaineers as the Orthodox comrades in Russia, as long as the comrades were
not ethnic-Russian, Zhelikhovskaia likely excluded the comrade from “us” and regarded them as “savages”.
Depending on the ethnic otherness, Zhelikhovskaia added an Imperialist discourse to her consciousness to be
comrades.

The next example is her description of Georgians. For several pages, Zhelikhovskaia narrated a course of tales
on Georgian fighting on the side of Russia. In the beginning of this part, she depicted as follows:

... not us, nor Russian. That is obvious as the face, also as the tongue, because he was delirious, as I firstly thought
[that he spoke] in Turkish, but, it appears that [he spoke] simply in Georgian.

Presumably Adjarets’ (i.e. Adjarian, Acar or Acarali — M. A. S.) in any case [be] from Batum! We thought, still
imagining the sick in prisoners. And we even felt sorry for him. As you know, if he is Adjarets — Georgian, so
means a Christian, with(?) us fought under the Turkish cane*’.

2 JKenuxosckas, 1885b, C.114.

30 )Kenuxoeckas, 1885b. C.93-113.

31 To OblI1a MUIHILS TPABOCAABHEIXD TOpLERb Aukapeii: Tymunb, [Tiasoss, 1 XeBcyposb. JKUBYTh 3T HEGOJIbIIS MIEMEHA Bb
MIOYTH HETPUCTYIHBIXD I'Opaxb, Ha chbBepo-BOCTOKb OTH Tudiuca, W MOYTH HHUKOTJA M3b HUXb HE BHIXOIATH. lemepb OHU
COCTaBHJIN CBOE OIIOJTYEHIE U JOOPOBOIBHO BHIIIUIN W36 CBOMXH JIECHBIXB JieOpelt Ha boxiii cBeTh, Cb ThMb, YTOOBI IPUHATH ydacTie
BO BoiiHb Hameil ¢b uxb BbkoBbuHBIMM Bparamm — MmycyiaManamu. XpabpocTe M BLpHOCTH 3THXB HapOALEBH (KOTOPBIXB
YUCIEHHOCTh, HE TIpeBhIIaeTh 35,000 4enoB.) Bomwia B MOCIOBUILLY. : Keruxosckas, 1885a, C.38.

32 .. He HauIb, He Pycckiif: 3T0 6bLIO ¥ 10 JIMIY BUAHO, A2 U 10 phuaMb, IOTOMY 4TO OHb OPEuIIb, KAKb 5 CHAYana dyMmala, [o
TYPELKH, HO 0Ka3aJ0Ch, YTO IPOCTO 11O TPY3UHCKH.

JomxHo ObITE AKapers kKakoii HuOynp n3b-3a batyma! momgymainu Mbl, Bee emie Boodpaskasi, 9To 3To O0JIbHON M3b ITEHHBIXE. 1
naxe ente noxanbiu ero. Bbap ecnn onb A pxapens — rpy3uHb, Takb 3HaYNTD XPUCTIaHWHD, @ Cb HAMH JIPAJICS U3 [0 TYPELKON
nanku. : Kenuxoseckas, 1885a, C.52.
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According to Zhelikhovskaia, Georgian was neither “us” nor “Russian”. “Adjarets-Georgian” was “Christian”
and “with(?) us fought”. This sentence is somewhat difficult to understand as one can interpret that the Acar
fought the war on both sides of Russia and the Ottomans. It is more plausible to interpret the Acar on the side
of Russia because she identified Acar as Georgian and regarded Georgians as the comrade as explained below.
In any way, Georgians/Acars were the comrades as per the criterion of denomination and may well be as per
that of subjecthood, namely neither “us” nor “savages”.

In any way, Zhelikhovskaia distorted the nature of Acar. Batum was ceded after the Russo-Ottoman War,
1877-1878 and became a part of the territory of the Russian Empire. Furthermore, as many residents in Acara
became Muslim until then, even linguistically Georgian-Kartveli, Acar was different people to Georgian in
cultural terms, especially denominational®. Acar-s in Batum were Georgian Muslims belonging to the
Ottomans until Treaty of Berlin (1878). Despite the cultural background of Acar, Zhelikhovskaia only took
notice of the ethnic-linguistic peculiarity of Georgian origin and regarded Acar as Georgian, regardless of the
former Ottoman presence and Islamic denomination. In this respect, Zhelikhovskaia distorted Acar and altered
two significant criteria in this analysis, the denomination and the subjecthood of Acar, as if Acars had been
pro-Orthodox and pro-Russian.

The episode of a Georgian comrade followed the tale of Acar. Accordingly, a woman rushed into the barrack
and met again with a sick person, whose name was Otiia, and who was the spouse of the women from the
Aznaur’, in short, Georgian nobility. After Otiia expounded the significance of the Holy War to the spouse,
he went to the war front, fighting. The spouse assumed the death of Otiia and became provident. Then, she
met again with her spouse, Otiia**. Zhelikhovskaia noted: “Instead, how happy when she noticed the husband
in our ‘Turkish prisoner!” And we all congratulated this poor woman ...>>” In this episode, she described that
the Georgian piously fought on the side of Russian Empire, without any “savage”-ry. She seemed to
underscore both Orthodoxy and the contribution of Georgians.

In this part, two things are clear. Firstly, the comrades were not “us”, nor equivalent “Russian”, even though
the denomination was Orthodoxy and the subjecthood was of Russia. Secondly, although Georgians and
mountaineers shared both its denomination of Orthodoxy and subjecthood to Russia, according to
Zhelikhovskaia, only mountaineers were “savage”. These things represent Zhelikhovskaia’s imperial
hierarchy, even partially, that Russian was on top, Georgian was the next, and “savage” Mountaineer was after
that, so the representation and Imperialism by the Russian woman were not homogeneous.

3.5. Religion and Denomination: Zhelikhovskaia’s Representation of Multi-religious Russia

When analyzing Zhelikhovskaia’s representations, every individual above was an Orthodox believer, either
masculine or feminine, either ethnic-Russian, Georgian, or mountaineer. However, Turkish scholars have been
interested in Turkic Muslims in Russia, and as Paul Werth argues, the Russian Empire was multi-religious>°.

33 Aydin, M. Acara, Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi. According to a recent research article, into the eighteenth century,
the Islamization of Acara proceeded to the extent in which approximately 100 Camii had been registered until the earliest nineteenth
century: Bay, A. (2023). Acara’da Islamlasma: Vakiflar iizerine toplumsal bir okuma denemesi, Van ilahiyat dergisi, 11/18, 78-121.
34 )Kenuxoeckas, 1885a, C.52-59.

35 3ato kakoBa GbLIa €5 PajJoCThb, KOTJA OHA y3HAa Bb HameMb «rbHHOMB Typrhy» cBoero myxa! M Mbl Bch mopagoBanuck cb
O0baHOM KEHINMHOM. ... : JKenuxosckas, 1885a, C.58.

36 See Werth, 2013. In Tiirkiye, there is a tradition of research on Russian Muslims as noted. See note 3.
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In the book including “Orthodox” in the name, it is problematic how Zhelikhovskaia depicted non-Orthodox
believers in multi-religious Russia.

Zhelikhovskaia described the activity of each non-Orthodox denomination during the war in the following
manner:

The Molokans, almost all occupying carriage, in addition to donations, propose free transportation of soldiers to
the barracks directed to them. Armenian shopkeepers, not becoming stingy, dedicated many of things from first
to tenth: lots of provisions, cloths, tobacco, books, cards, pictures, and amusing things like them, [they] carried
to barracks. Tiny brotherhoods of Tiflis evangelists and anabaptists donated thousands of the Gospel, the Psalter,
and Prayer books. Muslims did not stand out: in accordance with the suggestion of the spiritual leader, Miiftii
Hiiseyin, Tatars in Tiflis many times gathered donations to “the struggling soldiers”. This clever Miiftii (in short,
chief clergy of Tatars) read the preach for the flock in Mescid{Camii — M. A. S.]: “We all, the loyal subjects of

Russian Tsar, now must join - without the difference of believing faith, he said, all they are duties to help the

strugglings for the native land and to facilitate its progress”. ... 3/

From this part, not only Molokans, Armenians, evangelists, and anabaptists, namely other Christian
denominations than Orthodoxy, supported the war, but also Miiftli of Tatars, the spiritual leader of Russian
Muslims, supported the war on the behalf of Russian Empire, regarding Russian Tatars as “the loyal subjects
of Russian Tsar” and calling for “joining - without the difference of believing faith” as well. This depiction
did not include any typical expression of Colonialism - “savage”.

Thus, Zhelikhovskaia was not hostile toward non-Orthodox believers, Molokans, Protestants, Armenians, and
Muslims, as long as the believers belonged to the Russian Empire as the subjects, despite the denominations
and the ethnicities being decisively different to Orthodoxy and Russian. Even in these cases, she did not call
Armenians and Tatars “us”, of course nor “Russian”. Considering that the latter, Tatars, were “loyal subjects
of the Russian Tsar”, the non-Orthodox believers in the Russian Empire were excluded from “us”, or
“Russians”, but submissive to Russians.

3.6. Subjecthood: Zhelikhovskaia’s Representation of “Turks”

This article has examined Zhelikhovskaia’s «us» from several perspectives. It seems to become clear that the
perception of Zhelikhovskaia had a somewhat imperialist nature, which was able to fluctuate depending on
the objects. These objects were in common — subjects of the Russian Empire as the criterion of subjecthood
was constant.

Below, changing the criterion of subjecthood, this section will examine Zhelikhovskaia’s representation of the
Ottoman subjects, whom she called “Turks”. Despite some differences to the case of Russian subjects, the
representation of the Ottomans is worthy of examination, because the Ottomans were just “Orient” in the eyes

37 Monokane, 104TH Bch 3aHUMAlOLIiECS U3B030Mb, KPOMb MHOTHXb II0KEpPTBOBAHI, IIPe/IJI0KHIIN JapOBOii IEpeBO3b CONAATH OTh
CTaHIIM JI0 Ha3HAYCHHBIXb UMb 0apaKkoBb. ApMsIHE JTJaBOYHUKN HE CKYIHJIMCh Ha IIOKEPTBOBaHIsSI MHO)KECTBA ITPEAMETOBD U IEPBOH
U IECSITOM HEOOXOAUMOCTH: TPy /Il 3a11aCOBD, OJICK/IBI, TA0aKy, KHUT'b, JaXKe KapTh, KAPTUHD U TOMY NTOJJOOHBIXb YBECEIUTEIbHBIXb
IPEZIMETOBD, INEPEeBO3HINCH 0003aMu Bb Oapaku. HeOompmriisi OparcTBa TH(INCCKUXB €BAaHTEIMCTOBh M IIEPEKPELICHIEBH
JKEPTBOBAIM THICSYM €BaHTENiH, ICANTHUPE M MOJMTBEHHUKOBL. MycyibMaHe—HM Th He OTCTalu: MO IPEIJIOKEHII0 CBOEro
IyXOBHAro riaBel, MyQris ['ycceitna, Tudmucckie Tatapsl MHOTO pazbs cOMpaiiil TIOXKEPTBOBAHIS HA «CTPAXKAYIIUXH BOMHOBDHY.
OTOTHh YMHBIA MyQTiii (T. €. TJIaBHBIH CBSIEHHUKD TaTapcKiil), YUTaidb, IO 3TOMY IOBOAY, Aaxe nporobau cBoeit macteh BB
MedueTsixb: «Mebl Bk, BbpHOMOgnannsie Pycckaro Llaps, HeiHb TOKHBI CIIIOTUTBCA, — 0e3b pazbopa Bhpoucnosbaaniii, rosopuis
oHb. Beh 00s3aHBI TOMOTaTh CTPAXIYIIUMB 32 OTEYECTBO M CIIOCOOCTBOBATH Ipeycbpanito eroy!.. : JKenuxoeckas, 1885a, C.18-
19.
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of Russia*®, and because “Turks” in the Caucasus had become ruled by the Russians as Russian Empire had
expanded its realm in the Caucasus. Therefore, the Ottomans, or “Turks”, were the ruled “Orient”, which
would become an object of the imperial perception.

Zhelikhovskaia had nursed «Turkish» prisoners as she depicted:

Many Georgian militia-staffs and mountaineers existed in ours. Also, there were not a few Turkish prisoners, who
first squinted and were afraid of doctors, comrades in barracks, a servant, and even us. Of women, they not only
were afraid but also disdained, and it is acknowledged for me that our hearts could not remain for the infidels so
as for our sicked persons. No matter how much they suffered, all [we] involuntarily thought, looking upon these
black, brutish ugly faces, that: “Oh, brother, we here remedy you; but our wounded be fallen to you, you would
immediately peel his skin®®”.

In this part, Zhelikhovskaia indicated the disdain of women by “Turks” and “our” inability to be concerned
with “Turks” the same as “our sicked persons”. Zhelikhovskaia apparently argued that it is impossible for
Russian women and the “Turks” to interact in a relationship, in which, “we love them [Russian soldiers], they
love us deeply!” What the term “we” meant here included being women, as the author paraphrases women’s
relationships to “Turks” of “our” relationships to “Turks”.

What a nurse could not be concerned with “Turks” as comrades means that the nurse acted based on “any
distinction, exclusion, restriction or preference based on race, colour, descent, or national or ethnic origin®®”,

in other words, the nurse discriminated “Turks” in the current sense.

Of course, the current sense is somewhat inappropriate to discuss the 19" century. There are some conceivable
reasons: it is simply anachronistic for us to consider the propaganda in the 1870s by the convention concluded
in 1960; in 1870s Europe, such understanding of “Turks” was very ordinary; women disdained “Turks”
because previously “Turks” disdained women. However, these reasons are not plausible because of a
prominent exception in the same war. Another Russian woman, Ekaterina Bakunina solicitously nursed
“Turks”, even without “any distinction, exclusion, restriction or preference based on race, colour, descent, or
national or ethnic origin”, and did not indicate the disdainful attitude of “Turks” to women*'. Even though the
“Turks” actually disdained the women, the “Turks” could not tell as long as Zhelikhovskaia, an experienced
and literate writer, was able to depict the “Turks” as “brutish ugly” with full rhetorical strategies whilst not
excerpting saying of the “Turks”. Zhelikhovskaia had a predominance over the “Turks” to produce any
discourse. Thus, it is somewhat accurate that Zhelikhovskaia discriminates against the “Turks”.

Moreover, the discourse is more lucid. On the one hand, non-Russians were at least the “savages” for
Zhelikhovskaia. On the other hand, “Turks” were “infidels”, which she never called one belonged to the

38 Taki, 2012; Davidova, E. (2012). Gender and culture in the Turkish Province: The observations of a Russian woman traveler
(1868), Aspasia, 6, 79-95.

39 Muoro 65110 y Hach ¥ I'py3unb Munuuioneposs U Iopliess; Hemano 1 Typokb ITbHHBIXb, KOTOPBIE Bb Hauamrh Beerna yxacHo
KOCHJINCBH, OOSUTHCH M JIOKTOPOBB, M TOBAapHIlIEH M0 Oapakamb, U PUCIYTH, U Jaxe Hach. Ha xeHmmHb oHM, Kpomb cTpaxa, eme
cMotphbmn ¢b GompmME TIpe3phHieMB U MPH3HAIOCH, YTO W HAIK Cep/Ila He MOTJH TaKb JIEKATh Kb 3TUMb M3yBbpaMsb, Kakb Kb
CBOUM®D 00JIbHBIMB. Kakh Obl OHU HU CTPAJaiid, a BCe HEBOJILHO lyMaJlOCh, TJIS/I HA 3TH YepHbIst, 38Bpckist poxku; «Hy, 6pars, Mbl
BOTH TeOs JISYMMb; a OMAANCh Kb BAMB HAI'h PAHCHBIH, THI OBI Ch HETO )KHUBO KOXKY coapans!» : Keruxosckas, 1885a, C.50-51.
0 International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, Article 1st.

4! Bakunina, calling herself « Turkophile dame», nursed “Turkish” prisoners: Examepuna Baxynuna. (1879). Tonw na Kaskash: ITpu
BOCHHO-BPEMEHHBIX TOCTUTAISIXb. OTPBIBKH U3b MUCEMb CTapIIel CECTPhI MUIIOCEP/Iis KpacHaro kpecta Exatepunbl bakyHHUHOIA.
// COOpHHKD BOCHHBIXD pa3cka3opb 1877- 1878, 11, CII6: Uznanie Ku. B. Memepckaro, C.419-496, especially, 442-443.

Despite Bakunina's identity seeming to be more as a nurse than as a woman, it needs another detailed discussion to prove how she
identified herself as a nurse, the discussion is omitted here.
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Russian Empire but used only here, “Turks” have “black, brutish ugly faces”, using which term she represented
Turkish counterparts not as “savages”, but as “brutish” in worse. She gave the most detailed account of the
alleged inhumanity of the “Turks” than others: “Our wounded be fallen to you, you would immediately peel
his skin”. At least, the discourse of “Turks”. By any means, the discourse of “Turks” in the book was different
to non-Russian nor Orthodox subjects in the Russian Empire and was in an extraordinarily disdainful tone.

Some Russian’s perception of “Turks” is, however, unlike the perception by Zhelikhovskaia. In the hospital,
some Russians aided “Turks”, one of whom made Zhelikhovskaia recognise herself as very prejudiced and
discriminative:

And how reluctantly the helping hands were raised! ... and what? It is shameful to acknowledge and necessary to
say, that in relation to us, people identifying themselves as learned Christians, our pure soldiers frequently
illiterate were favourable genuine Christian examples! ...they did not have any malice toward these recent
enemies of them. They talked and joked with them and treated them with tobacco. Not refusing, more healthy
[Christian soldiers] served Turkish sick person or Kabardian.

What! [For] which are they guilty? Who are we, who are they, - all is only one! They fulfilled their own duty to
the native land. Not for malice, but for oath each other they struggled ... God is with them! They are also people...
Probably on their own behalf, about them, wives also, mothers as well, pray to their own God!

An aged soldier who lied side by side with prisoners told such a thing to us. And I acknowledged that I felt
ashamed of my petty feelings when I compared [the tiny word] to the great words of the soldier in [my] mind*.

The soldiers, «favourable genuine Christian examples» without “any malice toward these recent enemies of
them”, served Turkish sick person or Kabardian. The soldiers are plural, so not a petty coincidental exception.
The argument “they are also people”, which one of the soldiers indicates, made Zhelikhovskaia herself become
“ashamed due to [my] own tiny word”, full of revilements at “Turks”. Even though Zhelikhovskaia
fundamentally disdained “Turks” in her imperial perception, she was able to change the perception by the real
person. In short, her imperial perception was inconsistent when the real person could influence, or on the
individual level.

Just after becoming ashamed, concluding the sixth chapter of Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie, Zhelikhovskaia became
defiant one more:

No! Our Orthodox narod did not diminish, if in the middle of him, without interruption abreast, such feelings
appeared, such good speeches sounded! So for great narod, - there is great future. Here, because of this, those
who know Russian narod cannot doubt Russia’s future success®.

42 1 KaKb-TO HEOXOTHO PYKH MOJBIMATUCH UMb nomorath!.. M uto sxe? CThIIHO MPH3HATHCS, @ HAO CKa3aTh, YTO M Bb 3TOMb
OTHOILCHIN HAMb, JIIOASMb CUUTABIIMMD ce0s1 yICHBIMU U XPUCTiaHAMH, HALIIK IPOCTHIE, YACTO HETPAMOTHBIE COJIIATHKH MOJaBAITH
Onarie, ©CTUHHO XpucTiaHckie npumbpsl!.. Bb HUXB He ObUTO0 HU Marbifieid 3110061 IPOTUBD ITHXb HEJABHUXD BParoBb CBOUXb.
OHH pa3roBapuBajId M LIYTWIM Cb HUMH, H TA0aYKOMb HXb IIOTYUBAJIH, H HEPOYb OBUIH, KTO T0310poBLil, ycimyKuth 00MEHOMY
Typxy unu KaGyreriy.

Yroxs! UbMb oM mOBUHHEI?.. UTO MBI, 9TO OHH, - Bce equHO! J[onTh cBOi pems oTedecTBOMB crionHsuid. He mo 3100%, - a mo
npucsarb apyrs Apyxky Ounm... bors ¢b HuMu! OHU TOXe JTr0AM... Yail, Bb cBoeil cToporb, 00b HUXB TOXKE KEHbI, 1a MATEPH CBOBO
Bora monsats!»

Takb roBOpHIb HAMB OJIHAXKABI TOXKUIION COJIATH, JIEKABILIIH PSIOMB Ch IUICHHBIMbB. M IPH3HAIOCH: CTBHIAHO CTA)I0 MHB 3a CBOM
MEJIKisl 9yBCTBA, KOT/Ia s Bb Iylrk CpaBHMIIA HXb Ch BEJIMKUMU CIIOBAMH 3TOTO conmara. : JKeauxosckas, 1885a, C.51. Especially
the argument of the soldier is syntactically peculiar in regards to its Subject-Object-Verb word order in Russian texts, for which this
article cannot make any critical explanation yet.

4 Hbrs! He u3Menbyans Halrb HApOIb MPABOCIABHBIMH, €CIM CPEIHM €ro, CIUIONIb Aa PSAOMb, MPOSBIAIOTCS TaKis 4yBCTBA,
cIbIIaTcs Takis xopouwis pbun! A Bemukomy Hapomy, —BesHKas OyayIIHOCTb. BOTh movemy TOoTh, KTO 3HaeTh HapoIb Pycckii,
He MOXeTh coMHbBaThCs Bb OyayuiHoctu u npeycrbsuiu Pocciu. : Kenuxosckas, 1885a, C.52.
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Thus, Zhelikhovskaia praised the Orthodox ethnic Russians and concluded the promised reliability of
Orthodox Russians, with the excuse that “favourable genuine Christian examples” served vulgar “Turks”
amicably*.

3.7. Place of Non-Russian/Orthodox Women

As indicated, Zhelikhovskaia depicted various characters in the Russian Empire, mostly male characters, like
soldiers, miiftii, or dwellers without any specific identification of Gender. The most representative female
characters were the Russian women, “us” in Zhelikhovskaia’s expression. Then, it becomes a problem of the
intersectionality of how Zhelikhovskaia depicted non-Russian/Orthodox women.

The answer is simple: Zhelikhovskaia does basically not refer to any non-Russian/Orthodox women, except
the Georgian woman named after Maiko, the wife of Otiya, especially in this propaganda®. As well as
Zhelikhovskaia described the humble Georgian women and miserable Tatar (Azeri) women in another book*,
Kavkaz’ i Zakavkaz e, she seemed to be familiar with the non-Russian/Orthodox Women in the Caucasus. It
is considerable that most characters were male especially in propaganda, which implied the relationship
between propaganda, manhood and war in the nineteenth century, even though it needs more accurate analysis
to prove the relationship. Anyway, what is clear is that Zhelikhovskaia did not identify non-Russian/Orthodox
women as specific groups with the Georgian exception, nor refer to the women.

4. Hierarchy in Zhelikhovskaia’s Nasi Voini1 Pravoslavnie

This article has examined the imperial perception by Zhelikhovskaia at the polity and individual levels, based
on the criteria of gender, ethnicity, denomination, and subjecthood, paying attention to the term °
apparently a representation of a collective identity to which she belonged, considering the discourse “us” in
the wartime colonial capital as a reflection of the perception of Russian imperial organisation by her.

Gus’,,

Zhelikhovskaia took the Russian war against the Ottomans for granted. In other words, she approved of Russia
for the aggressive war against the Ottomans. Thus, Zhelikhovskaia was an imperialist.

As the term “we” exists in the approval, the discourse “we” might represent the identity of the Russian Empire.
To put it briefly, “we make a bow” for ethnic-Russian Orthodox-believer masculine combatants, especially,
war dead-s. Zhelikhovskaia identified herself as feminine and cared for men affectionally as a nurse, based
both on the Russian patriarchy and on the familism of Western origin. Thus, in a narrow sense, she attributed
the identity of “us” to collective Russian women, who submitted to and cared for the men. Along with the
criterion of gender, Zhelikovskaia excluded non-Russians in the Russian Empire from “us” as she ascribed
Georgians to “not us, not Russians”. Zhelikhovskaia called Orthodox mountaineers “savages”, which implied
the imperialistic nature of her perception. Moreover, Zhelikhovskaia regarded non-Orthodox subjects in the
Russian Empire as compatriots, as she indicated Miiftii’s preaching “the loyal subjects of Russian Tsar”. Even
though acknowledging non-Russian/Orthodox subjects in the Russian Empire as compatriots, the imperialistic

4 As mentioned above, whilst Zhelikhovskaia died in 1896 (Jlesun, 2015, C.219), she was not able to know the failures of Russia
after 1896 such as the Russo-Japanese War, 1904-1905, the first World War, the Russian Revolution, and so on.

45 Throughout the book, the only case in which a non-Russian/Georgian woman plays a necessary role in the plot is the story of
Georgians. When searching such words as “Typuanka (Turkish woman)”, “Tartapka (Tatar woman)”, Apmsiaka (Armenian woman)
from the PDF, there is no result, and doing the word ‘“YKenmmuna (woman)”, there are only Russian and Georgian results.

46 Zhelikhovskaia depicted the (Georgian) women beating themselves up in the festival and the Tatar women who are abused by the
men: JKenuxosckas, 1885b, C.53-54, 75-78. These interesting cases are worth to be examined separately but are now omitted to
discuss in detail, due to the limitation of space and theme.
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woman excluded non-Russian/Orthodox subjects from the identity “us”, in time ascribing “savagery”, on the
one hand.

On the other hand, Zhelikhovskaia obviously disdained the “Turks” full of insults, which she never ascribed
to her compatriots. Even though Zhelikhovskaia occasionally felt shame at her thoughts on “Turks” one time,
because of the kindness of another, Zhelikhovskaia interpreted the kindness as a merit of “our Orthodox narod”
and modified an ideology promising the future of the narod.

The most invisible group was non-Russian/Orthodox women other than Georgians, detected by intersectional
analysis. Zhelikhovskaia made the women invisible and did neither praise nor disdain.

According to the aforementioned criteria, Zhelikhovskaia’s identity “we” was a collective of Russian women
caring about the gender norms in a narrow sense and a collective identity that regarded non-Russian/Orthodox
subjects as compatriots but excluded from “our” selves in a broader sense. Zhelikhovskaia’s identity “us” in a
narrow sense was submissive to ethnic-Russian Orthodox-believer masculine combatants.

Thus, Zhelikhovskaia’s imperial perception represents apparently the hierarchy, in which Russian men were
on the top, Russian women came after, submissive to Russian men, and the hierarchy that excluded non-
Russian/Orthodox subjects from Russians themselves, exploiting as “the loyal subjects of Russian Tsar”, even
though the Georgians were more privileged than other non-Russian/Orthodox people as already indicated by
some researcher?’. The ascendance of Russian women was apparent, as far as the woman, Zhelikhovskaia,
found “savagery” in non-Russian subjects, and mountaineers and ignored non-Russian/Orthodox women. Of
course, the hierarchy never gave room for the “Turks”. On the other hand, Zhelikhovskaia ignored most of the
non-Russian/Orthodox women even likely due to the alleged manhood in the war, which also implied the
power relationship between Russian coloniser women and non-Russian colonised women.

Taking the hierarchy into account, the nature of the book, Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie, was just that of patriotism.
The most contrasting aspects of the book are the depictions of the subjects of the Russian Empire and the
Ottomans. The descriptions converting the kindness to “Turks” to the merit of “our Orthodox narod”, and the
description praising ethnic-Russian Orthodox-believer masculine combatants are commonly full of extolment
of Russia. Advantageous to the Russian expansionism to Acara, Acar-s, Muslim Kartvelis in the Ottoman
domain until 1878, were rephrased as “Georgians” as if the people would be Orthodox Christian Kartvelis in
the Russian domain. Finally, considering these facts and that the book was published by a public publisher of
the Russian Empire, this book, Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie, is a book of authorised propaganda by the government
of the Russian Empire®.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, it becomes clear that in the patriotic propaganda book, Nasi Voini Pravoslavnie, Zhelikhovskaia,
a Russian imperialist woman, represents the least inclusion of Russian subjects and its hierarchy, in which
Orthodox Russian men on the top, and Orthodox Russian women at the following reigned non-
Russians/Orthodox male-oriented subjects (and mostly invisible non-Russian/Orthodox female subjects) from
the relative privileged Georgian to the “savage” mountaineers in Russian Empire, and the most exclusion of

47 Previous research focused on the depiction of the Russo-Ottoman War, 1877-1878, frequently indicates Russian élites’
exceptionally favourable representation of Georgians at that time: Acar, 2004, pp.7-21; Gutmeyr, 2017, pp.222-223.

8 It is interesting that the propaganda has a gendered nature. The term “we” indicates women in a narrow sense, whilst the author
Zhelikhovskaia represents her gender identity, gender norms, and performativity as a Russian woman.
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the Ottomans, or “Turks”, both as a polity and as concrete subjects. Especially discussing the status of women,
the second supreme group in the hierarchy, Russian women, were supposed to intimately, or affectionally,
care for men, especially Russian men, according to the gender norms of Russia in the 1870s. As a second
group member, Zhelikhovskaia identified herself, codified, and performed femininity as per the gender norms.
The group, Russian women, was in a privileged position also in terms that the Russian woman almost ignored
non-Russian/Orthodox women and their agency.

The examination of Zhelikhovskaia’s Nasi Voint Pravoslavnie recounts the gender norms and imperial
perception of a Russian woman in wartime: the hierarchy in which Russians were on the top in the multi-
ethnic/religious Russian Empire; women, presupposed ethnic-Russian women, submissive to and caring for
men would be seen even in the 1870s Russian Empire. Zhelikhovskaia’s book was published in Saint
Petersburg. It is unknown how the imperial perception reflected the actual situation of the Caucasian frontier.
In any way, Zhelikhovskaia integrated gender norms and imperial perception into her patriotic propaganda.
The situation of the Empire and gender comprises the historical background of Today’s Russia, which has
officially reinforced and legally promoted “traditional familism”, presupposed the Russian family, and
intensively mobilised non-Russians for the present Russo-Ukrainian War.

Conflict of Interest and Contribution Declaration: The authors declared that they have no conflict of
interest. The article is a single-authored article.
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